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Abstract. This paper describes research in progress to explore the role of culture in adoption of e-
government at local government levels.  The majority of research in electronic government 
highlighted cultural issues but they do not identify specific cultural traits influencing e-government 
adoption and use. From our literature review we identified four major cultural traits; adaptability, 
involvement, mission, and bureaucratic, that is explored in this research. Based on these cultural 
traits and other cultural issues surrounding the adoption of e-government, we develop a framework 
to explore the role of culture in adopting and using e-government systems at local government 
organizations. Evidences suggest that the adoption of e-government at local levels is either 
mandatory or voluntary which is followed by supportive policies from central governments. Our 
conclusion is that during the adoption process, the cultural traits contribute to the adoption and use 
of e-government systems.   
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1 Introduction 

 
Research into the adoption of technology at organizational level has mainly focused on 
technological issues [1, 2], with fewer studies conducted on non-technical factors such as 
organizational culture and individuals within organizations [3]. The absence of 
considering cultural consequences in the adoption of technology at organizational level 
may lead to the failure of the adoption process as there are direct impacting influences 
between culture and information technology (IT) and between an organization’s culture 
and its IT users [4]. Therefore adoption of technology by organizations should also focus  
on the organizational and cultural issues  because culture plays a role as a significant 
success factor [5], and as a  barrier  to adoption[6].  

The adoption of electronic government initiatives is no different from commercial 
information systems. Although some researchers have found that the success of e-
government adoption is determined by technological factors [7], others have identified 
cultural elements that contribute to electronic government adoption and use [8, 9]. 
Transferring technology from developed countries to developing countries or from 
private to public organizations has also caused cultural gaps that need to be addressed 
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[10]. We thus recognize that culture exists in the context of e-government adoption and 
use, although few researchers or practitioners devote attention to the cultural issues 
during new technology adoption in government organizations at either central or local 
levels.  

This research explores the role of cultural dimensions in adopting e-government at 
local government level. We examine how specific cultural dimensions have a role in 
local government technology adoption through a complex interweaving between 
technology and government. This leads us to form the research question as follows - 
what cultural and sub-cultural dimensions play a role in local government technology 

initiatives, and how do they contribute to the adoption and use of local-e-government 

systems? The contribution of this paper is the development of a deeper understanding of 
the role of cultural dimensions in the adoption and use of local electronic government. 

  The paper is organised as follows. First we define and discuss organizational 
culture before addressing the concept of e-government technology adoption at local 
level. We then examine four cultural dimensions and other sub cultural dimensions 
derived from organizational culture theories, which are operationalized in the context of 
e-government adoption. This is followed by a discussion of the cultural dimensions, 
which focus on external orientation and internal integration, as well as change and 
flexibility, and stability and direction. Finally the identified constructs are brought 
together to build a framework that will inform the next stage of the research into the role 
of culture in the adoption of local e-government initiatives. 

  
2 Understanding Organizational Culture 

 
The term culture has been widely used at national and organizational level. However, 
there is no single universal definition for culture.  Hofstede [11] defines culture as 
“programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one human group from 

another”. Sathe [12] said culture is “the set of important understanding (often unstated) 

that members of a community share in common”. Meanwhile, organizational culture is 
defined by Denison [13] as “the underlying values, belief, and principles that serve as a 

foundation for an organization’s management system as well as the set of management 

practices and behaviour that both exemplify and reinforce those basic principles”.  
An organization’s culture forms the personality of the organization [14] through 

the socialization process of people in the workplace of the organization [15]. It becomes 
a beneficial asset for an organization if it supports the organization’s mission, goals and 
strategies [16] and  plays an important role in many aspects of the organization [17]; for 
example culture plays a role in the statement of mission and goals of the organization, 
and indirectly shapes behaviour [18]. Through organizational culture, individuals inside 
the organization obtain a common understanding of the core mission of their 
organization and that leads to consensus development on how to achieve organizational 
goals.    

Organizational culture which is derived from individuals’ experience and history  
is unique [19]. Certain organizations might have a strong culture while others might not, 
depending on how the culture is derived and established within the firm. A strong 
organizational culture, which is useful for organizations’ development, is embedded in 
the long term interaction of its members in coping with external adaptation and internal 
integration [20]. This strong culture, then, can be used to counter internal and external 
problems [21] in maintaining the organization’s survival in turbulent situations.    
 
