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Abstract. Regional governments commonly use e-government technologies when 
setting out to  deliver value to  the public. While the use of  technology has become 
a standard of modern public management, risks and limitations associated with its use, 
such as  lack of trust from constituents, need to be carefully examined in light of city 
experiences, an endeavor that is still scarcely undertaken in the context of smart city 
initiatives. Th is paper examines trust regarding online platform usage in St. Petersburg, 
Russia. Th e research questionnaire was based on a set of variables that characterize the 
experience of using information technologies in diff erent areas and in terms of attitudes 
towards them. A survey of 800 St. Petersburg residents was conducted (the sampling 
error does not exceed 4%, the confi dence level is 95%) and statistical methods (correla-
tion analysis, multiple regression, principal component analysis) were applied. Findings 
suggest that online trust is multidimensional and infl uenced by factors related to posi-
tive perceptions of  institutions, political effi  cacy of online initiatives, and satisfactory 
past experience. Th e implications of these fi ndings and future directions are presented 
in the context of the e-government research agenda. 
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Highlights

– Factors infl uencing levels of trust in information use through e-government tech-
nology in St. Petersburg do not point to a single direction.

– Higher levels of institutional trust increase the perceived trustworthiness of citizens-
government relations online.

– Higher levels of online political effi  cacy are associated with higher levels of online 
presence of citizens towards government.

– Positive user experience of using C2G tools makes citizens more likely to trust inter-
action with the government online.

– Multifactor models of trust off er directions on potential leveraging points for build-
ing trust in socio-technical systems, but the results suggest that they shall not be used 
prescriptively. 

Introduction

Trust is usually considered to be an important factor of digital government 
construction, either a  desired outcome of  digitalization or  an enabler of  such 
initiatives (Vidiasova and Kabanov, 2020). Citizens’ perceived trustworthiness 
of the innovations they encounter seems to be crucial for the success of policy 
eff orts, thus, it  is both theoretically and practically relevant not only to  study 
citizens’ trust towards new technologies but also to examine the factors underly-
ing their perceptions.

Many studies emphasize the complexity, multidimensionality, and dy-
namics associated with the concept of trust, especially in ICTs (Li et al., 2012). 
While scholars actively conceptualize trust in various spheres such as e-com-
merce (McKnight et al., 2002) and e-government and e-participation (Kabanov 
and Chugunov, 2017), there is still a need for more comprehensive approaches 
to encompass multiple domains of online communication, particularly in the 
context of public administration and management, in which main discussions 
revolve around e-government and digital government technologies (Gil-Garcia 
et al., 2018). 

Providing there is  a  link between trust in  government and the quality 
of government (Mansoor, 2021), it can be assumed that trust has a positive im-
pact on urban governance and the quality of the urban environment, which are 
principles of the commonly referred to smart city agenda.
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In this paper, we aim to uncover the factors that may determine the lev-
els of citizens’ trust towards interacting with government online – the concept 
we refer to as C2G online trust (Kabanov and Vidiasova, 2020), which is meant 
to be an  important driver of  e-government use. In particular, we  test the sig-
nifi cance of the predictors usually found in the literature (effi  cacy, institutional 
trust, user experience, and others) in the case of a local government in St. Pe-
tersburg, Russia. 

Th e city of choice is the second largest city in Russia and demonstrates rela-
tively high levels of IT development, ranking 4th in the Russian rating of smart 
cities and the 73rd place in the Smart City Index by the Institute for Manage-
ment Development  (IMD). Th e city authorities are known to be active in imple-
menting smart city governance projects (Vidiasova and Cronemberger, 2020), 
including participatory ones (Kabanov and Chugunov, 2017). Our data for anal-
ysis come from the public survey conducted in 2020.

Th e paper is  structured as  follows. First, a  literature review gives context 
to  the study of  trust in  information technology in  the public sector, shedding 
light on digital government and electronic literature in particular. Second, data 
collection and research methods are outlined. Th ird, we  present the fi ndings 
and, in the sequence, discuss them in terms of research contributions . Th e con-
clusion highlights the relevance of ongoing research on the topic, outlines the 
limitations of this study, and proposes future directions. 

Literature review 

Trust in ICT is a long-standing topic in technology research. From estab-
lished technology acceptance models (Venkatesh et al., 2016) to its numerous 
adaptations (Ayyash et  al., 2012), research on  adoption has examined trust 
as one of its most concerning constructs across a variety of realms and techno-
logical contexts, like e-commerce (Ha and Stoel, 2009), infrastructure (Akbari 
et al., 2020) or urban mobility, as well as e-government and smart city (Habib 
et al., 2020).

In public administration and management, trust is also a recurring topic 
(Gil-Garcia et  al., 2018;), often discussed through stakeholder theory lenses 
(Bryson et al., 2016) or governance arrangements enabling collaboration and 
information sharing to support technologies’ adoption and use (Sayogo et al., 
2017). Stakeholders and technology also intersect in studies focusing on citi-
zen involvement and participation in technology policy implementations (Ka-
banov and Chugunov, 2017). 

Trust may impact the development of e-government technologies in many 
ways, which is intensifi ed and complicated by the “multidimensionality” of the 
concept (Nulhusna et al., 2017). Research considering trust as an independent 
variable can address both the direct infl uence of trust on governments’ endeav-
ors or its role as a mediator (Sayogo et al., 2017). For the latter, other factors may 
enhance trust prior to catalyzing certain positive eff ects in technology adoption 
and use (Abu-Shanab, 2014), for instance, previous positive experience (Parent 
et al., 2005). While several studies have relativized the role of the artifact in en-
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hancing levels of trust (Abu-Shanab, 2014), some fi nd that the quality of those 
as  boundary objects may account for eff ective information sharing and use 
(Cronemberger et al., 2017). Conversely, research has also found that engage-
ment with e-government technologies and trust may go in opposite directions 
(Porumbescu, 2017).

