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Abstract 
The concept of fragile state, characterized as 

having ineffective authority, weakened capacity and 

diminished legitimacy, has emerged as a critical 

policy challenge in the international development 

agenda. At the same time, governments worldwide are 

increasingly using information and communication 

technologies (ICT) to modernize their administrative 

processes and how they deliver services to their 

citizens. However, there remains a gap in 

understanding the value of e-government for fragile 

states.  This study reviews the existing e-government 

research to derive the value of e-government for 

fragile states in addition to conceptually defining 

fragile states first. The findings reveal that e-

government has the potential to enhance the state’s 

authority, improve the government’s capacity to 

operate efficiently and to deliver services, and to 

revive government legitimacy. The study concludes 

that there is a lack of research in critical aspects of 

fragile states such as political control and also a lack 

of research coverage in the context of fragile states. 

 

Keywords: e-government, digital technologies, 

fragile states, state fragility. 

1. Introduction  

The notion of fragile state has emerged as a 

critical policy challenge in the global development 

agenda. In the late 1990s, the international community 

started to recognize fragile states as a source of 

national security threats (Elagin, 2021) in addition to 

their severe development and social challenges. In 

2011, a New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States 

was endorsed by over 40 countries and organizations 

in an effort to achieve stability and functioning states. 

The deal included specific goals to achieve legitimate 

politics, security, justice, economic foundations and 

revenue and services (International Dialogue on 

Peacebuilding and Statebuilding, 2011). 

The concept of fragile states or state fragility is 

subject to various interpretations and criticism (Ficek, 

2022). It is seen as a negative connotation and “a 

judgment based on political organization in the West” 

(Clausen & Albrecht, 2022) that is also hard to define 

or measure. However fragile states are characterized 

by significant dysfunctions; dysfunctions in three 

interrelated features; 1) diminished authority to 

provide security and control violence, 2) weakened 

capacity to provide services and basic social needs, 3) 

and ineffective legitimacy to represent citizens and get 

political support (Carment et al., 2008). There is broad 

acceptance that fragility is a continuum and context-

based. As a result, many definitions position fragility 

as a situation or context or setting characterized by 

certain conditions and the inability to cope with certain 

risks or attend to state responsibilities and to even 

small tasks such as ensuring teachers and doctors show 

up and are paid on time (World Bank, 2016).    

To counter these challenges, the UN’s globally 

endorsed sustainable development goals (SDGs) 

include a specific goal to build effective government 

institutions at all levels and promote peaceful and 

inclusive societies (UN, 2015). E-government or the 

use of ICT in the public sector has been widely 

adopted lately to enable reforms, transformations and 

broader efforts to reinstitute government institutions 

and improve their quality and ability. Scholars have 

demonstrated, to some extent, how the adoption of 

ICT can lead to administrative efficiencies 

(Twizeyimana & Andersson, 2019) by improving 

organizational effectiveness, capacity and outcomes 

(Kim & Kim, 2020), quality of coordination 

(Christensen & Lægreid, 2022) and overall 

institutional quality (Adam, 2020). For developing 

countries, e-government can assist in enhancing public 

participation, improving financial and taxation 

systems, generating electronic reports, and achieving 

a certain level of formalization in public 

administration processes (Schuppan, 2009).  

In this study, we aim to summarize the 

discussions on the relationship between e-government 

and state fragility to understand better how ICTs can 

be employed for good by governments in these 

contexts and extrapolate research gaps and practical 

implications. To this end, we undertake a scoping 

review to answer the following research question: 
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What is the role of e-government in rebuilding fragile 

states, particularly in the areas of reestablishing 

authority, strengthening capacity and reviving 

legitimacy. 

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 

presents the conceptualization of the terms “fragile 

states” and “e-government” as well as the research 

question. Section 3 explains the methodology for the 

scoping review, including the approach for data 

collection and analysis. Section 4 presents the results, 

Section 5 discusses the results of the literature review, 

and finally, the last section, 6, puts forward the 

conclusion and ideas for future research.  

