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Abstract. Although e-government adoption has been widely 

studied, limited attention has been given to citizen-centric 

adoption, despite citizens’ willingness being central to e-

government success. This study systematically synthesises the 

literature to identify and conceptualise the multidimensional 

antecedents of citizen-centric e-government adoption. Following 

the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines, peer-reviewed studies published 

between 2004 and 2025 were retrieved from Scopus and Web of 

Science. A total of 87 studies were analysed to address four 

research questions. The review identifies 21 antecedents grouped 

into six dimensions: trust factors, technology acceptance 

constructs, system quality, user competency, enabling conditions, 

and security and privacy concerns. The Unified Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) emerged as the most 

frequently applied framework, followed by the Technology 

Acceptance Model (TAM). The findings show that citizen adoption is 

multidimensional and is best explained through integrated 

theoretical perspectives. The proposed taxonomy offers 

researchers a structured basis for empirical validation and provides 

policymakers with theory-informed guidance for improving 

adoption. Without addressing these interconnected antecedents, e-

government may continue to operate alongside, rather than 

transform, traditional service delivery. 

Keywords: citizen-centric e-government adoption; adoption 

antecedents; UTAUT; trust; systematic literature review 

https://doi.org/10.63158/journalisi.v8i4.1613


Vol. 8, No. 4, August 2026 

 
 

3999 | Antecedents of Citizen-Centric E-Government Adoption: A Systematic ….. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

The application of information communication technologies (ICTs) to enhance public 

service delivery has led to the emergence of electronic government (e-government). E-

government refers to the use of ICTs by governments to deliver information and services 

to citizens and businesses [1]. Globally, most countries are optimistic about leveraging 

ICTs to enhance public service delivery, seeking to provide citizens with digital public 

services that enable access to information and online transactions with government 

departments and agencies [2], [3], [4], [5], [6], [7]. The adoption of digital technologies in 

government services has significantly changed how citizens interact with public 

institutions in the 21st century [8], [9]. In particular, the shift toward citizen-centric e-

government represents a paradigm change from traditional government-centred 

approaches to models that prioritise citizens’ needs. A citizen-centric perspective frames 

e-government as a process of digitally connecting citizens to government agencies for 

communication and transactions via online platforms [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [15], [16]. In this 

context, the success of e-government services depends on citizens' willingness to adopt 

them. However, despite considerable government investments in digitising the public 

sector, citizens’ adoption of e-government services remains significantly lower than 

anticipated, especially in developing countries [17], [18], [19], [20], [21], [22], [23]. 

 

While existing studies identify various determinants of e-government adoption [12], [21], 

[23], [24], [25], [26], [27], [28], [29], [30], [31], [32], the literature remains fragmented across 

theoretical frameworks (e.g., TAM, UTAUT, TPB, ISSM). These traditional lenses often fail 

to capture adoption as a cohesive, multidimensional, and inherently citizen-centric 

phenomenon. To bridge this gap, this systematic literature review advances existing e-

government research in two primary ways. First, the study moves beyond the use of 

isolated theories to conceptualise citizen adoption through a unified perspective. Second, 

this review synthesises the fragmented literature to construct a six-dimensional 

taxonomy of citizen-centric antecedents. 

 

This systematic literature review aims to develop a comprehensive understanding of 

citizen-centric e-government adoption. Specifically, the study seeks to analyse the 

theoretical frameworks and models that have been applied to explain citizens’ e-

government adoption behaviour. It also aims to identify and synthesise the antecedents 
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that influence citizens’ decisions to adopt or not adopt e-government services. In 

addition, the study examines the moderating role of demographic factors in the 

relationships between adoption antecedents and citizens’ e-government adoption 

behaviour. Finally, the review explores existing research gaps and proposes future 

research directions to advance the theoretical and empirical development of citizen-

centric e-government adoption research. 

 

To achieve these objectives, the study addresses four research questions. First, which 

theoretical frameworks and models have been used to explain citizens’ e-government 

adoption behaviour? Second, what antecedents influence citizens’ adoption or non-

adoption of e-government services? Third, how do demographic factors moderate the 

relationships between these antecedents and citizens’ e-government adoption 

behaviour? Fourth, what research gaps and future directions can be identified to advance 

e-government adoption research from a citizen-centric perspective? 

 

The organisation of this paper proceeds as follows: Methodology is discussed in Section 

2, findings and discussion in Section 3, contributions to the research in Section 4, gaps 

and future research directions in Section 5, and conclusions in Section 6. 

 

2. METHODS 

 

The study conducted a systematic literature review (SLR) to synthesise the current state 

of knowledge on citizen e-government adoption. We employed the Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) protocol [33] to ensure a 

transparent, well-structured framework for extracting and reporting results. This process 

enhances reliability in findings and deepens understanding of citizen e-government 

adoption. The current study followed a systematic literature review protocol comprising 

five sequential steps. First, the purpose of the review and the research questions were 

determined to guide the search for relevant studies on citizen-centred e-government. 

Second, a search strategy was implemented using the Scopus and Web of Science 

databases. This step involved applying predefined search strings and Boolean operators 

to find the desired information. Third, duplicate records were identified, followed by a 

thorough review of their titles and abstracts to filter out irrelevant studies using the 

inclusion and exclusion criteria. Fourth, selected articles were analysed to extract and 
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synthesise data and identify common antecedents of e-government adoption. The SLR 

follow PRIMA guideline as shown in Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram for SLR 

 

2.1. Identification  

We conducted a literature search from Scopus and Web of Science (WoS) databases. The 

selection of Scopus and WoS is justified by the extensive indexing of diverse scientific 

research. Both databases are internationally recognised for their academic rigour and 

comprehensive indexing [34], [35]; hence, drawing on articles from Scopus and WoS 

ensured comprehensive, high-quality coverage of relevant literature. Limiting the search 

to Scopus and Web of Science was a deliberate scope decision to ensure a baseline of 

high-impact, peer-reviewed literature. Nevertheless, the study acknowledges that 

excluding databases such as IEEE Xplore, ACM Digital Library, and Google Scholar may 

have led to the omission of some relevant studies, particularly conference proceedings 
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and regional publications, which constitutes a limitation of the review. The search 

focused on peer-reviewed English-language articles published from 2004 to 2025. This 

21-year span traces citizen-focused e-government research from its beginnings to 

complex contemporary perspectives. In 2004, citizen-focused e-government research 

emerged, drawing on established theories of technology adoption, such as the TAM and 

the DOI. During this period, researchers introduced empirical models to study citizens’ 

intentions and actual use of e-government services. A keyword-based strategy using 

Boolean operators (‘AND, ‘OR’) was applied to identify studies on citizen e-government 

adoption. The search strings used in the SLR are shown in Table 1. The choice of the 

search terms was driven by the need to retrieve articles that used terminology related 

to primary keywords: e-government, adoption, and antecedents. The initial search 

returned 1068 articles (Scopus: 840; WoS: 228). After removing 35 duplicates, 1,033 unique 

records remained for screening. 

