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Abstract: Information and communication technology has been identified as a viable means of 
addressing the societal issue of disconnection among e-democracy participants. Apart from the 
ongoing normative debate concerning the potential of information and communication 
technology to facilitate e-democratic processes, much research has been dedicated to 
examining the broad spectrum of specific e-democracy tools that have been multi-disciplinary 
and fragmented in recent years. Remarkably, however, the potential of technology diffusion 
and its impact on implementing e-democracy in cyberspace has not yet received adequate 
attention. The key issue for the sustainability of e-democracy is technology accessibility, which 
is also a central factor in technology diffusion. This systematic literature review seeks to 
structure and systematise the literature on the different phases of e-democracy 
implementation technology diffusion (adoption, implementation, and institutionalisation) and 
levels of analysis (macro, meso, and micro) with the aims of, firstly, mapping the current field 
of e-democracy technology diffusion research and, secondly, providing a unique study for use in 
future research. The analysis indicated that researchers have primarily focused on the adoption 
and implementation stages, as well as the external information and communication technology 
environment at the macro level and the organisational level at the meso level within public 
administrations. In general, this review highlights major gaps in the current literature and 
proposes viable avenues for further research. 
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1. Introduction 

Since the early 1960s, futurists and scholars have generally agreed on the major potential of new 
information and communication technology (ICT) to revolutionise traditional practices of political 
communication and political systems (Lindner & Aichholzer, 2020). Over time, deep reflections on 
the effective use of the Internet to enable societal participation have produced a rapidly expanding 
interdisciplinary conversation and numerous studies covering a range of topics. Among the numer-
ous contributions to the discussion about these democratic innovations, the International Political 
Science Association (IPSA) Research Committee on Electronic Democracy has been prominent in e-
democracy research since its foundation in 2007 (González-Bustamante & Aguilar, 2023). Some 
scholars have noted the close relationship between the success of e-democracy and the capacity to 
improve technology accessibility, the skills of individuals, knowledge, and awareness, factors that 
enable people with internet access to actively participate in societal affairs (Blanc, 2020; Perkins & 
Palmer, 2012). Moreover, both the societal relevance of technology diffusion and the acceptance of 
new technology are interconnected with the goal of e-democracy (Hilbert, 2020) since the latter in-
evitably relies on ICT support to improve and strengthen democracy, democratic institutions, and 
democratic processes. E-democracy covers different sectors, institutions, and governmental levels 
associated with democracy (Esselimani, 2021; Heo & Hahm, 2015). More specifically, Clift defined 
the concept as the incorporation of the use of information and communication technologies (ICTs) 
by democratic sectors participating in the political processes of local communities, states, regions, or 
nations, as well as at the global level (Clift, 2003). Meanwhile, democratic sectors may include gov-
ernments, elected officials, the media (including online portals), political parties, interest groups, 
civil society organisations, international governmental organisations, and citizens (Clift, 2003). 

Similarly, Morrisett claimed that ICTs can be used to further improve the democratic process 
through e-democracy (Morrisett, 2003), in which citizens, as the central actors in affairs participation, 
can effectively influence the decision-making process within and between institutionally, politically, 
or geographically diverse networked communities (Shirazi, 2008). As a result, a comprehensive re-
view of the conceptual model of e-democracy led to Clift's model being modified (Shirazi, 2009), 
with ICT introduced and applied to the original five aspects of association among e-citizens, gov-
ernments, political groups, media, and the private sector. Therefore, the model gained further clarity 
and remained relevant in the context of the rapidly expanding body of research ideas and the theo-
retical system, as shown in Figure 1.  

Figure 1: Conceptual model of e-democracy. Adapted from Clift (2003) 
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The modified model highlights the powers of ICTs that enable e-democracy to be linked with 
various democratic sectors spanning local to national levels. E-citizens can use ICTs to interact with 
social groups, government agencies, the media, and the private sector. ICTs also allow the use, cre-
ation, and dissemination of information so e-citizens can demand a stronger focus on openness and 
democracy within society. For example, governments provide citizens with broad access to infor-
mation and technology, thus allowing active participation in electronic interactions. In addition, 
online platforms are utilised by social groups to facilitate advocacy campaigns, whereas political 
parties leverage the internet as a way to conduct their campaigns. The media, as well as online plat-
forms like portals and search engines, are crucial in disseminating news and supporting efficient 
Internet navigation. Lastly, the private sector plays a significant role in improving connectivity, de-
veloping software, and advancing technology, primarily motivated by economic factors. Overall, 
this outlines the functioning and impact of e-democracy. 

Scholars have emphasised, however, that governments have encountered difficulties when im-
plementing e-democracy and employed it to a limited extent (Norris, 2010). The diffusion of inno-
vations, such as ICTs or new regulations, laws, or policies in a social system, is a primary aspect of 
the challenges associated with the diffusion of e-democracy within public administrations (Lindner 
& Aichholzer, 2020). Several factors contribute to the possible emergence of such challenges. The 
diffusion of technology-driven innovations, such as e-participation, relies on the interaction between 
the current technology (e.g., social media) and the social systems (e.g., the public administration 
setting with its particular norms and regulations) in which they are employed (Kraus, 2021; Attour 
& Chaupain-Guillot, 2020). Balancing such challenges frequently takes time and creates context-spe-
cific problems that must be resolved (Breaugh, 2021; Curristine, 2007). On the one hand, govern-
ments are the main actors in the process of technology diffusion for e-democracy, so the use of ICTs 
to promote democratic values, such as deliberative engagement and participation, contributes to the 
complexity of this process (Metallo, 2018). Thus, a full understanding of these organisations, their 
contextual background, and their societal position is needed. Governments, on the other hand, may 
also encounter challenges in technology diffusion processes. As some researchers have claimed, po-
litical control, leadership, and accountability to citizens can potentially complicate this process when 
implementing e-democracy within public administrations (Bastick, 2017; Zhang, 2014). 