2. Concepts and Definitions 

2.1 Fragile States 

The concept of fragile states has become popular 

among policymakers and scholars despite remaining 

“an elusive concept” that is “contested”, hard to “pin 

down” (Carment et al., 2008; Saeed, 2020) and subject 

to various interpretations (Ficek, 2022) and criticisms 

(Elagin, 2021). Recently, there have been several 

attempts in the academic literature and policy work to 

conceptualize and define the term with the most 

common definitions by development organizations 

stemming from the World Bank and OECD. The latter 

group, development organizations, has been described 

as “problem solvers” who focus on performance issues 

and policy recommendations and the former being 

“critical scholars” who assess and dissect the 

underlying values and assumptions of the concept (I. 

A. Ferreira, 2017). Over the past years, a plethora of 

fragility indices classifying and categorizing states 

based on their situation and performance have 

emerged. However, these indices have been criticized 

for adopting negative definitions, using a Weberian 

ideal-typical state as a reference point (Saeed, 2020) 

and for the ways in which the concept is 

operationalized and measured (I. A. R. Ferreira, 2015). 

It is believed to have become “a political label” (Ficek, 

2022) to legitimize foreign policy and aid programs by 

Western donors and international organizations.  

Despite those limitations, there is a broader 

agreement that there are several attributes or problems 

that fragile states exhibit. Elagin (2021), in his review, 

puts forward two main approaches to conceptualizing 

state fragility. The first approach focuses on the 

deficiencies in the state’s ability to perform core state 

functions. These deficiencies are said to be present in 

the state’s authority, capacity and legitimacy (Ziaja et 

al., 2019). The second approach, which is based on the 

model of development organizations, focuses on the 

source of risks that ascertain fragility in states while 

attributing these risks or vulnerabilities to the state’s 

coping capacity. For example, according to the OECD, 

fragility is “the combination of exposure to risk and 

insufficient coping capacities of the state, system 

and/or communities to manage, absorb or mitigate 

those risks” (OECD, 2022). 

In line with Grävingholt et al., (2015)’s assertion 

that that fragility problems vary in scope and nature 

but often revolve around a limited number of 

functions, gaps or dimensions, we conceptualize 

fragile states by attributing them to a set of 

characteristics derived from definitions that follow the 

two approaches outlined above. These characteristics 

include both deficiencies and vulnerabilities. We 

group these characteristics into three interdependent 

dimensions – authority, capacity and legitimacy – 

based on the understanding that “weaknesses in one or 

more of these dimensions will have an impact on the 

overall fragility of a particular country” (Carment et 

al., 2008).  

The first dimension, diminished authority, refers 

to the inability of the state to control violence or 

exercise monopoly over the use of force, enact binding 

legislation and protect its citizens. Fragile states have 

diminished or lack the authority to “execute rules and 

protect citizens from willful violence” (Grävingholt et 

al., 2015), safeguard the security and human rights of 

their populations (ECA, 2012), enforce government 

policy and combat corruption and criminality 

(Carment et al., 2008). They also pose significant 

threats to global security and stability in addition to 

experiencing major incidents of political and civil 

violence (I. A. R. Ferreira, 2015), “mass violations of 

human rights and humanitarian crises” (Ficek, 2022), 

displacement and other emergencies. In some 

instances, there is a loss of territorial control and 

authority to collect revenue and make decisions which 

leads to a diminished ability of the state to engage with 

other states in the international community (Fund for 

Peace, 2023), reliance on external sources of revenue 

(Elagin, 2021) and the presence of foreign entities to 

maintain peace and order (World Bank, 2015).  