 

Table 1. Search strings used in SLR 

Database Search string 

Scopus 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (("e-government" OR egovernment OR "electronic government" OR 

"digital government" OR "e-gov" OR "online government”) AND (adoption OR 

acceptance OR uptake OR use OR usage OR "intention to use" OR continuance) 

AND (antecedent* OR determinant* OR driver* OR factor* OR predictor* OR 

barrier* OR enabler*)) 

WoS 

TS = (("e-government" OR egovernment OR "electronic government" OR "digital 

government" OR "e-gov" OR "online government") AND (adoption OR acceptance 

OR uptake OR use OR usage OR "intention to use" OR continuance) AND 

(antecedent* OR determinant* OR driver* OR factor* OR predictor* OR barrier* OR 

enabler*)) 

 

2.2. Screening of articles   

The screening agreement between reviewers was not formally measured using statistical 

methods such as Cohen's kappa. The process was conducted by two independent 

reviewers in two stages, using the predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria shown in 

Table 2. Discrepancies in article selection were resolved through discussion and 

consensus, with the third reviewer consulted. The first stage involved reading titles and 

abstracts of retrieved articles to assess their relevance to the review questions. Title 

abstract screening can reduce the workload of conducting systematic reviews [36]. We 
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conducted a preliminary screening of articles based on their titles and abstracts, 

excluding 775 irrelevant articles. The second stage involved downloading and reading the 

full text of the retrieved articles. Studies were excluded based on the following criteria: 

published before 2004, not peer-reviewed, not in English, or not focusing on citizen e-

government adoption. We also excluded grey literature such as conference papers, book 

chapters, industry reports, policy reviews, and dissertations to ensure rigour. Examples 

of excluded articles based on research focus are listed in Table 3. The full texts of the 

remaining 258 articles were assessed for eligibility.  

 
Table 2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

Criteria Inclusion Exclusion 

Publication 

period 
2004 to 2025 Before 2004 

Language English Non-English 

Document 

types 

Peer-reviewed 

journal articles 

Industry reports, dissertations, conference papers, 

book chapters, policy reviews, and non-peer-reviewed 

articles. 

Study focus 

Individual/Citizen e-

government 

adoption 

Business and employee e-government adoption 

 
Table 3. Sample excluded articles 

Authors Title Research focus 

[37] 

“The willingness of e-Government service adoption by 

business users: The role of offline service quality and 

trust in technology” 

e-government service 

adoption by business 

users 

[38] 

“Determinants of e-government service adoption: an 

empirical study for business registration in Southeast 

Vietnam” 

e-government service 

adoption for SMEs 

business registration 

[39] 

“Factors affecting e-government adoption in the UAE 

public sector organisations: the knowledge 

management perspective” 

e-government 

adoption in public 

sector departments 

[40] 

“Impacts of organizational assimilation of e-

government systems on business value creation: A 

structuration theory approach” 

public organizations 

utilising an e-

governmental system 
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2.3. Included  

Studies were included for review if they were published between 2004 and 2025, were 

peer-reviewed, were grounded in a theoretical framework, were written in English, and 

explicitly focused on citizen e-government adoption. The inclusion and exclusion criteria 

are shown in Table 3. In the included stage, 87 articles were included in the final review. 

According to [33], a field with at least 40 articles suggests it has matured enough to 

warrant a systematic literature review. This makes systematic literature reviews valuable 

contributors to the field.  
 
2.4. Study quality assessment 

Journal quartile rankings were used as a selection criterion to avoid including articles 

published in lower-ranked journals. Journal quartile rankings were applied as a quality 

filter, resulting in the inclusion of 55 Q1, 28 Q2, 3 Q3, and 1 Q4 journal articles. We ensured 

the quality of the included articles by sorting them by Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q4 journal ranks, 

as determined by SCImago. Quartiles of journal publications (Q1-Q4) were primarily used 

as filters for publication quality rather than as tools for evaluating study quality. Although 

this method provides a standard for academic quality, it recognises that it cannot serve 

as an adequate basis for evaluating each study's quality and risks. To maintain the rigour 

and credibility of the literature synthesis, a quality appraisal was conducted for all 

included studies. Following recommendations for quality assessment in systematic 

reviews [41], a review-specific quality appraisal instrument (see Table 4) was developed 

to evaluate the methodological quality and relevance of the included studies. Studies 

received a score of 2 = Fully meets criterion, 1 = Partially meets criterion, and 0 = Does 

not meet criterion. All 87 selected studies met the quality assessment criteria and had a 

very low risk of bias. The quality assessment rubric for all 87 studies is presented in 

Appendix A and constitutes the final corpus of studies included in the systematic 

literature review. 

 

Table 4: Quality assessment criteria 

Criterion Assessment Question Score 

QA1 Are the study objectives clearly stated? 0–2 

QA2 Is the research methodology adequately described? 0–2 

QA3 Are findings supported by sufficient evidence or analysis? 0–2 

QA4 Are conclusions logically derived from the findings? 0–2 
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2.5. Data extraction  

For each included study, we used a Microsoft Excel file to record the following details: 

year, author, title, country, journal title, quartile rank, theoretical framework/model, 

methodology, data analysis methods, and antecedents. These details were used in the 

SLR to characterise the studies' general characteristics and classify the antecedents. This 

standardised coding template ensured consistent data extraction across all papers. Data 

extraction was performed by the primary researcher using a predefined extraction form. 