Based on the existing review, research on the implementation of e-democracy remains a frag-
mented and expansive domain that includes multiple disciplines, such as public administration, po-
litical science, organisation studies, communication and media studies, and information systems re-
search (Gil-Garcia, 2018), making it difficult to obtain a coherent overview of the current body of 
knowledge. Despite the studies on topics like e-democracy (Ronchi, 2019), smart governance (Vinod 
Kumar, 2017), and social media in government (Yuan, 2023), far less research has focused on the 
challenges encountered by public administrations during the diffusion of e-democracy implemen-
tation, with multilevel perspective analyses especially lacking. In other words, researchers and ad-
ministrators are still finding it difficult to build on previous studies to understand better the current 
knowledge and practices regarding the diffusion of e-democracy implementation in public admin-
istrations. Therefore, this systematic literature review (SLR) sought to systematically synthesise the 
existing knowledge on implementing e-democracy within the complex social system of public ad-
ministrations. Multilevel perspective analysis was adopted to evaluate the research related to the 
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diffusion of e-democracy implementation in public administrations, providing an insightful and in-
terdisciplinary review of the topic. In summary, this study addresses a research gap by adding a 
necessary aspect to gain a full understanding of technology diffusion as a facilitating characteristic 
for a broadened e-democracy process in public administrations and combining three levels of anal-
ysis (macro, meso, and micro). This enables a better understanding of whether and to what extent e-
democracy implementation actually enhances quality. This SLR addresses three specific research 
questions (RQ): 

RQ1: Is the analytical framework for early research on the diffusion of e-democracy implemen-
tation sufficiently systematic? 

RQ2: What primary research areas are associated with the diffusion of technology in imple-
menting e-democracy in public administrations? 

RQ3: Which specific areas related to the implementation of e-democracy in public administra-
tions require further research in the future? 

2. Analytical framework 

A recent study demonstrated that implementing ICTs, specifically e-democracy, within public ad-
ministrations is a complicated task involving numerous uncertainties; therefore, it raises challenges 
for democratic organisations (Solinthone & Rumyantseva, 2016). First, the process presents a tech-
nological challenge (Cascio & Montealegre, 2016) because introducing new technologies creates mul-
tiple possibilities and restrictions for administrations to consider as they develop solutions that align 
with their specific needs. Researchers and policymakers commonly believe that social media plat-
form features, such as interaction and transparency, are appropriate and favourable for promoting 
participatory engagement in e-democracy (Kim & Lee, 2017; Mergel, 2012). Therefore, public admin-
istrations need to possess certain technological capabilities and resources if they are to employ new 
technologies effectively. Furthermore, some scholars have noted a tendency to be overoptimistic 
about the capacity of e-democracy to include citizens in political processes and reinstate the legiti-
macy of governments (Bohman, 2014). ICT tools do not represent objective technology as they bring 
new values and norms that require evaluation, interpretation, redesign, and adoption in particular 
environments (Fountain, 2001). Thus, according to Hooks, diffusion processes are influenced by a 
range of factors, including technological aspects and accessibility, as well as social, institutional, or-
ganisational, and environmental aspects (Hooks, 2022). A thorough comprehension of the social and 
organisational contexts of democratic organisations, such as public administrations, is necessary to 
understand the development of technology-based practices (e.g., e-democracy) and democratic or-
ganisations, which are interconnected (Malodia, 2021; Warren, 2017). To systematise the literature, 
the analytical framework, developed in two phases involving different stages and a multi-level focus 
(see Figure 2), sufficiently included studies from various academic disciplines to address the first 
research question (RQ1). 
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Figure 2: Analytical framework for the study 

 

The initial phase involved a thorough analysis of the existing literature pertaining to e-democ-
racy, the diffusion of technology (Rogers, 2003), the use of ICT (Schneider, 2006), as well as manage-
ment practices and ideas (Ansari, 2010). While disciplines might employ different terminology to 
describe the stages of a diffusion framework, three stages were consistently emphasised in most 
cases, as shown in Table 1:  

Table 1: Three stages for most diffusion frameworks 

Stages        Terminology          Description Definition                                  

1           Adoption                    
It encompasses a series of activities undertaken by organisa-
tions to familiarise themselves with and gain knowledge 
about ICTs.                                                                       

2            Implementation             Refers to the process of incorporating innovations into exist-
ing organisational procedures and structures.                     

3            Institutionalisation         Refers to the process by which ICTs become an accepted and 
routine part of an organisation's operations.                                    

The initial phase, known as adoption, encompasses a series of activities undertaken by organi-
sations to familiarise themselves with and gain knowledge about ICTs (Soja & Soja, 2020). This in-
volves gathering relevant information to assess the potential benefits associated with the adoption 
of ICTs, such as their technical and financial advantages (Jaganathan, 2018). Organisations then 
make careful choices about ICT acquisition (Touray, 2021). 
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According to Molero, the second stage, implementation, refers to incorporating innovations into 
existing organisational procedures and structures (Molero, 2019). This stage involves the installation 
and delivery of ICTs within an organisation (S.-B. Kim & Kim, 2020), the diffusion of ICTs among 
organisational users, the adjustment of organisational procedures and processes to fit the new ICTs 
(S.-B. Kim & Kim, 2020); and the adaptation of ICTs to align with existing structures (Wiredu, 2012). 
Hence, the implementation phase emphasises the novelty and experimental nature of ICTs and un-
derscores the importance of considering processes like adaptation (Bocconi, 2013), translation (Korn-
berger, 2017), and enactment (García-Sánchez, 2015). 