 
 



3 Electronic Local Government Adoption and Use  
 

The adoption of technology in e-government has many similarities to that of an 
organization where decisions are made at a senior level and then assimilated into the 
organization [22]. The process of adoption may be mandated or voluntary [23, 24].  In 
certain contexts, voluntary adoption is more successful [23, 25, 26], while in another 
situation mandatory policy is the only way to induce technology usage because it can 
encourage the initial behaviour to adopt technology [27] . For example, a senior manager 
may drive primary adoption of innovation after identifying objectives to change some 
aspects of the business and then mandate the organization to adopt the technology [28].  
In other words, both mandatory and voluntary adoption strategies offer the promise of 
successful technology adoption in the relevant context and situation. 

This concept is no different from the adoption of technology in local government 
organizations where the use of technology is sometimes initiated by central governments 
through setting of certain goals or it is initiated at grassroots levels.  A mandatory 
approach may exist in e-government adoption due to political nature and law-abiding 
citizens [29]. For example, the UK government launched a modernization agenda in 
1997 to transform local authorities’ performance across the UK. This new agenda has 
resulted in the implementation of electronic government at local level across the UK 
[30]. In a further step, the UK central government set “e-government targets” which 
mandated all government agencies to provide on-line interactions between government 
agencies and the public by 2005 [31]. Failure to conform to these policies and 
regulations can result in imposing of sanctions by central governments such as 
withdrawing funding that has been allocated to local governments [32]. Similarly, a 
mandatory approach was considered to have a significant impact on the success of the 
Smart Cards adoption in the medical sectors in Canada [33].  These examples show that 
a central government has the power to impose the adoption of e-government on local 
government bodies by delivering policies and regulations to improve governments’ 
services.  

A mandating policy to adopt e-government includes imposing processes, values, 
competencies and systems [34]. Heeks [34] argues that implementing e-government 
requires or imposes the formality of process and management, involves the role and 
skills of people, and is subjected to the rationality of organizational culture. In other 
words, central governments should contribute to e-government adoption at local level by 
supporting the change of management, empowering people to increase involvement, and 
adjustment of organizational culture to new technology.   

However, in the US context, the adoption of e-government at local levels was 
initiated at grassroots levels in 2000 due to the demand of the citizens [35, 36] while  the 
E-Government Act, which includes the planning of an e-government strategy and 
initiative implementation, was launched in 2002 [37]. This means the initiatives were 
developed on the basis of local government initiatives while in the next step the central 
government provided guidelines to support better implementation of the initiatives. For 
rapid adoption of e-government, the US government also provides incentives to 
encourage citizens to use the systems such as giving cost reductions for making online 
tax transactions through the federal portal [38].  

In the developing countries context, the adoption of e-government can also be 
mandatory or voluntary.  For example, the successful adoption of an e-government portal 
by government departments in Hong Kong was determined by voluntary decision and 
support from higher level of the government [39]. Similarly, in the case of electronic tax 
managed by Central Excise in India, the citizens are encouraged, rather than required, to 
adopt the system [40]. In both cases, the e-government initiatives are voluntarily adopted 
at lower levels but the initiatives are started at central level not at grassroots such as in 



the US.  However, in contrast, in the case of Tanzanian’s Integrated Tax Administration 
(ITAX) as a part of e-government implementation [41], adoption of the project was 
mandatory for all tax regions of the country by 2007. The initiative was under the control 
of and supported by a task force authority at central level.  

E-government infrastructure, such as computer networks, communication systems 
and shared services are typically belong to various of entities at local and central levels 
which need a cohesiveness and dynamicity  in its implementation [42]. This means both 
central and local government entities are involved in electronic local government 
development regardless whether the initiatives are mandatory or voluntary. Central 
government might provide ongoing supports because successful e-government projects 
may be abandoned or not sustained after years of adoption if supportive infrastructure, 
such as financial, political, technical, are terminated [32, 34, 43].  