To enhance reliability, a second reviewer independently reviewed a subset of the 

extracted studies, and any discrepancies were resolved through discussion and 

consensus. 

 
2.6. Data analysis and synthesis  
Data synthesis in a systematic literature review involves analysing and combining 

findings from included articles to generate new insights. By synthesising data, we aimed 

to contribute to the understanding and classification of the antecedents of citizen-

centric e-government adoption and their theoretical frameworks. The included studies 

differed in context, service type, and theoretical framework. This heterogeneity made a 

formal meta-analysis unfeasible. Instead, we used narrative and thematic synthesis and 

systematically tabulated the findings. We organised the results around major themes: 

Antecedent categories, theoretical models, moderating variables, and a future research 

agenda.  Based on the thematic synthesis, a six-dimensional taxonomy is proposed as a 

conceptual framework for understanding the multidimensional antecedents of citizen-

centric e-government adoption. A total of 21 antecedents of citizen-centric e-

government adoption were identified from thematic analysis. An inductive thematic 

analysis approach was then used to organise the coded antecedents into higher-order 

categories based on conceptual similarity and their theoretical foundations in technology 

adoption, information systems success, and e-government literature. This process 

resulted in six higher-order dimensions: Trust, Technology Acceptance, System Quality, 

User Competence, Enabling Factors and Security and Privacy. Demographic factors (e.g., 

age, gender, education, digital literacy, and prior e-government experience) were treated 

as separate moderating variables rather than as direct antecedents of adoption. 
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3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

3.1. Descriptive Analysis 

Figure 2 presents the annual distribution of Q1–Q4 journal publications on citizen e-

government adoption from 2004 to 2025 based on data retrieved from Scopus and WoS 

as of November 30, 2025. Between 2004 and 2009, publication output was limited, with 

only one study per year and no eligible articles in 2006. This gap indicates the early 

developmental stage of citizen adoption research in high-ranked journals, during which 

e-government studies primarily focused on technological readiness and service rather 

than citizen adoption. From 2010 onward, the number of publications increased steadily, 

with marked growth after 2015 and a peak in 2022. This period aligns with the expansion 

of citizen-centric e-government services and the increased empirical application of e-

government adoption frameworks. The slight decline between 2023 and 2025 is likely due 

to publication lag, as Q-ranked journals have long turnaround times.  

 

 
Figure 2. Publication trend 

 
Figure 3 illustrates the geographical distribution of studies on citizen e-government 

adoption. China (8 studies) and India (7 studies) are the most frequently examined 

countries. This is likely due to their large populations, rapid digital transformation, and 

sustained government investment in e-government initiatives. A secondary group of 

countries includes Jordan and the United Arab Emirates (5 studies each), followed by the 

United Kingdom (4 studies). Saudi Arabia, Ghana, Malaysia, and Turkey (3 studies each) are 
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receiving increased attention. In contrast, countries such as Canada and the United States 

(each with 2 studies) are underrepresented, suggesting a shift in research priorities. The 

limited representation of many Global South countries highlights persistent gaps in 

context-specific evidence. Overall, studies are concentrated in a few countries, especially 

China and India. However, it remains fragmented across other regions. This pattern 

underscores both the contextual diversity and the geographical limitations of current 

research on citizen e-government adoption.  

 

 
Figure 3. Distribution by countries 

 

As illustrated in Figure 4, the distribution of the reviewed studies by publication is 

presented, with emphasis on the top 20 journals. The distribution clearly highlights the 

multidisciplinary nature of citizen-centric e-government adoption, which has been 

significantly influenced by Information Systems (IS), Public Administration, and 

Government Policy. The distribution also suggests that research on citizen-centric e-

government adoption has advanced to become a credible field of scholarly study. 

Moreover, considering publication sources can be an additional way to validate this 

literature review, as it demonstrates that peer-reviewed scholarly journals support the 

developed taxonomy. 
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Figure 4. Top 20 Journal distribution 

 

The 87 articles included in this review were published across 46 journals, demonstrating 

a diverse publication landscape (Table 5). Transforming Government: People, Process and 

Policy emerged as the most prominent publication outlet, with 14 articles, underscoring 

its central role in advancing scholarship in this field. Government Information Quarterly 

followed with seven articles. Sustainability ranks third, with 5 articles, while the 

International Journal of Public Administration and Information Systems Management has 

published 4. Sage, Digital Policy, Information Technology & People, Regulation and 

Governance, and Computers in Human Behaviour contributed three articles each. 

Information Development, Journal of Systems and Information Technology, Journal of 

Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, International Journal of 

Environmental Research and Public Health, and Behaviour & Information Technology each 

published two articles. The remaining 32 journals published one article each. This 

distribution indicates considerable diversity and fragmentation among publication 

outlets, suggesting that research on citizen e-government adoption is interdisciplinary 

and dispersed across multiple academic domains rather than concentrated within a single 

journal ecosystem.  
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Table 5. Journal distribution 