Institutionalisation, the third stage, as described by Mahmud, pertains to both a process and a 
state (Mahmud, 2017). It refers to the process by which ICTs become accepted and routine aspects 
of an organisation's operations. ICTs, for example, become incorporated into organisational routines 
and structures (Steyn & Johanson, 2010), perhaps eventually reaching a state of repetition (Sieweke, 
2013). Therefore, this stage encompasses the endeavours undertaken to maintain or disseminate in-
novations (Kuchenmüller, 2022). 

In the subsequent phase, a thorough review of previous research on the diffusion of technology 
was conducted. We combine three different levels (multi-level focus) and stages (process focus). 
Particular reference was made to Rhue and Sundararajan (2014), hence incorporating three levels of 
analysis into the conceptual framework. The macro level pertains to the external environment in 
which an organisation operates, including aspects such as national culture, regulations, societal 
norms, and technology accessibility. The meso level involves the organisation's unique features, 
such as its size, culture, and practices. Furthermore, the micro level focuses on individuals involved 
in the organisation, including executives and staff. Differentiation between levels of analysis is 
widely acknowledged to be important due to the simultaneous influence of several levels of factors 
on the diffusion process. Research has indicated that ICT adoption is influenced by various social, 
organisational, and individual factors (Duran & Castillo, 2023). For instance, national culture has 
been found to play a key role as a social factor (Choden, 2019), while business size has been identified 
as an organisational element (Gaviria-Marin, 2021). Additionally, individual factors such as com-
mitment and skills have also been connected with ICT adoption (Muriithi, 2016). Hence, differenti-
ation enabled the presentation of a broader perspective on the diffusion of e-democracy implemen-
tation in public administrations. 

In brief, the analytical framework enables the systematisation of research endeavours by cate-
gorising them according to the stages of the diffusion process and the level of analysis to which they 
belong, as they indicate connections between different levels and stages. These recurring factors and 
strategies emphasise the significance of integrated research. Therefore, the proposed framework 
provides a broad approach that enables the synthesis of diverse studies analysing different aspects 
of organisational diffusion, contributing to developing a more cohesive viewpoint. 

3. Method 

The application of SLRs has become an established approach in the management field (Kraus, 2020) 
that serves the purposes of determining the research scope and providing a comprehensive review 
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of prior literature to identify research gaps (Sauer & Seuring, 2023) based on a rigorous methodology 
that guarantees the transparency and reproducibility of the findings for future research (Seuring, 
2020). We adhered to the widely adopted Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and 
Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement, which ensures transparent and full reporting of the SLR. In 
accordance with the previous studies, the SLR approach was employed to synthesise the knowledge 
base and systematically link the works to the diffusion of e-democracy implementation. Given the 
objective to conduct and structure the associated research process, the four generic phases outlined 
by Snyder (2019) were adhered to and extended: preparation, conduct, analysis, as well as structur-
ing and writing the review. 

3.1. The preparation phases 

The initial stage of the research process involved two critical steps: designing and formulating the 
research objectives and determining the search criteria. The former enabled the researchers to define 
the scope of the current review, while the latter established the protocol with which the review was 
conducted (Dhir, 2020). 

3.1.1. Determining the search criteria 

The approach employed to determine the criteria by which articles would be deemed eligible for 
inclusion in the SLR adhered to prior research in the e-participation domain (Susha & Grönlund, 
2012). The sources were chosen without designating a specific starting year for the search, given the 
intention of obtaining a broad overview of the development of the field. Furthermore, the authors 
mainly collected peer-reviewed articles published in academic journals to ensure scientific rigour. 
Grey literature, such as popular publications, is not included in this genre. Books and book chapters 
that were not indexed in major databases like the Web of Science or Scopus were excluded from the 
analysis since these resources may have substantial differences in the systematic description of re-
search methodologies and evidence, and they tend to provide less systematic descriptions of the 
research method or lack empirical proof. Only international articles published in English were cho-
sen as these publications have made significant contributions to the global discourse on academia. 

Table 2: Eligibility criteria inclusion of articles in SLR 

Selection Criteria 



JeDEM Issue 16 (1): 213-251, 2024 Nur Ajrun Khalid and Yu Yang 

220 Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International (CC BY-NC 4.0), 2024. 

1. Language: English only. 
2. Journal: A peer-reviewed journal that excludes grey literature, such as popular publications. 
3. Only books and book chapters indexed in major databases like the Web of Science or Scopus are 

included. 
4. Original research (including empirical and theoretical contributions). 
5. Do not define a start year for the search. 
6. Relevance to the research questions and the following articles are excluded: 
* Not addressing democracy; 
* Not addressing ICT; 
* Not addressing diffusion; 
* Not specifically involving public administration; 
* Addressing subjects related to public administration or digital government but not e-democracy; 
* Addressing another context (such as health, social care, or the private sector). 

3.2. The phase of conducting the search 

This stage encompassed identifying and selecting databases and related publications, as well as 
gathering articles from several academic databases. The selection of Web of Knowledge (WOK), Sco-
pus, and EBSCO was based on their standing among the largest scientific bibliographic databases in 
the social sciences since they cover a wide range of subdisciplines in the field. Meanwhile, the E-
Government Reference Library (EGRL, 2016) was also used. To ensure the sensitivity and specificity 
of the literature searches, a search string was carefully developed based on the research question 
(Petticrew & Roberts, 2006: 81–2). The search query combined three search term categories: the first 
category pertains to the adoption, implementation, and institutionalisation of e-democracy; the sec-
ond refers to the diffusion of ICT and technology; and the third relates to public administration, 
policy processes, and the environment. A minimum of one keyword from each set had to appear in 
the title, abstract, and keywords. During the preliminary stages of scanning the chosen databases, 
the query's sensitivity was extended by adding other terms that appeared relevant. The ultimate 
search query was employed consistently across all the selected databases. 