The second dimension, capacity deficits, refers to 

the inability of the state to implement policies, 

mobilize public resources and provide basic services 

to its population. OECD’s definition of fragility 

highlights how insufficient coping capacities of the 

state lead to vulnerabilities such as vulnerability to 

risks resulting from gaps in economic foundations and 

human capital development including macroeconomic 

shocks, unequal economic growth and youth 

unemployment (OECD, 2016). Fragile states have 

“the weakest institutional capacity” to have rule-based 

governance and high quality of budgetary and 

financial management (World Bank, 2023) and also 
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“little capacity to reconstitute missing state functions” 

(USAID, 2005). As a result, they rely on the 

international community and other actors for the 

provision of public services and in responding to 

natural disasters and as a consequence are subject to 

their influence – something known as the “Washington 

Consensus” (De´ et al., 2018).  

The third dimension, legitimacy gaps, refers to the 

absence of legitimate authority that has public loyalty 

and support to make decisions. According to Elagin, 

(2021), legitimacy gaps signify the inability of the 

state to establish a government that is responsive, 

accountable and capable of managing the public 

sector. This situation can result from risks inherent in 

political processes such as lack of political 

inclusiveness and transparency (OECD, 2016) and can 

lead to difficulties in “in maintaining peaceful 

relations with others, vulnerability to internal 

upheaval, coercion, etc.” (Carment et al., 2008), 

contested citizenship and ungoverned territories. As a 

result, fragile states are characterized as having “weak, 

ineffective, and unstable political institutions and bad 

governance” (Osaghae, 2007). 

2.2 Electronic Government (e-Government) 

and State Fragility 

Governments worldwide are increasingly using 

information and communication technologies (ICT) to 

modernize their administrative processes and how 

they deliver services to their citizens. As a result, e-

Government has attracted considerable attention in 

both academic scholarly discourse and the policy 

arenas. Much of the literature views e-government “as 

a means for providing information and services using 

ICT” at a minimum. Ndou's, (2004) e-government 

framework highlights the transformative nature of e-

government describing it as the use of ICT tools to 

“reinvent the public sector by transforming its internal 

and external way of doing things and its 

interrelationships with customers and the business 

community” 

ICT is believed to enable certain use cases of e-

government, such as using transactional services, 

looking up information, and enabling citizen 

participation and co-creation (Nam, 2014).  In return, 

these usages are expected to lead to improved public 

services, improved administration and improved 

social value and well-being (Twizeyimana & 

Andersson, 2019). In the context of developing 

countries, the potential of ICT is further amplified and 

expected to contribute to alleviating specific problems 

such as lack of statistical data, informality, slow 

service delivery processes and corruption, to name a 

few. ICTs have also been adopted in post-conflict 

reconstruction efforts to support governments and 

donors in reducing state fragility. For example, ICTs 

can play a role in stabilization efforts, reconciliation, 

public engagement, and spurring development (Kelly 

& Souter, 2014). Nevertheless, there is no specific 

explicit literature that connects e-government and state 

fragility. 

Although fragile states or the concept of state 

fragility has commonality with the issues that are 

usually discussed in existing discourses such as 

ICT4D or e-government and sustainable development, 

the literature still lacks a systematic conceptual 

framework that maps and assesses the potential of e-

government to the characteristics of fragile states. 

Therefore, there is the need to conceive the 

contribution of ICTs in the context of fragile states and 

how they can reduce fragility particularly in the 

government’s authority, capacity and legitimacy. 

Therefore, understanding e-government in the context 

of fragile states requires a coherent scheme that 

examines how the implementation of e-government 

projects and the subsequent transformation leads to 

institutional outcomes that can either advance or 

embed state rebuilding and institution development. 

3. Methodology 

A scoping review has been carried out to achieve 

the aims of this research as it can help in identifying, 

mapping and synthesizing existing evidence on a 

particular topic (Peters et al., 2021). The objective of 

the review was to explore the IS research and 

understand how e-government interventions influence 

the state’s authority, capacity and legitimacy and what 

are the technological elements that shape this 

influence. Arksey & O’Malley’s (2005) five steps 

have been used to conduct the scoping review 

resulting in the identification of 68 articles. Then, 

Webster & Watson, (2002)’s concept-centric approach 

was adopted in combination with thematic analysis 

techniques to identify benefits or outcomes and 

capabilities of e-government that are relevant and of 

value for fragile states.  