Ser 

no. 
Journal name 

SJR 

ranking 

No. of 

articles 

1 Transforming Government: People, Process and Policy Q2 (0.596) 14 

2 Government Information Quarterly Q1 (2.861) 7 

3 Sustainability Q1 (0.688) 5 

4 International Journal of Public Administration Q2 (0.725) 4 

5 Information Systems Management Q1 (4.486) 4 

6 Digital Policy, Regulation and Governance Q2 (0.528) 3 

7 Information Technology & People Q1 (1.567) 3 

8 Computers in Human Behavior Q1 (2.923) 3 

9 SAGE Open Q1 (0.514) 3 

10 Information Development Q1 (1.439) 2 

11 Journal of Systems and Information Technology Q3 (0.280) 2 

12 
Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and 

Complexity 
Q1 (1.215) 2 

13 
International Journal of Environmental Research and 

Public Health 
Q2 (0.919) 2 

14 Behaviour & Information Technology Q1 (1.103) 2 

15 Electronic Commerce Research and Applications Q1 (1.411) 1 

16 
Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing 

Countries 
Q3 (0.375) 1 

17 Electronic Library Q2 (0.412) 1 

18 European Journal of Information Systems Q1 (3.459) 1 

19 Information Polity Q2 (0.471) 1 

20 Information Systems and e-Business Management Q2 (0.670) 1 

21 Information Systems Frontiers Q1 (2.002) 1 

22 Information Systems Journal Q1 (3.652) 1 

23 Information Technology for Development Q1 (1.439) 1 

24 International Journal of Public Sector Management Q1 (0.646) 1 

25 International Review of Administrative Sciences Q1 (1.133) 1 

26 Internet Research Q1 (2.110) 1 

27 Journal of Enterprise Information Management Q1 (1.675) 1 

28 
Journal of Information, Communication and Ethics in 

Society 
Q1 (0.578) 1 

29 Journal of Internet Commerce Q1 (1.154) 1 

30 Journal of Science and Technology Policy Management Q2 (0.694) 1 



Vol. 8, No. 4, August 2026 

 
 

Kazembe Kazembe, Obert Sifile, et al | 4010 

Ser 

no. 
Journal name 

SJR 

ranking 

No. of 

articles 

31 Public Management Review Q1 (2.243) 1 

32 Acta Oeconomica Q3 (0.201) 1 

33 Social Science Computer Review Q1 (1.374) 1 

34 Administrative Sciences Q2 (0.706) 1 

35 Frontiers in Sociology Q1 (0.707) 1 

36 International Journal of Information Management Q1 (6.260) 1 

37 
International Journal of Information Systems in the 

Service Sector 
Q1 (0.235) 1 

38 Journal of Asia Business Studies Q1 (0.701) 1 

39 Journal of Decision Systems Q1 (0.761) 1 

40 Journal of Governance and Regulation Q4 (0.195) 1 

41 Journal of Policy Studies Q1 (2.066) 1 

42 Journal of Urban Management Q1 (1.055) 1 

43 Online Information Review Q1 (1.025) 1 

44 Production Planning and Control Q1 (2.198) 1 

45 Security Journal Q1 (0.932) 1 

46 Telematics and Informatics Q1 (2.131) 1 

 

Figure 5 demonstrates that quantitative approaches (n = 62) overwhelmingly dominate 

the methodological profile of the reviewed literature, with qualitative (n = 6) and mixed-

methods studies (N = 4) representing a small minority. This distribution reflects a 

pronounced preference for positivist and model-testing research designs in citizen e-

government adoption studies. Table 6 indicates that Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) 

is the most frequently employed data analysis method, appearing in 36 studies, 

highlighting its centrality in examining complex causal relationships among the 

antecedents of citizen e-government adoption. Regression analysis (19 studies) and 

Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) (14 studies) are also 

prevalent, further demonstrating the dominance of multivariate statistical techniques 

focused on model validation and hypothesis testing. In contrast, qualitative and mixed-

methods approaches are underrepresented. Grounded theory was used in only four 

studies, while narrative analysis, content analysis, and meta-analysis were each applied 

in a single study. Traditional inferential techniques, including correlation analysis, ANOVA, 

t-tests, and exploratory factor analysis, were each reported in three studies. Overall, the 
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methodological landscape of citizen e-government adoption research is characterised by 

a predominance of quantitative, confirmatory approaches, particularly SEM-based 

techniques, whereas qualitative and integrative methods remain comparatively 

underutilised. These trends carry significant weight regarding the argument presented in 

this study. More specifically, there is a growing inclination among researchers to test 

non-linear adoption models that account for interactions among several independent 

variables. This shift reflects the growing recognition that e-government adoption is 

influenced by interdependent rather than isolated factors. 

 

 
Figure 5. Research methodology 

 

Table 6. Data analysis techniques 

No. Data analysis technique No. of articles 

1 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 36 

2 Regression analysis 19 

3 Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) 14 

4 Grounded theory 4 

5 Correlation 3 

6 ANOVA 3 

7 t-test 3 

8 Exploratory factor analysis 3 

9 Narrative 1 

10 Content analysis 1 

11 Meta-analysis 1 
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3.2. Theories used in explaining citizens' e-government adoption behaviours 

A wide range of theories, frameworks, and models have been used to understand the 

antecedents for e-government adoption. Figure 6 shows the distribution of the 

theoretical models used in the papers under review. This is critical for understanding the 

conceptual basis of research on citizen-centric e-government adoption and for 

identifying theoretical shortcomings in the field. The most frequently applied theories 

are the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) [42], used 36 times, 

and the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) [43], applied 26 times. They are followed by 

the Unified Model of Electronic Government Adoption (UMEGA) with 12 articles, Diffusion 

of Innovation theory (DOI) [44], and SERVQUAL [45], each with 11 articles. Combined 

theories have 10 articles, while the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) [46] and Social 

Cognitive Theory (SCT) [47] have nine and eight articles, respectively, followed by the 

Government Adoption Model (GAM) with six articles and the Expectation Confirmation 

Model (ECM) with five articles. The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) [48] has the fewest 

articles, with 4. This distribution reflects the comprehensiveness of UTAUT and TAM as 

well as the recognition of emerging e-government theoretical frameworks. 

 

On the other hand, the TPB provides a theoretical lens for understanding and predicting 

why citizens choose to adopt or reject e-government services [49], [50], [51], [52], [53]. 

UMEGA uniquely advances e-government adoption research by integrating behavioural 

intention frameworks and explicitly recognising trust in government as a key moderating 

factor [12], [54], [55], [56], [57], [58], [59], [60], [61], [62]. The SCT, based on Bandura's triadic 

reciprocal model, posits that human behaviour arises from the interaction among 

personal, behavioural, and environmental factors. GAM is a specialised framework for 

assessing and explaining how citizens adopt e-government services [63], [64], [65]. It 

focuses on transactional e-government applications, where citizens conduct official 

transactions with government agencies online. Unlike broader adoption theories that 

cover various information technology contexts, GAM addresses the unique features of 

government service delivery. It also examines factors influencing citizens' acceptance or 

resistance to e-government platforms. GAM was developed to address the shortcomings 

of more general technology adoption models, such as the Technology TAM. It helps 

researchers and practitioners understand the critical factors for the success of 

transactional e-government initiatives. 
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ECM is also an emerging theoretical framework for understanding why citizens continue 

to use e-government services. ECM addresses the more critical post-adoption phases of 

behaviour and continuance intention. Furthermore, the DOI framework elucidates how 

innovations spread through populations over time and identifies factors that influence 

the rate and extent of adoption. This makes it particularly relevant for examining global 

e-government implementation challenges and successes. The theory asserts that 

innovation adoption occurs through sequential stages: knowledge, persuasion, decision, 

implementation, and confirmation. This staged model is valuable for researchers 

investigating e-government adoption, as it recognises that technology uptake is gradual 

and varies among user segments. However, researchers selectively adopt DOI rather than 

apply it fully, suggesting that some constructs may be inappropriate in certain e-

government adoption contexts. 