A three-step procedure was employed to narrow the list of relevant articles aligned with the 
selection criteria defined above (refer to Table 2), with the flow diagram shown in Figure 3. Firstly, 
we evaluated the sources and languages of all the articles derived from the search, identifying a total 
of 451 results across the four databases. After removing duplications, non-English publications, and 
research that was not peer-reviewed, a total of 326 publications remained. Next, in-depth screening 
was conducted on the titles and abstracts of articles related to the research questions, and prelimi-
nary articles meeting the predefined criteria were identified (see Table 2), including: Does the re-
search include any original contributions, whether empirical or theoretical? Does the study relate to 
the research questions? After the initial coding process, the authors discussed the articles in which 
they disagreed to reach a consensus while adhering to the selection criteria. Then, one author went 
through all titles and abstracts, identifying a total of 131 articles that fulfilled the criteria set forth. 
Finally, another author extensively re-evaluated the preliminary set of identified articles. Once 
again, the authors had discussions regarding critical cases, leading to the exclusion of articles that 
did not adhere to the criteria. A total of 109 samples were ultimately extracted at this stage, as illus-
trated in Appendix 1. 
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Figure 3: Diagram of the procedure flow 

 

3.3. The analysis phase  

A multi-step approach was adopted for the content analysis phase. First, the articles were reviewed 
and categorised according to their main contributions, including their analytical or descriptive char-
acter, interpretive causal explanations, positivist hypothesis testing, and design research and meth-
ods, as well as the ICT tools analysed and the administrative level. The results were then charted by 
one author, employing the analytical framework of this study. This helped gather insightful infor-
mation related to the research domain's scope, range, and nature. 

Second, we tested the coding scheme by examining twenty articles the authors independently 
coded. The authors collectively strengthen their understanding of the categories by discussing the 
results, thereby ensuring a more coherent coding procedure. The results were presented systemati-
cally by applying the proposed analytical framework and developing different categories. In gen-
eral, using categories facilitated extracting relevant findings and disseminating knowledge about 
implementing e-democracy in public administrations. 

Next, one author coded by inductively applying the aforementioned categories to achieve a 
cohesive classification. This included all three stages and levels, and a nine-field matrix was pro-
duced. During this phase, a cycle-scanned literature review was conducted inside each cell, such as 
whether macro-adoption or meso-implementation research was involved, which inductively iden-
tified specific areas like barriers, facilitators, and strategies. After an initial coding cycle, the authors 
discussed the classification of the literature to achieve consensus on ambiguous cases and establish 
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clear boundaries for the categories. The authors then moved back and forth between the summary 
table and the reference articles, aiming to discover relevant categories and populate the analytical 
matrix. Depictions of the final overview information are in Table 3 (see the following section, re-
search profiling and results). 

3.4. The phase of structuring and writing the review 

The last phase, which involved structuring and forming the final review based on the research pur-
pose, covered the aspects of identifying, analysing, synthesising, reporting, and proposing an 
agenda for further research. 

4. Research profiling and results 

4.1. General overview 

4.1.1. The basics of information analysis 

As Figure 4 shows, the first studies on the diffusion of e-democracy in public administrations were 
published in 2002. Nevertheless, it is worth pointing out that a substantial number of the articles, 
about 47% (N = 109), were concentrated between 2011 and 2016. This indicates a notable increase in 
academic attention to this topic and emphasises its relevance during that period. Since the number 
of studies has declined, returning to a similar point as that observed at the beginning of the previous 
period, the production of research has reverted to its normal status. Additionally, over half of the 
articles focus primarily on three distinct publications that target e-government, public administra-
tion, and information systems research. Some of these publications pertain to e-government, such as 
Government Information Quarterly, Electronic Government, and Government Information Infor-
mation Policy; others are related to public administration, such as Public Administration Review, 
Public Management Review, Public Performance and Management Review, Local Government 
Studies, and Journal of Public Administration and Governance; while some are associated with in-
formation systems research, such as Information Systems Journal, Online Information Systems Re-
search, and Information Systems Research Journal. Meanwhile, 52 journals were referenced only 
once each, confirming the fragmented character of the research field. 

Figure 4: Number of publications by year 
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4.1.2. Evaluation of geographical and administrative dimensions 

It is notable that public administrations reveal substantial differences regarding their organisation 
and structural initiatives, which can be caused by geographical differences. Furthermore, adminis-
trative tasks can vary depending on the specific administrative level. The result only depends on the 
selection of English literature. A review of the geographical emphasis in the studies covered in the 
sample revealed an extensive focus on Europe (N = 41; 37.6%), the United States (N = 26; 23.8%), 
and China (N = 19; 17.4), which jointly occupied a reasonably high proportion of the articles. Re-
markably, research on the diffusion of e-democracy in African and South American nations is seri-
ously lacking in the English-language literature. This might indicate a limited focus on the English 
language in such nations or potentially be attributed to a lack of accessible English research litera-
ture. In addition, with respect to the administrative dimension, the growth of e-democracy has 
mainly been evaluated at the local (N = 54; 49.5%) and national levels (N = 33; 30.2%). Scholars 
frequently claim that the local-level aspect has considerable weight as it directly impacts citizens. In 
contrast, numerous studies have examined the national level in the context of e-democracy and e-
participation. These studies have focused on tasks implemented by national government agencies 
and referred to the UN e-participation index (EPI), which provides worldwide and easily accessible 
secondary data on the adoption of e-participation by national governments. 