4. Results  

This section describes in detail the results of the 

review mapped to the three dimensions of the fragile 

states 

4.1 Authority 

The authority dimension entails the different ways 

digital technologies can be of value in enabling states 
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to exercise full control over their territory including 

enforcing regulation and combatting corruption. The 

literature review reveals that e-government has the 

potential to enhance regulation efforts, decision 

making and corruption control. 

In the area of regulation, e-government provides 

opportunities to make regulation smart and enable 

control. This is possible as technology is able to 

simplify complex regulatory requirements by 

inscribing “the relational sequences” (Cordelia, 2007) 

into digital systems. Building on the premise that ICT 

have significant effects on the process of adjudication, 

Kennedy & Scholl, (2016), conceive e-regulation as 

the use of ICT by regulators in the end-to-end process 

of regulation. According to them, ICT enables 

regulatory assessments, detailed tracking, detection of 

regulatory breaches and enforcement by bringing 

information and knowledge to the regulators more 

quickly and automating certain steps. Technology can 

also prescribe how services are executed based on 

existing regulatory requirements (Cordelia, 2007). 

Digitalized and automated systems can also provide 

“legal safeguards” as they can be carriers of specific 

regulation (Ranerup & Henriksen, 2019) and act as a 

“mediator of [...] legislation” (Wihlborg et al., 2016). 

Another example is how automated decision-making 

can safeguard personal data by limiting its exposure to 

civil servants (Roehl, 2023). Furthermore, ICT 

systems can also be designed to “enforce new rules 

and regulations” (Cordella & Tempini, 2015) by 

embedding procedural logic and through normative 

agreements among stakeholders, and as a result 

reinforce principles of standardization, fairness and 

impartiality. 

Another aspect is the application of digital 

technologies in enhancing and automating decision 

making which is crucial for exercising and 

maintaining authority. Technologies like robotic 

process automation, that can emulate human users, are 

able to break down defined work processes and 

present them in the form of an executable algorithm 

(C. Andersson et al., 2022). Roehl (2023), through an 

empirical case study, attempted to establish a 

relationship between automated decision-making and 

administrative practices of governments. According to 

him, the use of automated decision-making enables 

“carefulness” in administration by ensuring that 

decisions made by public authorities are correct, 

consistent, predictable, and timely as well. Digital 

technologies can also be programmed to be neutral 

(Salehan et al., 2018) and are also able to “deliver 

greater fairness by removing humans from the process 

and the decision-making chain” (Bannister & 

Connolly, 2014).  In addition, as a result of 

digitalization and automation, higher levels of control 

and monitoring of the decision-making process are 

achieved. In addition, in the process of decision-

making, a large volume of data is compiled which 

administrative bodies can use to “monitor the behavior 

of certain types of firms” disregarding the need for 

physical inspections (Roehl, 2023). These large sets of 

data can also be further mined using technologies like 

AI which can automate data analysis using algorithms 

and as a result generate insightful information. Beyond 

automation, digitalization can also enable 

“consultations” (Bannister & Connolly, 2014), “online 

deliberations” and “e-rule making” (Deligiaouri, 

2013) which can empower citizens to make informed 

decisions, undertake oversight activities and influence 

policy-making and as a result improve government 

policies and be the “precursor of a new perception of 

governance and public accountability of decisions” 

(Deligiaouri, 2013; Eschenfelder & Miller, 2007).  

The third aspect of e-government that is important 

for government authority is corruption control and to 

the extent in which e-government aids in curbing 

corruption. In the e-government literature, several 

studies argued that e-government reduces corruption 

(Anastasiadou et al., 2021; Kim et al., 2009; Nam, 

2018; Silal & Saha, 2021).  Through institutional 

theory’s normative, regulatory and cognitive 

mechanisms, Kim et al., (2009) demonstrated how an 

anti-corruption system (OPEN) reduces corruption. 

First, digitalized and as a result transparent 

administrative procedures enable citizens to have 

access to information, including relevant rules and 

regulations. Secondly, the OPEN system allows for the 

standardization of administrative processes after 

making it mandatory through a new regulation. 