 

The growing category of extended or integrated models and theories that combine 

UTAUT or TAM with other behavioural theories, trust, risk, and context-specific factors 

shows greater explanatory power [66], [67], [68], [69], [70], [71], [72]. As shown in Figure 6, 

no single theoretical approach adequately captures the complexities of citizens' 

behaviour when adopting e-government systems. This suggests that as e-government 

services evolve and citizen expectations shift, researchers refine and extend theoretical 

frameworks to ensure the continued relevance and predictive validity of theoretical 

models.  

 

 
Figure 6. Distribution of theoretical models in e-government adoption research 
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3.3. Antecedents of citizen-centric e-government adoption  

An analysis of previous studies from Scopus and WoS shows that various antecedents 

influence citizen adoption of e-government services. Figure 7 presents the frequency 

distribution of the 21 antecedents identified in the reviewed studies: trust factors, 

technology acceptance factors, system and information quality factors, user competence 

factors, enabling factors, and security and privacy factors. We identified three trust 

factors: Trust in government, Trust in e-government services, and Trust in the internet. 

Among these factors, we found that trust in government has the strongest direct effect 

on citizen loyalty to e-government services [24], [31], [54], [73], [74], [75], [76], [77], (n=35). 

This is followed by trust in e-government services [7], [74], [78], [79], [80], [81], [82], [83], 

[84], mentioned 34 times. The third factor in this category is trust in the internet [85], 

[86], [87], [88], [89], [90], [91], [92], [93], [94], mentioned 28 times. This factor captures 

citizens’ confidence in the security and reliability of online transactions. 

 

Technology acceptance factors include performance expectancy, effort expectancy, 

perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and social influence. These antecedents 

refer to specific factors that shape citizens' perceptions and decisions about using e-

government platforms, emphasising ease of use and usefulness. This classification is 

dominated by performance expectance and effort expectance, appearing in 32 and 30 

studies, respectively. The systematic literature review shows that performance 

expectancy had a strong positive effect on e-government adoption [7], [12], [50], [54], [94], 

[95], [96], [97], [98], [99]. On the other hand, many studies identify effort expectancy as a 

significant predictor of e-government adoption, making it one of the core constructs of 

technology acceptance in the UTAUT model [12], [50], [93], [94], [100], [101], [102], [103]. 

Perceived usefulness, identified in 26 studies usefulness remains a critical determinant 

of intention to use e-government [22], [24], [66], [67], [104], [105], [106], [107]. Perceived ease 

of use, referenced by 24 articles, represents another significant technological acceptance 

factor, reflecting citizens' perceptions of the effort required to use e-government 

platforms [106], [108], [109], [110], [111], [112]. Social influence, identified in 25 studies, refers 

to how citizens feel that important others believe they should use e-government services 

[113], [114], [115], [116], [117]. Peer recommendations, social media visibility, family 

encouragement, and normative network pressure are channels through which social 

influence predicts e-government adoption.  
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System and information quality factors reflect citizens' judgments about technical 

adequacy, information reliability, and service responsiveness in e-government platforms 

[109], [118], [119], [120], [121]. We identified System and information quality factors: 

information quality, system quality, service quality, and website design quality. Among 

these factors, 18 studies show that information quality positively affects e-government 

adoption [78], [122]  while system quality was referenced in 16 studies [123], [124], [125], 

[126]. Service quality, as described in 15 studies, measures how well support services help 

citizens use e-government [37], [126], [127], [128]. Website design quality, cited in 13 studies, 

refers to user interface characteristics that shape citizens' ability to navigate and achieve 

their goals [16], [129], [130]. It interacts with effort expectancy: poor website design 

increases perceived effort and reduces e-government adoption, whereas intuitive design 

lowers effort and encourages adoption, especially among those who lack digital 

competencies.  

 

Analysis of the literature identifies three primary user competence factors: Computer 

self-efficacy (14 studies), Digital literacy (11 studies), and Technology readiness (9 studies). 

These factors are critical determinants of individual capability influencing e-government 

adoption. The frequency distribution suggests that e-government research consistently 

views individual capabilities as vital for adoption. Self-efficacy influences adoption both 

directly [24], [29], [78], [93], [131], [132] and indirectly by reducing perceived effort 

expectancy [12], [55], [93], [94], [131], [133], [134]. Digital literacy also significantly affects e-

government adoption outcomes [73], [135], [136], [137], [138]. Many studies in developing 

countries show that a lack of digital literacy impedes e-government adoption [90], [139], 

[140]. Thus, citizens with limited digital skills face substantial barriers to adopting e-

government services. 

 

We also identified that enabling factors, such as facilitating conditions (identified in 28 

studies), technical support availability (16 studies), and government promotion or 

awareness (14 studies), are critical supports for citizen adoption of e-government 

services. These factors help citizens access and use e-government services efficiently. 

Facilitating conditions cover specific dimensions, such as technological infrastructure 

(broadband, devices), institutional support (training, help desks), and intermediary services 

(kiosks, assisted digital services) [12], [50], [93], [94], [100], [101], [141]. Technical support 

makes systems easier by resolving issues, assisting users, and demonstrating the 
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government's commitment to citizen adoption [90]. It includes help desk responsiveness, 

multi-channel accessibility, and assistance quality, and demonstrates significant effects 

on e-government adoption, particularly pronounced for complex transactions and 

vulnerable populations. Government promotion/awareness raises public awareness of e-

government benefits, advertises available services, and encourages uptake, especially 

where public awareness is low, such as in developing countries and among less-educated 

groups [68], [100], [142], [143].  