 
4 Culture Dimensions in E-Government Adoption  
 
Researchers have identified many cultural value dimensions or traits; for example 
Leidner and Kayworth’s [44] review of the literature on culture found 46 value 
dimensions of culture at national, organizational and sub-unit level.   Out of those 46 
cultural dimensions, four key traits, identified at the level of organizational culture, are 
indicated in major e-government research [10, 34, 45-48] and are therefore adopted as 
relevant to our study.  These traits are those of adaptability, involvement and mission as 
identified by Denison and Mishra  [17]  and the trait of bureaucracy identified by 
Wallach [16]  

Denison and Mishra’s framework has been applied to empirical studies to 
examine cultural issues in a range of environments. Gateo and Wausi [49]  applied the 
framework to understand organizational culture and the adaptation of technology in the 
Kenyan University system while Dasgupta and Gupta [8] used the framework together 
with Davis’s TAM theory to explore  the role of culture in internet adoption in India.  
Schaper and Pervan’s [50]  study examined some aspects of the framework in the 
context of e-government in Australia. However, these latter studies are broader in their 
examination of adoption beyond purely cultural influences, and the cultural traits from 
Denison and Mishra’s framework have not been used in the specific understanding of 
cultural influences on local e-government adoption.  

In examining the four organizational level cultural traits, the bureaucratic element 
from Wallach’s [16] perspective is used to replace the cultural trait of consistency as 
proposed by Denison and Mishra [17]. Bureaucratic culture is concerned with explicit 
rules, regulations, and hierarchies in an organization, which is typical of government 
organizations where such explicit rules are implemented rather than implicit ones as 
proposed by Denison and Mishra [17] in the consistency cultural traits. The four 
organizational culture dimensions are discussed in the next sections. 
 
4.1 Involvement  

 
Involvement is a subjective psychological state of users which is practiced in forms of 
participation through behaviour and activities [51]. This cultural trait supports the 
members of an organization to gain a sense of responsibility, and commitment in the 
organization because they are highly involved in the organization’s activities [17]. 
Denison and Mishra [17] add that when people in the organization have high 
involvement, the organization is more productive because they are more committed and 
responsible towards the organization’s interest, but when the organization has low 
involvement, it experiences difficulties in responding to critical environmental change. 
However, in our study the concept of people involvement is defined not only by people 



inside the organization but also people outside the organization, such as citizens, that 
support the success of e-government adoption. 

 Low involvement of users influences user participation during the information 
system development because users’ beliefs and attitude are not clearly formed [52]. This 
can affect the success of a system development adoption in a private or public 
organization. For example, the wide range of users’ participation in e-stamping adoption 
in Hong Kong  has contributed to its successful implementation [53].  This indicates that 
high participation of users in an organization’s activities can determine the achievement 
of an organization’s goals. Their participation is shown in the form of a high 
commitment to involvement in and support of the organization’s projects.  

A sense of commitment plays a role in many aspects of the involvement 
dimension such as in organizational change. This is identified in Rowlinson’s [54] study 
of a public organization in Hong Kong, which experienced difficulties in changing its 
management when departments had a low level of commitment [54]. Government 
organizations that adopt new technologies often practice change that requires 
organizational integration and consolidation between their individuals and organization’s 
interest. During the internal integration, government organizations need highly 
committed people because they will work hard to achieve organizational goals [55].  

Building partnerships between stakeholders such as public, private and citizens 
[56] can support the success of collaboration in performing organizations’ projects. The 
value of partnership is concerned with the relationship of individuals and organizations 
in fulfilling participants’ shared goals [57]. Jae-Nam and Youne-Gul [57] argue that this 
partnership value positively affects people’s willingness to participate, communicate, to 
share information, and support the management of organizations.  Partners work together 
and take responsibility to achieve common goals of an organization.   

A sense of responsibility can arise among individuals when they get benefit from 
the assigned tasks.  For example, people get benefit from carrying out the tasks through 
the job learning that can empower their skill to improve productivity [58].  When 
individuals gain responsibility values from organizations, they tend to cooperate with 
each other in accomplishment of organizational tasks. Such cooperation increases the 
feeling of interdependence among them which results in a heightened sense of 
responsibilities towards helping others in achieving their goals [59].  