Thirdly, it provides functionalities for tracking and 

monitoring decisions and actions. Taken together, 

these mechanisms enable corruption prevention and 

control strategies.  Similarly, Matheus et al., (2012)’s 

examination of Brazil’s online anti-corruption 

monitoring systems showcased how the system 

allowed for tracking public money, policies and work 

through the use of ICT and geocoding. Other literature 

also discusses how specific technologies can support 

anti-corruption measures. For example, AI is being 

proposed as a key tool for curbing corruption as 

“decisions are based on the application of pre-

established rules to data” and can be replicated and 

traced back hence making it easier to detect fraud 

(Anastasiadou et al., 2021). 

4.2 Capacity 

Improving government capacity is one of the most 

researched aspects of e-government in the literature 

reviewed. This trend is driven by digital technologies’ 
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potential to automate work enhancing organizational 

performance and control (Abesamis & Caramancion, 

2022; Abu-Shanab, 2017; C. Andersson et al., 2022; 

Pang, Lee, et al., 2014), improve service delivery 

(Christensen & Lægreid, 2010; Luna et al., 2015; 

Pirannejad, 2011; Tseng et al., 2008), and enable co-

creation and collaborations (Mergel et al., 2018; 

Sivarajah et al., 2014).  

In regard to automation, e-government is 

associated with transformations that substitute humans 

with digital technology with the goal of yielding 

efficiencies and savings. Digital technologies can 

shape institutions and enable organizational change 

(Christensen & Lægreid, 2010) by allowing for 

computer-mediated communications (Salehan et al., 

2018), streamlining internal processes (Jansson & 

Erlingsson, 2014) and facilitating the implementation 

of organizational functions and coordination of 

bureaucratic entities (Cordella & Tempini, 2015). 

Through automation and technology’s superior 

computational capabilities, technology can take over 

some of the traditional duties of public servants, for 

example, it “is able to better control the actual 

coordination of interdependent bureaucratic activities” 

(Cordella & Bonina, 2012), “create personalized 

content for users” (Salehan et al., 2018), and enable 

“information sharing and integration” (I. Ferreira et 

al., 2014). Taken all these together, it can be inferred 

that technology aids in organizational transformations.  

Andersson et al., (2022) demonstrated these 

transformations in the case of automating work done 

by social workers in a municipal authority. The 

automation was done through nudging to streamline 

processes, simplifying complex tasks and aligning 

requirements to the technology possibilities and 

limitations. Through these, several mechanisms and 

tools which facilitate the electronic exchange of 

information within government agencies and 

ministries (government-to-government tools), 

communication and information exchange between 

government and the public (government-to-users) as 

well as tools for engaging the public and involving 

them in decision-making processes (government-to-

citizens) can be realized (Christensen & Lægreid, 

2010). These tools have led to the realization of several 

common applications such as electronic case handling, 

online tax systems, web portals, automated decision 

support systems, digital payment services, digital 

identity solutions, dashboards and e-customs 

(Abesamis & Caramancion, 2022; Christensen & 

Lægreid, 2010; Cordella & Tempini, 2015; Matheus et 

al., 2020; Schuppan, 2009; Verma & Mishra, 2009). 

For example, Schuppan, (2009) demonstrated two 

case studies related to the application of e-government 

to modernize revenue collection systems. He reports 

that, through customs systems in Ghana and online tax 

administration systems in Tanzania, e-government has 

the potential to reduce trade barriers and increase the 

government’s capacity to efficiently collect fees and 

taxes. In addition, ICTs can be used to “sustain 

existing bureaucratic organization forms” and be able 

“to better control the actual coordination of 

interdependent bureaucratic activities” through 

solutions like “electronic bureaucracy” (Cordelia, 

2007). It can also strengthen the linkages between 

intermediaries and administration (Löbel et al., 2016), 

inter and intra-organizational interactions as well as 

increased accessibility of knowledge (Tseng et al., 

2008) and data (Schuppan, 2009). Through this, the 

government can increase its human and technological 

capacity (Pirannejad, 2011) and as a result, the 

government can free up resources, increase 

productivity, increase efficiencies, improve public 

revenue and ensure round-the-clock operations and 

shorter processing times (Abu-Shanab, 2017; 

Christensen & Lægreid, 2010; Pang, Tafti, et al., 

2014).  