 

 
 

Figure 7. Antecedents for citizen-centric e-government adoption 

 

Security and privacy factors consist of perceived risk (22 articles), privacy concerns (20 

articles), and perceived security (18 articles). Perceived security deals with measures 

protecting personal information in e-government transactions, including encryption, 

authentication mechanisms, and security certifications [11], [74], [143], [144], [145], [146].  
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Privacy concerns influence adoption in contexts where citizens are concerned about 

government data-handling practices [17], [147], [148], [149]. Perceived risk, appearing in 18 

studies, measures potential negative consequences of e-government use, including 

identity theft, financial loss, data breaches, and system failures [11], [74], [143], [145], [146], 

[150]. Studies integrating perceived risk, perceived privacy, and perceived security into 

adoption frameworks found that all three factors significantly impact adoption behaviour 

both directly and through trust and attitude pathways [11], [74], [143], [145], [146], [150].  
 

3.4. Moderating factors in e-government adoption 

We identified that e-government adoption also depends on moderating factors such as 

demographic variables and trust [120], [151], [152]. Demographic variables significantly 

moderate the effects of adoption antecedents on behavioural intention. We identified 

the following demographic variables: age, gender, education, digital literacy, and prior e-

government experience [117], [153], [154]. Age and gender moderate the relationship 

between facilitating conditions and e-government use [28], [82], [134], [155], [156], while 

habit and usage exhibit moderate relationships [157], [158], [159]. We also found age, 

gender, educational level, and internet experience as moderating variables that affect 

the direction and magnitude of relationships between antecedents, such as perceived 

usefulness or ease of use, and behavioural intention [29], [66], [160]. Education level also 

affects adoption by increasing digital literacy and confidence in using e-government 

systems [161], [162], [163], [164]. Likewise, prior experience with e-government services and 

technology significantly moderates e-government adoption [21]. Digital literacy plays a 

dual role in e-government adoption: it serves as a direct antecedent, shaping individuals' 

likelihood of adopting e-government, and moderates the influence of other factors on 

adoption [8], [120], [139], [140], [155], [165]. Thus, the moderating effects of demographic 

variables suggest that e-government strategies must be tailored to different 

demographic segments to maximise adoption across diverse populations. 

 

Trust operates through multiple pathways: directly influencing intention to use, 

mediating relationships between technology acceptance factors and adoption, and 

strengthening the effects of other adoption drivers [24], [78], [112], [166]. Research on e-

government service adoption during COVID-19 found that trust in government 

significantly strengthened the relationship between health belief model factors and e-

government service adoption intention [66], [87][167]. Trust also moderates the impact of 
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perceived security concerns: when citizens trust government institutions, they are less 

deterred by security concerns because they believe the government will protect their 

data. These findings highlight the importance of understanding trust as a dynamic 

moderating construct rather than simply a direct driver of adoption. 

 

3.5. Discussion 

Following the PRISMA methodology, this systematic review advances understanding of 

citizen-centric e-government adoption by synthesising theoretical, behavioural, and 

contextual insights from 87 studies on e-government adoption theories, models, and 

frameworks. The synthesis of research findings reveals a complex, multifaceted set of 

factors influencing citizen-centric e-government adoption. The findings demonstrate 

that e-government adoption is not driven by a single theory or antecedent; rather, it is 

jointly shaped by perceptions, trust, system quality, and enabling conditions. Consistent 

with prior research, the UTAUT [20], [53], [96], [168] and TAM [72], [137], [169], [170] remain 

the most frequently applied and empirically validated frameworks in citizen e-

government research [98], [171], [172], [173], [174]. The dominance of UTAUT and TAM in the 

reviewed literature reflects their recognised strength in information systems research. 

However, despite these strengths, applying UTAUT and TAM in e-government contexts 

consistently reveals a significant limitation: the model’s core constructs alone do not 

fully account for e-government adoption decisions. This has led to the development of 

extended technology adoption models that incorporate trust and risk factors. 

Accordingly, integrated or extended frameworks that incorporate trust, perceived risk, 

privacy, security, and institutional factors consistently outperform single-theory models. 

These findings support the argument that citizen e-government adoption fundamentally 

differs from consumer technology adoption, as interactions with government inherently 

involve greater perceived risk and more significant institutional considerations [87], [134], 

[175], [176].  

 

Similarly, findings from specific e-government models, such as UMEGA and its extensions, 

indicate that technology acceptance theories do not fully explain e-government adoption 

[166], [177]. E-government interactions involve greater perceived risk and fewer choices 

for citizens because some services are mandatory. This necessitates the inclusion of 

trust, risk, and governance factors. UMEGA explicitly theorises satisfaction as a mediating 

mechanism, suggesting that citizen e-government adoption is not simply driven by 
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individual beliefs about usefulness and ease of use but rather shaped by the satisfaction 

experienced through engagement with e-government services. This represents a 

theoretical advancement by recognising the psychological and emotional dimensions of 

e-government adoption beyond realistic instrumental calculus. Thus, the greater 

explanatory power of integrated models supports the development of theories specific 

to e-government adoption rather than relying solely on traditional frameworks.  

 

Nevertheless, this integrative approach introduces specific challenges. For instance, the 

DeLone and McLean model was initially developed to examine factors influencing the 

adoption of organisational information systems, with success assessed through objective 

organisational metrics. When this model is applied to citizen-centric e-government 

services, it must be adapted to incorporate subjective measures such as citizen 

satisfaction and public value creation, which may not correspond directly with 

conventional information systems success metrics. However, none of the reviewed 

studies used the Technology–Organisation–Environment (TOE) framework to examine 

citizen e-government adoption. This may be because TOE focuses on organisational 

factors, which limit its ability to address individual perceptions, trust, and behaviours 

fundamental to citizen adoption. The prominence of technology acceptance-based 

models suggests that citizen e-government adoption relies more on individual factors 

than on broader organisational or environmental factors. 