In the context of e-government adoption and use, good participation of people 
through partnership building can enhance adoption as the high level of collaboration by 
multiple stakeholders will increase the level of acceptance and increase the quality as 
well as preventing conflict [60].  High levels of collaboration in the adoption of e-
government results in establishing a high sense of responsibility and commitment to 
support the success of e-government projects, as seen in a study of e-government 
adoption in Singapore [61].  Stakeholders may include highly committed leaders with 
strong leadership who want to take real responsibility in facilitating a successful e-
government adoption [53]. They show their commitment through their involvement by 
viewing information technology as a critical success factor for their organizations [62]. 

 

4.2 Adaptability 
 
Adaptability is a value of an organization that focuses on external situation demand by 
developing norms and beliefs that support its capacity to respond to the need for change 
[17].  In other words, an organization’s adaptability is driven by communities from 
outside of the organization [63]. Community expectations and demands often become a 
basis for governments in implementing new innovation in their organizations such as the 
demand of citizens for technology based services that enable them to access government 
services 24/7.  



The development of technology has increased the demand for organizations’ 
environments to be transparent. The transparency, which is driven by the technology, is 
practiced by organizations not only to their surroundings but also to themselves [64] and 
is their endeavour to adapt their environment through openness to all stakeholders.  In 
government organizations, openness includes communicating details of systems and 
decision making to external observers [65]. The willingness of organizations to be 
transparent can enhance trust building between people inside an organization and 
external stakeholders and, as a result, contributes to organization responsiveness to their 
environment. 

Trust can create and enhance positive conditions, such as positive interpretation of 
another’s behaviour, which enhances cooperation at group level and raises an 
organization’s performance [66]. Another positive impact is that the cohesion and 
collaboration between people is facilitated by the presence of the trust value  [67]. As a 
result, collective action of people can be generated and maintained in performing 
organizational tasks. In addition, when the value of trust is perceived among 
stakeholders, the organizational risk toward innovative implementation is diminished as 
people are likely not to perceive the innovation as a risk to them.  

Transparency and trust in organizations are driven by external factors. According 
to Markus external factors influence  organizations and people to behave in certain ways 
[68]. This means organizations practice change in responding to external demand by 
behaving in the way of external factors expectations. Organizational change in certain 
areas such as in structure, job design, and rewards system are accompanied by cultural 
changes to avoid resistance from people [20]. The changes help organizations to adapt to 
new influences from the external environment in order to survive. In certain 
circumstances, organizational change might be problematic due to the lack of 
organizational learning or difficulty mobilizing internal support [69].  

The lack of organizational learning can be addressed through the building of a 
learning culture. Organizations learn through individuals developing the capacity to 
identify and correct errors [70]. Government organizations can also learn from other 
failure [10, 34] to improve their adaptability toward environmental expectations. Local 
government can learn from the failures they make during the adoption and use of e-
government initiative and improve their system through improvisation. Failure can be 
conceived as a value that provides opportunities to learn what is applicable and what is 
not applicable in a new system inside their organization. Looking at other local 
government organizations can also help a local government identify the best actions to 
be taken in delivering high performance of e-government. During the learning process, 
local governments can obtain positive values from other successful electronic local 
government adoptions and then implement them in their own environment. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
4.3 Mission 

 
Mission is a cultural trait that provides purpose and meaning to an organization and  also 
gives direction and identifies goals that enable an organization to act in an acceptable 
way [17, 71].  The organization establishes the mission as an instrument of culture based 
in the managerial ethos and ideology of the organization and it therefore influences the 
development of the organization [72].  From the mission statement  the organization 
acquires purpose and meaning as it defines social roles in the organization and 
designates the roles of employees as related to the organization’s role [17]. Clarity in the 
mission of an organization may stimulate an organization’s members to engage in 
organizational tasks which positively relate with the level of mission motivation and 
result in higher organizational performance. Clear mission statements also help 



organizations’ members to understand why their organizations exist, what they do, for 
whom they do it, and what the benefits are. 