4.1.3. The diffusion of ICT in e-democracy 

While acknowledging the rapid growth of ICT diffusion in certain contexts, the technical basis of e-
democracy in relation to participation needs to be examined. Given the broad spectrum of ICTs cov-
ered in the articles, the plan was to investigate these technologies in the context of both conceptual-
isation and operationalisation. A fair number of articles (N = 41; 37.6) were discovered to lack de-
tailed discussion of technologies that could enable e-democracy use for participatory purposes. Fur-
thermore, over half of the existing research focuses on a wide range of e-participation tools that 
encourage interactive communication, yet these studies tend to overlook the special features of these 
technologies that result from the use of indices to assess e-democracy levels in the context of internet-
based participation features without properly considering their execution in practice. Moreover, 
other endeavours involve deeper explorations of specific e-democracy tools whose purpose is to 
foster participation. A review was conducted of 27 studies that evaluated the diffusion trends of 
different social media networks among government agencies and public administrations. Finally, 
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few studies provided full examinations of additional e-democracy tool categories like e-petitioning, 
geographical tagging, and media monitoring. 

4.1.4. The diffusion of e-democracy in public administration  

The diffusion of e-democracy within and amongst public administrations is somewhat new as a 
research subject. Analysis of the applied methods revealed many different research approaches, in-
cluding quantitative (N = 32; 29.3%), qualitative (N = 31; 28.4%), mixed-methods (N = 24; 22%), and 
conceptual accounts (N = 22; 20.1%). When categorising the articles, over half (N = 51; 46.7%) were 
observed to have adopted analytical or descriptive methods. Another set of articles (N = 35; 32.1%) 
focused on developing causal explanations or linking them with testable predictions. Meanwhile, a 
smaller number (N = 11; 10%) engaged in design and action research. Table 3 presents a comprehen-
sive summary with a nine-field matrix of the review findings, which were derived from the selected 
sample of articles listed in Appendix 1. 
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Table 3: Comprehensive overview of the literature with a nine-field matrix 

                                                                              

Level 1                      
Slow to change                

Level 2                 
Over time                

Level 3           
Created by 
landscape de-
velopments    

Macro Level                      
 External structure; 
context/environ-
ment for interactions                

Meso Level          
 Organisational 
units                            

Micro Level        
Individual di-
mension              

Process 
1         Adoption                     

Obstacles 
& Ena-
blers            

a. Institutional back-
ground                     

a. Organisational 
cultures & con-
text                     

a. Perceptions 
& attitudes              

b. Networks & learn-
ing/training            
                                           b. Institutional 

context                      c. External stakehold-
ers                         

d. Cultural norms           

c. Acquisition of 
resources (e.g., 
infrastructure & 
technological 
skills)                        

e. Internal political 
pressure                              d. Regime shifts        

Strategies    --                                                 
a. Institutional 
context modifi-
cations                 

--                                 

Process 
2                 Implementation         

Obstacles 
& Ena-
blers     

a. Institutional con-
text                                     
                                               
b. Societal context                    
                                             
c. External Stakehold-
ers                           

a. Organisational 
cultures & con-
text                            

a. Perceptions 
& attitudes          

                          
b. Adopted or 
rejected                    

                                 
b. Institutional 
context                          
                                     
c. Socio-technical 
regime                       
                                  
d. Regulations              
                                      
e. Resources for 
technologies              
                                     
f. Design for user 
patterns                          
                                   
g. Infrastruc-
tures & costs                         
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h. Risks                       

Strategies   a. Institutional con-
text modifications   

a. Institutional 
context modifi-
cations                  

a. Relation-
ship manage-
ment                 

                                   
b. Developed or-
ganisational in-
tegration                
                                         
c, Relationships               
                                            
d. Pre-design            

Process 
3             Institutionalisation     

Obstacles 
& Ena-
blers       

a. Societal values or 
worldviews                      a. Societal values                                  a. Socie-

tal val-
ues                     

                               
b. Cultural changes                b. Cultural 

changes                     

Strategies       c. Institutional con-
text modifications                   

a. Institutional 
context modifi-
cations                    --                       b. Organisa-
tional integra-
tion                        

Table 3 above outlines each of the categories, which represent the different phases of the diffu-
sion of e-democracy implementation technology (adoption, implementation, and institutionalisa-
tion) linked to the levels of analysis (macro, meso, and micro). The matrix was developed from the 
inductive analysis of the primary conceptual and empirical contributions identified in the selected 
articles. The depth and scope of the field were explored to address the second question (RQ2). 

The following section presents the results in line with the structure of the analytical framework. 
Each stage of the diffusion process was extensively examined - adoption, implementation, and in-
stitutionalisation - and the findings were differentiated according to the level of analysis at each 
stage, including the macro, meso, and micro levels. 

4.2. The output of the nine-field matrix 

4.2.1. Multilevel analysis of the adoption phases 

4.2.1.1. The macro level within the adoption phase 

The main topic of concern in macro-level research on the implementation of e-democracy is the eval-
uation of obstacles and facilitators that account for the differences in the extent to which public ad-
ministrations adopt e-participation. 

The first set of factors associated with cross-country studies indicated that the institutional con-
text, including national and administrative cultures, is correlated with the adoption of e-democracy 
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initiatives by public administrations at both the local and national levels (e.g., Royo, Yetano & 
Acerete, 2013). However, research has so far failed to provide proof that a nation's democratic pro-
gress impacts the national-level adoption of e-democracy. 

The second set pertains to the interconnections and ways of learning that occur within admin-
istrative units. For example, the correlation between engagement in professional networks and re-
wards, as well as geographic proximity, has been examined in relation to the adoption of e-partici-
pation in public administrations (e.g., Sobaci & Eryigit, 2015). These factors are believed to facilitate 
inter-organizational learning and foster competition. Several studies (e.g., Ma, 2013) suggest that 
adopting e-democracy is an ongoing process of learning and training for administrative groups in 
which the adoption level accumulates over time. 