 

Furthermore, the synthesis of antecedents demonstrates that citizen adoption of e-

government services is driven by interacting mechanisms, rather than isolated predictors. 

Across the reviewed studies, trust emerges as the most influential and consistent 

antecedent of citizen e-government adoption, confirming earlier findings [49], [178]. This 

construct reflects citizens’ concerns regarding competence, integrity, and data 

stewardship. This is commonly observed in developing countries, where historically low 

public trust in government institutions is widespread [24], [90], [179]. In line with previous 

studies, trust appears to reduce the uncertainty associated with online interactions and 

to increase confidence in digital public services [66], [78], [90], [166], [180]. The findings 

also suggest that system quality and information quality play an important role in shaping 

citizen adoption of e-government services. This result is broadly consistent with the 

Information Systems Success Model proposed by DeLone and McLean, which posits that 

the quality of information and system performance influences user satisfaction, 
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continued use, and overall system success. Our review further supports earlier studies 

that identify these factors as fundamental to effective e-government adoption [37], [37], 

[60], [119], [125], [181], [182], [183], [184]. Citizens are more likely to engage with e-

government platforms when they perceive the system and information provided as 

accurate, timely, and reliable, and when systems operate efficiently and consistently.  

 

User competence factors further reinforce the adoption of e-government services. For 

example, computer self-efficacy and digital literacy strongly influence perceived ease of 

use and behavioural intention in e-government contexts [85], [98], [101], [175], [177], [185], 

[186]. Individuals with high self-efficacy and adequate support can learn to use systems, 

even if they are initially uncertain about their value. These results are consistent with 

the broader literature, which indicates that lack of digital literacy and trust, rather than 

unwillingness alone, frequently account for low adoption of e-government services [17], 

[66], [69], [187]. The findings suggest that e-government adoption is primarily influenced 

by citizens’ digital competence rather than resistance to technology. Citizens who are 

confident in their computer skills perceive e-government systems as less complex and 

easier to navigate. This effect is significant among older adults and those with limited 

digital literacy, who show greater variability in technology confidence. 

 

Enabling factors, such as facilitating conditions, technical support, and awareness 

campaigns, are also critical to e-government adoption. These echo earlier studies 

identifying infrastructure and institutional support as prerequisites for e-government 

initiatives [8], [85], [104], [149], [188]. The impact of facilitating conditions is more 

significant in developing countries and among lower-income populations, where 

infrastructure and support are often lacking. Awareness of e-government services is 

essential for adoption; without awareness, citizens cannot use these services, regardless 

of the quality of the system design or their digital competency. These findings indicate 

that citizens often do not adopt e-government services because they lack awareness of 

their availability or the potential benefits. However, theoretical models often overlook 

this factor, yet adoption is impossible without e-government awareness. The findings 

highlight awareness as a foundational yet often underappreciated antecedent of citizen-

centric e-government adoption.  
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While much of the existing literature has focused on constructs such as trust, perceived 

usefulness, ease of use, and digital literacy, the present review suggests that citizens 

cannot adopt e-government services if they are not aware or do not understand their 

potential benefits. This finding extends previous adoption research by highlighting a 

prerequisite condition that is often assumed rather than explicitly examined. In practice, 

even well-designed, user-friendly e-government platforms are unlikely to achieve 

widespread adoption if citizens lack knowledge of the services available to them. The 

findings, therefore, suggest that awareness operates as an enabling mechanism that 

precedes other adoption factors. Consequently, government communication strategies 

play a role in encouraging adoption.  

 

The findings indicate that security, privacy, and perceived risk remain important 

considerations in citizens’ decisions to adopt e-government services. Consistent with 

previous research, perceived risk tends to discourage adoption because citizens are often 

required to disclose sensitive personal and financial information through digital 

platforms. However, the review suggests that this negative effect can be mitigated when 

citizens perceive e-government systems as secure and trustworthy. An interesting 

finding is that the influence of privacy concerns appears to vary across contexts.  

 

Notably, citizen-centric e-government adoption identified behavioural intention to use, 

citizen satisfaction, and public value as the three most prominent dependent variables. 

This triadic outcome constitutes a substantial conceptual shift from earlier technology 

acceptance research, which focused mainly on behavioural intention and actual use. By 

incorporating public value as a central outcome, this paradigm shift acknowledges that 

e-government success extends beyond individual technology adoption to include broader 

societal benefits, enhanced governance, transparency, and accountability. However, few 

existing theoretical frameworks, which are primarily designed to explain individual 

technology acceptance, adequately theorise the mechanisms that connect individual 

adoption decisions to public value. On the other hand, demographic factors such as age, 

education, and prior experience shape how adoption drivers operate, aligning with UTAUT 

extensions and e-government research. Younger citizens respond more to social 

influence and new technologies, while older citizens focus on functional value and 

support, illustrating generational differences in digital socialisation.  
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3.6. Contributions 

This review provides a systematic foundation for advancing citizen-centric e-government 

adoption research from both theoretical and practical perspectives. 

 

3.6.1. Theoretical contributions  

This systematic literature review advances e-government adoption theory in several 

ways. Figure 8 presents the conceptual framework developed from the synthesis of the 

reviewed literature and contributes to e-government adoption research by introducing a 

novel, citizen-centric classification of antecedents that systematically distinguishes 

adoption factors. Unlike prior reviews that treat antecedents as homogeneous adoption 

predictors or factors, this review organises them across six analytically distinct 

dimensions. This integrative structure clarifies fragmented findings in the literature and 

supports the development of more citizen-centric e-government adoption strategies. By 

categorising these antecedents into six dimensions, our SLR moves beyond traditional 

acceptance models and highlights the synchronicity of the enabling and constraining 

mechanisms influencing citizen-centric e-government adoption. By synthesising 

constructs from TAM, UTAUT, and TPB, hybrid models provide richer explanatory 

frameworks that simultaneously account for technological, psychological, social, and 

institutional dimensions. This suggests that the future of e-government adoption will 

depend on integrating multiple technologies and behavioural theories and models. 