Achieving the mission of an organization should be supported by stating a clear 
vision which depicts how their future organizations will look if they achieve their 
mission. In other words, “vision refers to some idealized goal that the leader wants the 

organization to achieve in the future” [73]. The vision will guide and determine the 
success of future organizational achievement and its employees by motivating 
stakeholders to accomplish their goals. This motivation arises as the consequence of a 
positive atmosphere created by the vision such as an increase in trust, and a good 
relationship between leaders and subordinates. Organizational vision positively affects 
the attribution of followers, trust in organizational leaders, and positive congruence 
between leader’s and followers’ beliefs and attitudes  [74]. 

Mission and vision are transferred in the form of goal statements that enable 
organizations to operate them.  The presence of operative goals in an organization is 
crucial because such goals depict the state of affairs which the organization tries to 
realize, the source of legitimation and existence, the source of standards for accessing 
the success of the organization, and an instrument to measure an organization’s 
performance [75], although  the goals must be measurable and achievable  to enable 
organizations to accomplish them.  The goals are not only stated in official terms but 
also embedded in a major organization’s operating policies and in the daily decisions of 
employees that are reflected in the organization and employees’ behaviour [76].  

In e-government, the existence of clear mission, vision, and goals during the 
adoption and use process is important to maintain an organization’s future directions. 
The mission and vision  can be exhibited by top leaders who inspire a mindset change 
through  government agencies to raise understanding of the importance of the 
transformation of  government into e-government [77].  There is strong evidence that 
organizational visions can solve organizational cultural inertia during e-government 
adoption in government organizations such as the case of local government of Sragen  
[78]. Similarly,  in the UK, local governments have a clear vision for “modernized” local 
government over a five year period where council and other services will be accessible 
through telephone or internet for 24 hours a day by their customers [46]. A further 
example is Singapore, which is held to have experienced success in e-government 
adoption through having a clear vision from the early implementation stage [79]. 
Success can also be achieved when the government organizations establish shared values 
through the setting of clear goals and priority agreements with communities when 
adopting e-government initiatives [46].   

 
 

4.4 Bureaucratic 

 
Bureaucratic culture refers to an organization’s culture that has clear lines of 
responsibility and authority based on control and power [16]. Wallach argues that 
organizations are managed with strong explicit rules, are hierarchical, cautious, solid and 
procedural, and their people work in a systematic and an organized way in an 
environment where responsibility and authority are in clear lines. This appears to accord 
with organizations within a government environment and where those with a 
bureaucratic culture can achieve stability [80]. Since these organizations are well 
integrated through rules and hierarchies and are stable, their environment enhances the 
adoption of technology.  

In bureaucratic organizational culture, explicit regulations are formalized which 
means rules, procedures, norms, standard of behaviour, and communication are written 
[81]. This provides an organization and its people with clarity in the regulations that 



enable them to perform their task and influence their behaviour according to 
organizational regulations. The behaviour of an organization and its members is 
practiced due to its conformity to the explicit regulations and the resulting formalization 
offers internal efficiencies. In addition, the explicit formal regulations can be an effective 
means for achieving coordination and integration inside organizations because the 
organizations and its members are bound to the regulations. 

Furthermore, clear hierarchies are present in organizations in a bureaucratic 
culture that link people through vertical and horizontal line within the organization. In 
hierarchical organizations, people at higher levels set or ratify policies and objectives, 
and then communicate to lower level or subordinates who are charged with 
responsibility to take necessary actions [82]. In this way, the hierarchy provides 
legitimacy to senior people to direct subordinates to follow desired orders in performing 
organizational tasks. Coordination between people in horizontal levels is also well 
performed through the clear hierarchical relationship in organizations. In organizational 
social relationships, the hierarchical relationships are understood as an instrument to 
coordinate and determine the power and status among people [83]. As the result, 
organizations are solid and well structured because people have clear authorities, 
responsibilities, and job in the organizations. 

 Clear regulations and hierarchies help an organization and its members gain 
better coordination in accomplishing their tasks. Coordination integrates and links 
together different people at all levels and parts of the organizations to achieve a set of 
collective tasks [84]. Through the coordination people can work harmoniously to 
complete the subdivided tasks according their role. In the context of coordination, people 
are interdependent and work together in achieving organizational tasks which involves 
identifying goals, transferring goals to activities, assigning activities to people, and 
managing the relationships [85].  