The third set of factors refers to the impact of external stakeholders, including the demands 
placed by citizens and politicians. For example, research indicates a correlation between e-participa-
tion acceptance and factors like the volume of internet users (Lee, Chang & Berry, 2011) and the 
socio-economic status of participants. 

An additional set refers to cultural norms (Zhao, 2012) since the primary focus of e-democracy 
procedures is the citizenry, whose participation is required in the innovation process. 

Furthermore, investigations have examined how decision-making and policy formulation by 
higher-level national agencies have impacted the implementation of e-democracy initiatives at lower 
administrative levels under the influence of higher-level pressure (e.g., Ma, 2013). 

4.2.1.2. The Meso Level within the Adoption Phase 

A previous study (Royo, Yetano & Acerete, 2013) examined the correlation between organisational 
culture and the implementation of e-democracy within public administrations by considering fac-
tors like commitment to cultural norms and values, including environmental aims and transparency, 
as well as formal organisational environments. 

Moreover, the majority of the research examined suggested that the implementation of e-de-
mocracy practices and technologies within public organisations remains limited across all adminis-
trative tiers (e.g., Mossberger, Wu & Crawford, 2013), with the exception of certain social media 
platforms that demonstrate high acceptance rates (Mergel, 2012). The research findings indicate that 
the institutional context of public administrations and regime shifts are significant factors in explain-
ing the low adoption rates of organisational meso-level barriers and facilitators. 

Likewise, key resources that positively affect e-democracy adoption can be obtained in studies 
pertaining to the impact of organisational resource availability on adoption decisions, as well as the 
organisational capacities such as technological skills, telecommunications infrastructure, and so-
phisticated e-government services. 
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4.2.1.3. The Micro Level within the Adoption Phase 

A limited amount of research has examined the macro-level adoption of e-democracy diffusion with 
respect to individual elements. However, the existing studies primarily concentrate on the micro-
level obstacles to adoption, such as scepticism towards e-participation (Baldwin, Gauld & Goldfinch, 
2012). Nevertheless, higher proficiency and expertise in technology use may raise government con-
fidence in the capacity of ICTs to enable citizen engagement and support the implementation of e-
democracy. The current study (Ganapati & Reddick, 2014) also revealed that at the meso level, atti-
tudes to leadership support, citizen expectations, and normative pressures at the local level (micro) 
affect the adoption of e-democracy participation. This indicates significant interactions between the 
micro and meso levels. 

4.2.2. Designing and formulating the research objectives 

Consistent with the majority of research undertakings, an SLR starts by formulating a related re-
search question, objective, or purpose. In accordance with the previously stated guiding research 
questions, the following three research objectives (RO) were proposed to facilitate the analysis: 

RO1: To fully understand the themes and primary research areas that have emerged from pre-
vious studies associated with the diffusion of technology in the implementation of e-democracy in 
public administrations. 

RO2: To discuss the research gaps in the existing literature and propose future avenues of re-
search into the implementation of e-democracy within public administrations. 

RO3: To provide an analytical framework incorporating a broad application that would enable 
the further synthesis of diverse studies analysing various aspects of organisational diffusion. 

4.2.3. Multilevel analysis of the implementation phases 

4.2.3.1. The macro level within the implementation phase 

The research on the implementation of e-democracy by public administrations has examined macro-
level factors and strategies. 

Several studies have investigated the obstacles and enablers that affect the e-democracy adop-
tion in public administrations (e.g., Bryer, 2011). These factors are influenced by the integration of 
e-democracy within larger institutional and societal frameworks, such as administrative or national 
cultures, as well as political systems (e.g., Åström, Hinsberg, Jonsson & Karlsson, 2013). 

Moreover, studies on external stakeholders have demonstrated that politicians and individuals 
influence the implementation and use of e-democracy technologies and initiatives by public admin-
istrations (e.g., Karamagioli & Koulolias, 2008). Public administrations rely on political participants‘ 
support to execute e-democracy processes effectively, which is crucial since it requires their decision-
making practices to be adapted. The declining trust of citizens in governmental actors may both 
facilitate and hinder e-democracy implementation in public administrations (Åström et al., 2012). 
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On one hand, this absence of trust might drive the adoption of e-democracy since people will seek 
other ways to engage with the government. On the other hand, this lack of trust might also be a 
significant obstacle as citizens’ scepticism may make them reluctant to use administrative web-based 
resources. 

Various scholars (e.g., Greve, 2013) have started to develop new understandings of ICT-based 
reforms in public administrations, with a specific emphasis on the processes of modifying the or-
ganisational context and its implications for participation and collaboration (e.g., Harrison et al., 
2011). Moreover, researchers have examined and clarified the integration of ICT-related develop-
ments within existing frameworks of public-sector organisational rules (e.g., Moon & Norris, 2005). 
This emphasises that ICT implementation by public administrations encompasses a wide range of 
targets, of which democratisation is only one. 

4.2.3.2. The Meso Level within the Implementation Phase 

The main focus of research in this review pertains to meso-level studies that specifically examine the 
implementation of organisational processes. However, the presence of several approaches and fields 
underlines again the fragmented structure of the field. 

The existing research suggests that e-democracy implementation is influenced by organisa-
tional cultures and environments (Hepburn, 2014). Social media might be employed for participa-
tion and interaction purposes in varied ways by administration departments and at distinct policy-
making stages, including agenda setting and implementation. 