Another way e-government enhances government 

capacity is through enhancements in co-creation and 

collaboration mechanisms by promoting citizen-

government communications (T. Chen et al., 2023), 

facilitating interactions and interpersonal relationships 

(Tseng et al., 2008) and providing platforms and 

channels to “co-create policies, information and 

services” (Nam, 2014) with citizens and other 

stakeholders. For example, technology can be used to 

develop systems that allow citizens to participate in 

the development of legislation (Anastasiadou et al., 

2021). Gagliardi et al., (2019), using the concept of 

ICT-enabled social innovations, discuss different 

ways ICTs can enable co-creation. According to him, 

ICTs can provide the “basis for which new 

services/mechanisms are created” influencing service 

design and changing the nature of interactions between 

the core components and as a result “enabling new 

partnerships/financial models” (Gagliardi et al., 2019). 

Internally, newer technologies can facilitate 

collaboration and stimulate learning and information 

sharing between organizations preventing siloed 

operations (Anastasiadou et al., 2021).    

Beyond improvements in government 

effectiveness and co-creation capacity, e-government 

can aid in the delivery of services and improve their 

quality as ICTs are instrumental in both the design, 

creation and delivery of services (Gagliardi et al., 

2019; Christensen & Lægreid, 2010).  ICT can be 

leveraged to “change the structure of a service 

allowing the inclusion of innovative features and 

additional means to create added value for the 

community” (Gagliardi et al., 2019). On the other 
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hand, according to Pang et al., (2014), digitized 

administrative processes facilitate the delivery of 

public services by reducing input costs and as a result 

increasing outputs and quality of outcomes. Improved 

and automated bureaucratic functions, through ICT, 

also support the delivery of services more efficiently 

(Cordella & Tempini, 2015). This means that services 

can be delivered in an effective and efficient manner.  

E-government solutions can also support governments 

in recognizing the evolving demands of citizens at a 

low cost (Pirannejad, 2011) hence contributing to the 

realization of  “citizen-centric services” (Goh & 

Arenas, 2020; Anastasiadou et al., 2021; Pathak & 

Gupta, 2017). A good example of this is the 

digitization of passports and related services (Pathak 

& Gupta, 2017).  ICT also aids the provision of public 

services through government web portals that are 

available all the time creating “added-value for service 

provision” and encouraging “integrated and one-stop 

services within the government” (Tseng et al., 2008). 

For example, as described by Verma & Mishra, 

(2009), India’s national portal acts as a gateway for all 

government information and services facilitating 

electronic interaction between government and 

citizens and leading to faster and more efficient access 

to government services. Similarly, telecenters have 

been used in Bangladesh to serve the rural population 

improving their access to services and governance of 

service delivery in terms of convenience, cost and time 

reduction (Siddiquee & Faroqi, 2022).   

4.3 Legitimacy 

e-government provides different mechanisms for 

co-creating and gaining legitimacy which is essential 

for governments to maintain power and control. ICTs 

are essential in increasing trust and transparency in 

key government processes such as welfare or resource 

disbursement, procurement, and elections. For 

example, ICT facilitates regular interaction and access 

to information for citizens to get informed about and 

contribute to government actions and decisions 

promoting transparency (Pirannejad, 2011; Tseng et 

al., 2008) and in turn improving trust (Wihlborg, 2014; 

Verma & Mishra, 2009; Sivarajah et al., 2014; 

Mahmood, 2016). Improved access to information, 

through one-stop-portals, like that of  india.gov 

(Verma & Mishra, 2009), and ability to do online 

transactions enhances transparency (Wihlborg et al., 

2016) and has significant influence in promoting 

government trust Li & Shang, (2023). In addition, 

there is evidence that government’s response to 

citizens through e-government portals has the 

potential to improve citizen’s satisfaction and 

perceptions of government performance (T. Chen et 

al., 2023) with potential to “contribute to the 

implementation of democratic principles” (Mergel et 

al., 2019).  