 

3.6.2. Practical contributions 

This research presents several practical contributions for governments and policy makers 

seeking to improve citizen adoption of e-government services. First, the SLR underscores 

that building citizen trust in government, e-government systems, and the internet is not 

optional; it is a foundational requirement for e-government adoption and continued 

engagement of e-government services. The multidimensional nature of trust requires 

different strategies to address each dimension effectively. Second, citizens with lower 

digital literacy, self-efficacy, or prior e-government experience are disproportionately 

affected by effort expectancy and ease of use. Digital literacy programs, therefore, must 

be prioritised as fundamental enablers of e-government adoption, especially for 

marginalised populations. Third, enabling factors such as facilitating conditions, technical 

support, and awareness campaigns emerge as critical but underutilised factors in e-

government adoption. We recommend that governments, especially in developing 
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countries, integrate communication, outreach, and technical assistance into e-

government strategies for rural areas with significant information and infrastructure 

gaps. Finally, our systematic literature review suggests that “one-size-fits-all” e-

government adoption strategies are ineffective. Therefore, recognising that citizen-

centric adoption requires understanding citizen perspectives, rather than merely 

deploying technologies, constitutes a fundamental shift in e-government policy and 

practice.  

 

 
Figure 8. Antecedents of citizen-centric e-government adoption (Researchers' own work) 
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3.7. Research gaps and future research 

3.7.1. Research gaps  

First, there is potential for search and publication bias. Although databases such as 

Scopus and WoS were searched extensively, valuable studies published in journals not 

indexed in these sources may have been missed. Relying solely on articles from Scopus 

and WoS introduces bias in the findings, as low-impact but relevant research outlets may 

be underrepresented. As a result, the SLR could not reflect evidence from contextual 

insights and alternative perspectives. Second, the existing literature on citizen-centric e-

government adoption lacks generalisability due to sample biases. Most studies focus on 

educated, urban, and internet-savvy populations. This may underestimate the impact of 

the digital divide and obscure how disparities in access and digital skills shape e-

government adoption. Third, many studies focus on developed countries, with fewer 

examining developing countries, rural areas, or culturally diverse contexts.  

 

Fourth, the systematic literature review also finds little research on e-government 

adoption across different service maturity levels: informational, interactional, 

transactional, and transformational, especially in developing countries. These contexts 

often perceive e-government as limited to lower maturity levels. Current e-government 

adoption theories, models, and frameworks fail to capture the stage-dependent nature 

of citizen engagement. This limited understanding of how adoption drivers change as e-

government services grow from simple to complex levels of maturity. Sixth, despite 

extensive quantitative research on initial e-government adoption, there is a limited 

understanding of the underlying social, cultural, and behavioural mechanisms that shape 

adoption and continued use. Existing studies rely predominantly on cross-sectional and 

survey-based methods. These offer insufficient insight into how social norms, cultural 

values, religious beliefs, and word-of-mouth (WOM) influence citizens' behaviour. 

Moreover, post-adoption dynamics, such as satisfaction and continuance intention, 

remain underexplored. As a result, our understanding of long-term e-government use 

beyond initial adoption is limited and fragmented. 

 

3.7.2. Future research  

The study identified several gaps in existing research and suggests directions for future 

research to advance understanding of citizen-centric e-government adoption. These 

recommendations strengthen the theory and practical relevance of e-government 
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adoption research from the citizen perspective, with a focus on post-adoption stages. 

First, the reliance on Scopus and Web of Science underscores the need for broader, more 

inclusive evidence bases. Future systematic reviews should include additional databases 

such as Google Scholar, IEEE Xplore, and ACM Digital Library. This approach would capture 

a wider range of studies, including those from emerging journals, conferences, and policy 

outlets in underrepresented regions. Broader database coverage would help reduce 

publication bias and enhance the diversity and robustness of findings. Second, this 

systematic literature review adopted a theory-based approach to synthesise prior 

research. To maximise future contributions, studies should use framework-based review 

approaches, like the Antecedents–Decisions–Outcomes (ADO) framework, which explicitly 

maps how different antecedents shape adoption decisions and outcomes in citizen-

centric e-government. By clarifying these causal pathways, such methods will integrate 

different adoption theories, models, and frameworks into a unified citizen-centric e-

government theory.  

 

Third, based on our taxonomy, which organises 21 antecedents into 6 distinct categories, 

there is an opportunity for future research to develop a comprehensive, integrated model 

specifically for citizen-centric e-government adoption by testing significant variables as 

antecedents, mediators, moderators, and outcome variables. Fourth, future research 

should also broaden geographical coverage, prioritise underrepresented low-income 

contexts, adopt cross-country comparative designs, and extend analysis beyond initial 

adoption to examine continued use and public value creation. Fifth, while quantitative 

survey research and SEM dominate the e-government adoption literature, qualitative 

research examining citizen perceptions would complement quantitative studies by 

capturing e-government adoption drivers that are not accessible through surveys. Such 

research is required to understand social norms, cultural values, religious beliefs, and the 

effects of WOM on e-government adoption. Sixth, future research should move beyond 

cross-sectional surveys by using longitudinal studies to track citizens' adoption behaviour 

over time. Also, future research should focus more on post-adoption behaviours, such as 

satisfaction and trust, that influence ongoing use, rather than solely on initial adoption, 

to strengthen evidence on adoption drivers. Lastly, future research should 

reconceptualise adoption antecedents by examining how their relevance and influence 

vary across different stages of e-government development, rather than treating adoption 

as a uniform process.  
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4. CONCLUSION 

 

This systematic literature review aimed to synthesise evidence from e-government 

adoption theories, models, and frameworks to provide a comprehensive understanding 

of the antecedents of citizen-centric e-government adoption and establish a future 

research agenda. The review is limited to Scopus and Web of Science-indexed journal 

articles. The study concludes that citizen-centric e-government adoption is 

multidimensional and best understood through integrated frameworks that combine 

trust, technology acceptance, quality, user competence, enabling factors, and 

security/privacy concerns. Furthermore, the study concludes that failing to account for 

complex e-government adoption antecedents keeps e-government trapped in parallel 

with traditional physical service delivery. Future research should empirically validate the 

proposed taxonomy across diverse e-government contexts to assess its robustness, 

generalisability, and explanatory power for predicting citizen-centric e-government 

adoption. 
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