As observed at previous levels, scholars have directed considerable attention to the institutional 
context. Case studies examined how institutional power structures and administrative and organi-
sational cultures impacted the implementation of e-democracy, providing insights into the reasons 
for opposition and project failures (Chadwick, 2011). One potential obstacle to the successful imple-
mentation of e-democracy initiatives is bureaucratic and departmental rivalries, which might block 
the effective flow of information and hinder timely reactions to online conversations. Thus, citizens' 
devotion to e-democracy projects might be undermined. 

Similarly, the meso-level obstacles and facilitators in the e-democracy context highlight how 
electronic resources for technology influence society, organisations, and politics (Bekkers et al., 
2013), while also being strongly embedded in these systems. Democracies undergo continuous de-
velopment, and the impact of ICT is not inherently transformational. Instead, ICTs tend to evolve 
steadily within administrative frameworks rather than aligning with ideal administrative reforms 
(Brainard & McNutt, 2010). 

Analysing infrastructure and costs, as well as democratising the participation process (e.g., Ga-
napati & Reddick, 2014), have also been identified as significant management challenges. 

Several studies emphasise investigating user patterns, tools, and initiatives as essential factors 
in the effective execution of e-democracy (e.g., Karamagioli & Koulolias, 2008). For example, it is 
crucial for project designs to align with both the internal aspects of e-democracy, such as process 
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planning, moderation, and software, as well as the exterior political considerations, which encom-
pass administrative policy making and contextual factors that support the implementation of e-de-
mocracy (Paganelli & Pecchi, 2013). 

Furthermore, several analyses (e.g., Sæbø et al., 2011) have focused on the potential risks linked 
to e-democracy, including security, privacy, digital divides, and strategies for protecting the trans-
mission of critical public services when crowdsourcing or outsourcing. The digital divide poses a 
significant challenge to public administrations in terms of fulfilling their primary responsibility: to 
provide neutral and equal treatment to every citizen. 

4.2.3.3. The Micro Level within the Implementation Phase 

The majority of the existing research pertaining to obstacles to, and facilitators of, micro-level im-
plementation focuses on public managers’ opinions of and attitudes to e-democracy. Their percep-
tions of e-democracy are influenced by the complicated value systems within the public sector (Rose 
et al., 2014). These principles play a vital role in shaping decision-making processes regarding tech-
nology adoption within public administrations, with the inherent paradoxes often displayed 
(Kolsaker & Lee-Kelley, 2009). These perceptions may also be influenced by the personal character-
istics or positions of administrators in e-democracy processes. It was also observed that far less at-
tention was directed to the strategies employed by private-sector managers in using citizen-relation-
ship management tools. In general, the number of studies on the individual differences and strate-
gies employed by public administrations was reasonably small compared to research focused on 
macro- and meso-level implementation. 

4.2.4. Multilevel analysis of the institutionalisation phases 

4.2.4.1. The macro level within the institutionalisation phase 

The least amount of research has been performed at the institutionalisation stage. In relation to 
macro-level initiatives, certain researchers have suggested that incorporating e-democracy into an 
external institutional framework that aligns with national regulations and laws could enhance the 
acceptance and implementation of conversational e-democracy practices within public administra-
tions (e.g., Bertot et al., 2012). However, other studies (e.g., Maultasch de Oliveira & Welch, 2013) 
indicate that local public administrations frequently struggle to properly incorporate higher-tier reg-
ulations into their institutional framework. Moreover, these limitations may even reduce the will-
ingness to accept the inherent risks associated with open government strategies, especially when 
such strategies cannot be adapted to fit local circumstances (Moody et al., 2012). 

4.2.4.2. The meso level within the institutionalisation phase 

Regarding the meso level within the institutionalisation phase, a small number of researchers have 
conceptualised institutionalisation as the final stage of the intra-organisational diffusion of social 
media, which has the potential to enhance engagement. Some researchers (Mergel & Bretschneider, 
2013) suggest that adopting institutional change strategies in implementation processes could result 
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in the formation of participation-related norms, regulations, and organisational structures. These 
may include the development of social media departments, guideline formulation, or the introduc-
tion of participatory practices, all of which become normal aspects of institutionalisation. Moreover, 
conceptual studies have highlighted the importance of relationship management and communica-
tion strategies that accommodate the features and barriers of technology, as well as user and admin-
istrator capabilities. These strategies are essential when optimising the potential interaction and col-
laboration provided by social media tools and identifying opportunities for political participation 
(Zavattaro & Sementelli, 2014). Meanwhile, insufficient detailed empirical knowledge is available 
on institutionalisation at the meso level. 

4.2.4.3. The Micro Level within the Institutionalisation Phase 

Only one identified study mentioned e-democracy institutionalisation in public administrations at 
the micro level, focusing specifically on its local social value (Hoff & Scheele, 2014). This refers to 
measuring the expected rewards of e-government projects for local societies. 

4.2.5. Discussion leading towards a future research agenda 

This section of the SLR presents an extensive review of prospective research on the diffusion of e-
democracy implementation within public administrations, as described in Table 5. Additionally, 
three areas/gaps are presented that have been somewhat overlooked, despite their crucial role in 
strengthening our knowledge of e-democracy implementation in public administrations and foster-
ing a better grasp of the diffusion processes associated with e-democracy. Overall, this section aims 
to address the third research question (RQ3) by focusing mainly on these relatively new domains 
and offering potential directions for further study. 

Table 5: Overview of prospective research domains 

Research Area (Gaps)                                               Recommendations and Suggestions 

        Institutionalising the implementation of e-democracy in public 
administration requires additional attention. 

                                                            Questions for reference: 
What should be institutionalised, how should institutionalisa-
tion occur, and what are the consequences of institutionalisa-
tion? 