In new democracies, e-voting is often promoted to 

strengthen “the democratic processes of fair elections” 

(Avgerou, 2013). For example, as demonstrated by 

Avgerou, (2013) in Brazil, e-voting system has 

improved the trustworthiness of the election process 

by alleviating problems associated with paper-based 

systems such as long counting processes and a high 

number of invalid votes due to difficulties in 

interpreting writings on ballot papers. Online election 

information and ability to register electronically also 

improve voter turnout (LeRoux et al., 2020). This trust 

is made possible by the “impartiality” (Wihlborg, 

2014) that is built in e-government systems which can 

be seen to provide a neutral setting allowing for 

anonymity interaction and use of public services. 

Newer technologies like blockchain have tamper-

proof and traceability characteristics that can further 

enhance trust (Ning et al., 2021).  

ICTs are also mostly sought after by governments 

for engagement and empowering citizens, often 

providing a modern and an alternative form of 

participation and dialogue with many stakeholders 

(Pang, Lee, et al., 2014). They can increase 

opportunities for influence and citizen participation in 

turn facilitating political conversations (Jansson & 

Erlingsson, 2014), improving political awareness and 

learning of citizens, and their capacity to monitor the 

current affairs of government easily (Pirannejad, 

2011). Anastasiadou et al., (2021) argues that social 

media and digital technologies are transforming 

democratic processes and practices and reducing 

transaction costs for political participation. This has 

led to the rise of digital engagement platforms. The 

literature discusses several applications for citizen 

engagement and inclusion, including participatory 

budgeting (Matheus et al., 2010), complaint filing 

system (Ray, 2012), anonymous online corruption 

reporting system (Schuppan, 2009) and benefit 

transfer system (Gupta & Pal, 2020). These 

applications provide citizens a range of options to seek 

information, provide feedback, contribute to and 

monitor government policies and engage directly with 

government officials.   

5. Discussion 

The study investigated the value of e-government 

for fragile states which are characterized as having 

limited authority, weak capacity and diminished 

legitimacy to fully function as a state. The findings 

reveal that e-government can contribute to the 

reconstruction of fragile states if implemented 
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successfully as digital technologies possess specific 

attributes and capabilities that can help overcome the 

vulnerabilities that are common in fragile states. Our 

paper contributes to the existing literature and 

discourse on fragile states in the following ways.  

First, by drawing on the e-government literature 

we provide an explanation of technological features of 

ICT and how they can help address the gaps in fragile 

states. This study further enriches the literature by 

presenting a conceptual framework and a model for 

approaching the design of e-government initiatives in 

such contexts. It recognizes that the dimensions of 

authority, capacity and legitimacy provide an 

analytical lens for understanding both the 

characteristics of fragile states and the value of 

technology in those contexts.  