        In the context of e-government, the presence of bureaucratic culture will 
benefit the process of the adoption because clear and explicit regulations and hierarchies 
support supervision to reduce the chance of errors, disobedience, and negligent 
behaviour among people. The equitable treatment of government clients is also 
guaranteed [47]. A bureaucratic culture underpins the effort a government organization 
and its people to achieve their goals to adopt e-government through a structure of 
conformity to the regulations. The solidity of government organizations, based on clear 
regulations and hierarchies, create a sense of responsibility to succeed in the adopting of 
e-government.  

 
5 External and Internal Influences on Culture and Government 

Organization 
 
The culture dimensions of an organization are related to both external adaptation and 
internal integration [14]. In studying the four cultural dimensions and identifying their 
sub-dimensions, we found that adaptability and mission appear to relate to the dynamics 
of external adaptation [17]. These external orientation cultural dimensions encourage 
organizations to develop their capacity to change in response to external conditions and 
expectations.  External demands, such as global pressure on the prevention of corruption 
and public management reform [86], requires government organizations to change and 
adapt by implementing new technology. Another example, in the UK citizens’ demands 
to interact with government agencies through electronic devices has led to local 
government implementing e-government initiatives [31].   

On the other hand, the involvement and bureaucratic culture dimensions are 
influenced by internal integration. High levels of involvement by internal stakeholders in 
an organization will result in positive integration between the people and the 



organization’s interest [17]. In addition, a bureaucratic culture creates a solid, well 
ordered, regulated, structured, and cautious organization [16]. This means government 
organizations are well governed and achieve better internal integration through 
implementing clear rules, regulations, hierarchies and structures.  

A government organization’s capacity to practice change and flexibility are 
determined by its culture of adaptability and involvement [17]. Meanwhile, the stability 
and direction of government organizations are determined by their mission and 
bureaucratic cultural dimensions because government organizations are more solid and 
governed by clear rules, regulations, hierarchies, structures and clear organizational 
directions which are guided by clear mission statements [16, 17].  
 

6 Theoretical Framework 
 
The framework developed from the literature is depicted in Figure 1. The framework 
shows the role of the four cultural traits and identified sub-cultural issues in e-
government adoption at local government levels. Cultural traits of adaptability and 
mission have external orientation because they are driven by outside factors such as 
citizens, while cultural traits of involvement and bureaucratic relate to internal 
integration because the need of government organizations to maintain their stability and 
direction. All cultural dimensions influence the adoption and use of e-government local 
government organizations, which is the focus of this study. Our framework depicts the 
adoption of e-governments as derived from either mandatory or voluntary policy as 
found in the cases described in Section 3 and followed by supportive policies from both 
entities. This suggests that when e-government initiatives are adopted at local levels 
across a country, both central and local governments are involved in a dynamic and 
cohesive coordination to succeed the initiatives.  

 
Figure 1: The framework for exploring the role of culture in e-government adoption 

 



 
7 Conclusions and Future Research 
 
The framework in Figure 1 is derived from an extensive literature review into 
organizational culture, public administration, information systems and technology, and 
e-government literature. We have combined and modified cultural dimensions from 
Denison and Mishra [17], and Wallach [16] that are potentially relevant to government 
organizations.  Further sub-cultural dimensions that support the organizational cultural 
dimensions have been drawn from the literature on public administration and 
management, IS and IT, and e-government to further inform the framework that will 
support exploration into local e-government adoption and use. The literature also 
supports the notion that adoption of e-government at local level can be mandated or 
voluntary both of which may be followed by supportive policies from central 
government through the provision of financial, political, and technical infrastructure. 

Our framework represents a starting point for critical thinking in analysing 
cultural influences in local governments’ adoption and use of electronic government. 
The framework is developed based on organizational culture theories that have evolved 
from the study of commercial organizations and may therefore have limitations in its 
applicability to an e-government environment. We intend to empirically test the 
framework to explore its validity for governmental environments and to examine for 
further cultural influences and interdependencies that have not yet been identified. A 
case study design is considered to be the appropriate method for conducting “how and 
why” enquiries into real world phenomena [87].  This methodology will allow for 
further, in-depth examination of the culture dimensions that influence and impact on 
local e-government adoption and use. 
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