                                                       Subject reference: 
                                                             a. Investigate the micro-level mechanisms involved in the insti-

tutionalisation process. Explanations of institutional change 
over time, for instance, may alter initial attitudes; generational 
shifts in public administrations may also contribute to the in-
stitutionalisation and diffusion of e-democracy implementa-
tion. 

  1. The institutionalisation gap     b. Research examining the process of institutionalisation at the 
meso level. More specifically, studies could concentrate on the 
arguments surrounding the institutionalisation of e-democ-
racy implementation. 
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                                                             c. Micro-level research on the institutionalisation process. For 
instance, the values and norms incorporated in the diffusion of 
e-democracy may conflict with the bureaucratic logic of public 
administrations, so organisational actors must translate ideas 
so they can be better adjusted to the organisational context. 

                                                        Solutions to problems: 
                                                              a. Gain a deeper understanding of why the diffusion of e-de-

mocracy implementation is institutionalised in certain public 
administrations but not others. Moreover, having appropriate 
and better measurements for e-democracy over time is essen-
tial; ideally, consider covering all levels of state and ensuring 
long-term engagement. 

                                                              b. Answering these questions may help in recognising the com-
plexities of the institutionalisation process. 

                                                              c. Reduce conflict and encourage the acceptance and diffusion 
of e-democracy implementation in public administrations. 

          The absence of studies examining simultaneously two or more 
phases of the diffusion or technology diffusion process. 

                                                         Questions for reference: 
                                                                   What are the interdependencies across the various phases? 

                                                         Subject reference: 
                                                               a. To investigate how the motivation for phases 1/2/3 of the 

adoption of e-democracy implementation influences 
phases 1/2/3 of its implementation and phases 1/2/3 of its 
institutionalisation in public administrations. 

 2. The diffusion process gap           b. To conduct longitudinal process-related (case) studies. More 
specifically, which longitudinal studies have resulted in sig-
nificant interconnected insights? 

                                                               c. How do individual-level behaviours and organisational-
level features affect each other over time; to what extent do 
individual-level resistance behaviours differ in the early 
versus the late stages of implementation? 

                                                          Solutions to problems: 
                                                                    Additional insights could be provided by this type of lon-

gitudinal case study of e-democracy implementation and 
institutionalisation within a public administration. 
Lack of multi-level studies establishing connections be-
tween different levels of analysis. 

                                                                    The existence of top-down contextual effects at lower levels  
and bottom-up emergence at lower levels was assumed to  
generate phenomena at higher levels. 
Subject reference: 

 3. The multi-level perspective gap  a. Top-down contextual effects may be a research focus. Re-
search on the macro level of adoption, for instance, might 
investigate how institutional contexts, related laws and 
regulations, cultures, and political systems affect the ini-
tial decisions of public administrations to adopt, diffuse, 
and implement various e-democracy practices. 

                                                                   b. Suggested emphasis on bottom-up emergence: analysing,  
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for instance, how environments conducive to e-democ-
racy or e-participation emerge or the roles played by 
stakeholders in this process to determine whether e-de-
mocracy is effectively adopted, diffused, and used. 

                                                                   c. Consider research on the contextual effects of innovation, 
technology diffusion, and ICT implementation, such as 
the innovation climate and leadership support. 

5. Conclusion 

Governments worldwide are embracing and promoting e-democracy practices to a greater extent, 
which serve to enhance citizen engagement and promote openness in governmental decision-mak-
ing. In this context, public administrations are pivotal in facilitating and overseeing these proce-
dures. However, these administrations frequently encounter challenges associated with offering e-
democracy opportunities and diffusing the practice. Thus, academics from several fields, including 
public administration, information systems, and organisation studies, have analysed the implemen-
tation of e-democracy in public administrations. The goal has often been to identify factors hindering 
or promoting its implementation, as well as the strategies employed. Given this context, the purpose 
of the current research was to conduct a thorough interdisciplinary SLR on the diffusion of e-democ-
racy implementation in public administrations. To address RQ1, an analytical framework was also 
developed to effectively differentiate and identify interactions among the three stages of the diffu-
sion process: adoption, implementation, and institutionalisation. This framework also incorporates 
three levels of analysis: macro, meso, and micro perspectives. By integrating the research findings 
from diverse disciplines, this comprehensive framework offers valuable insights into the subject. 

The analysis revealed that while academics have made significant contributions in terms of un-
derstanding the obstacles, enablers, and approaches related to the adoption and implementation 
stages, limited studies have offered insights into the institutionalisation stage. Moreover, the major-
ity of the research studies have concentrated primarily on a single stage within one of the three levels 
of analysis. This suggests the potential for multi-level and multi-phase investigations to be con-
ducted into the diffusion of e-democracy implementation in public administrations, thus answering 
RQ2. 

Drawing upon the discoveries thus far, a research agenda was subsequently developed for fu-
ture research to address RQ3. This discussion focuses on three adequately addressed research fields: 
the institutionalisation stage, the diffusion process, and multi-level research. Likewise, recommen-
dations are made for further investigation in this field. Overall, the authors express their confidence 
that their SLR pertaining to the diffusion of e-democracy implementation in public administrations 
has the potential to enhance cross-disciplinary discourse on this subject. 

In general, incorporating multi-disciplinary viewpoints should enhance the scope and depth of 
knowledge regarding the technological diffusion process. Naturally, this could also potentially hin-
der the flow of e-democracy information among scholars. Yet the extensive analysis of studies across 
multiple disciplines indicated that perceived differences between disciplines tend to be less trou-
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bling than has generally been assumed. Moreover, focusing on e-democracy diffusion as a phenom-
enon presents an opportunity to overcome disciplinary barriers. Systematising within this research 
field is anticipated to facilitate the consolidation and expansion of the large but fragmented body of 
academic investigations. 
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