Secondly, the review identified different ways in 

which e-government can be utilized to meet challenges 

of state fragility. With regards to state authority, 

fragile states often have difficulties exercising full 

sovereignty over their territory, as well as 

implementing and enforcing rules and regulations. E-

government initiatives offer a potential solution to 

these challenges by integrating regulations and 

enforcement mechanisms directly into technology and 

hence making them difficult to bypass. These 

initiatives also enable anti-corruption measures 

enabling the state to trace public money. Limited 

government capacity is another characteristic of 

fragile states that affects the ability of the state to 

implement public policies as well as deliver public 

services in an efficient manner. Digital technologies 

can be used to modernize these processes for greater 

unified integration and coordination between 

government institutions and automate them to reduce 

delays and bottlenecks, while also making them more 

reliable. As fragile states also face low levels of public 

trust and legitimacy, ICTs can be used as linkage 

mechanisms to foster harmony between the state and 

society through e-government platforms. For example, 

different digital-based participatory mechanisms can 

be used to engage citizens in governance affairs. These 

mechanisms can empower citizens and elevate 

people’s inclusion in governance, leading to a gradual 

improvement of trust, transparency and accountability 

within the government 

However, these technological features and 

capabilities associated with e-government can only be 

effectively utilized if their inherent risks are 

continuously mitigated. For example, the digital 

divide, which refers to the widening gap between 

individuals who have access to ICT and those who 

don’t have access (Bhuiyan, 2011; Matheus et al., 

2012), presents a challenge in ensuring equity. It can 

also lead to imbalances of power distorting political 

and regulatory processes (Kennedy & Scholl, 2016). 

On the other hand, digital technologies can be used to 

exploit citizens rendering them prone to uncertainties, 

privacy and security risks (Salehan et al., 2018; 

Sivarajah et al., 2014). E-Government solutions could 

also lead to the centralization of power and decision-

making reversing decentralization efforts (Schuppan, 

2009). It is also important to recognize the limitations 

of digitalization and acknowledge that it “is not an end 

in itself” (Niroomand & Heine, 2020) and that, while 

digitalization enables change, organizational change 

needs to happen to realize the goals of organizational 

transformation (Mergel et al., 2019). Equally, it is vital 

to acknowledge the role of cultural, structural, and 

demographic factors (Christensen & Lægreid, 2010) 

as well as organizational capabilities such as ICT 

capacity (LeRoux et al., 2020).  

Thirdly, the results indicated that the existing 

body of e-government literature is predominantly 

focused on the potential of government capacity rather 

than those of authority or legitimacy. Despite the 

considerable amount of research in the area of e-

government for citizen engagement, there still remains 

a gap in our understanding of how digital technologies 

can effectively facilitate political conversations and 

support political inclusivity efforts. Similarly, not 

much is known about the role that e-government can 

play in revitalizing the political legitimacy of 

government institutions. These gaps are further 

compounded by the absence of empirical research in 

the context of fragile states, adding to other research 

gaps such as a total absence of research on the value 

of e-government in least-developed countries 

(Twizeyimana & Andersson, 2019). Our findings also 

confirm claims by Jansson & Erlingsson, 2014 that 

political scientists have paid less interest to “IT and the 

output side of the political system” posing questions 

such as how ICT reforms affect the legitimacy of the 

political system.   

6. Conclusion  

This study attempted to investigate the potential 

value of e-government for fragile states. First, we have 

defined the concept of fragile states and derived its 

characteristics in terms of states’ authority, capacity 

and legitimacy. Second, we have investigated e-

government literature, reviewing 68 articles, to 

examine the potential value of e-government for 

fragile states, in particular how e-government can aid 

in reestablishing authority, strengthening capacity and 

reviving legitimacy.  

The findings revealed that e-government leads to 

several outcomes that are of value to the state’s 

authority, capacity and legitimacy. Results suggest 
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that e-government can enhance the state’s authority by 

enabling rulemaking, enhancing decision making and 

aiding in control of corruption. It has also been widely 

adopted to automate and streamline operations, 

improve government service delivery, and increase 

collaboration between government agencies. In 

addition, e-government has the potential to revive 

government legitimacy by increasing trust and 

transparency in government processes, promoting 

citizen engagement and facilitating political dialogue 

and reconciliation.  

Through these findings, the study provides a 

conceptual pairing of the characteristics of fragile 

states and the outcomes of e-government to further our 

understanding of the value of e-government for 

reducing state fragility. The mapping can be further 

enhanced and used by researchers, as a starting point, 

as a framework to guide empirical research examining 

the relationship between the two sets of factors, and by 

governments to formulate e-government initiatives 

aimed at reducing state fragility.  
 

 
 

While the findings provide analytical 

understanding of the role of e-government for fragile 

states, there is still a lack of empirical research in the 

context of fragile states and also limited research in 

critical topics for fragile states such as controlling 

violence, political control, and human rights.  
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