In line with the constructs established in  technology acceptance models 
(Wang and Lu, 2010) and e-government research, levels of trust in technology 
are also aff ected by external factors, which makes it necessary to consider trust 
as  a  dependent variable. Th e literature off ers a  variety of  variables, including 
prior knowledge and experience with e-government technologies (Morgeson 
et al., 2011), perceptions of the risk (Bélanger and Carter, 2008), quality of in-
formation being delivered (Lee and Huang, 2014), citizens’ value and posture to-
wards the technology and responsiveness (Smith, 2010), willingness to use such 
technologies, demographic, cultural and geographic determinants (Alshawi and 
Alalwany, 2009), perceived ease of use (Bélanger and Carter, 2008), levels of per-
sonalization (Venkatesh et al., 2016), perceived levels of transparency (Grimme-
likhuijsen et al., 2013) and openness (Park and Gil-Garcia, 2022), as well as ma-
terial availability of resources, such as perceived levels of investment in techno-
logical initiatives. Other constructs such as  “civic mindedness” and the levels 
of engagement in social media have also been scrutinized (Mergel, 2013), oft en 
in the context of multi-factor analyses (Nam, 2014). 

In general, research has been prolifi c in  mapping success factors, while 
also acknowledging that many context-specifi c elements may infl uence the rela-
tionship between trust and information technology. Several contributions have 
been made through citizen-centric approaches, with studies identifying trust 
divides that may be  due to  lack of  participation and engagement opportuni-
ties with e-government technologies or  due to  diff erent perceptions citizens 
hold on  technology-oriented initiatives (Vidiasova and Cronemberger, 2020). 
Th e frameworks used in those research approaches are expected to enrich the 
body of  knowledge by  balancing fi ndings that can be  excessively contextual 
or sensitive to individual and social experiences with the information being de-
livered (Venkatesh et al., 2016). 

Th is balance can also be found in studies that look at the adoption of gov-
ernment technology through the lens of policy and governance (Pérez-Morote 
et al., 2020), a perspective that does not assume a direct relationship between de-
terminants such as fi nancial investments and positive outcomes in terms of trust. 
Rather, a  more holistic systemic approach has identifi ed feedback loops such 
as the quality of service experience to circumstantially reinforce or decrease the 
willingness to use certain technologies (Lee et al., 2011).

Th e multitude of perspectives, dimensions, and theoretical lenses presented 
to study trust in technology in citizen-government interactions suggests that the 
topic is vast. Empirical research has pointed to several directions that are con-
sensual, but at times fi ndings were found to be diverse or contradictory. Th e in-
herent contextual nature of the topic should not consider fi ndings to be exhaus-
tive, further justifying empirical studies such as the present one and welcoming 
similar studies in the future.
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Research framework and theoretical propositions

In summary, research on trust in e-government has to deal with two ma-
jor challenges. First, given the multidimensionality of the concept, one should 
carefully operationalize the concept under study. Our conceptualization of trust 
is  concentrated not on  a  particular technology perceived as  trustworthy, but 
rather on the process of online communication with the government. Th e con-
cept we refer to as C2G online trust can be understood as the perceived trust-
worthiness of  interaction with public authorities on  the Internet in  general. 
In some way, such conceptualization simplifi es reality, which, as previous mod-
els suggest, may involve extra dimensions. 

Yet, we argue that it grasps the essentials: whether or not citizens use the 
technologies provided by  the government, heavily depends on  their willing-
ness to  communicate with the public authorities, in  the fi rst place (Kabanov 
and Vidiasova, 2020). Th e second challenge pertains to the quest for factors that 
may infl uence trust. As  shown above, researchers have found many variables 
that shape the attitude of citizens towards technologies. Our study concentrates 
on three key factors that were found to be important across various dimensions 
of ICT usage.

In light of those challenges, we start by considering the level of institution-
al trust, i.e., trust towards authorities and public institutions, in  general. Th ere 
is  a  plethora of  research on  how institutional trust and e-government are con-
nected. On the one hand, e-government use may positively impact trust in gov-
ernment (Song and Lee, 2015). On the other hand, this link may be hypothesized 
as reversed, when higher trust in government is associated with trust in e-gov-
ernment or e-participation technologies, as well as with the intention to use them 
(Abu-Shanab, 2014). It is henceforth not easy to establish the direction of causality 
at once, yet, we assume that highe r levels of institutional trust may increase the per-
ceived trustworthiness of citizens-government relations online (H1). When people 
trust their government in general, they are more likely to trust online communica-
tion with the government . 

Secondly, another important variable is political effi  cacy, which is one of the 
traditional correlates of trust in public policy research (Craig et al., 1990). Political 
effi  cacy may be internal, i.e., “beliefs about one’s own competence to understand 
and to participate eff ectively in politics” (Craig et al., 1990, p. 290) and external, 
i.e., “beliefs about the responsiveness of governmental authorities and institutions 
to citizen demands” (Craig et al., 1990, p. 290). 

In some cases, the external effi  cacy is equated to the perceived government 
responsiveness, however, unlike the latter, responsiveness is  usually related 
to more specifi c actions of decision-makers and the evaluation of  the govern-
ment performance under public demands. Many scholars have studied the rela-
tionship between institutional trust, perceived responsiveness, types of effi  cacies 
and e-government (e-participation), though, again, it  is hard to defi ne a one-
sided direction of  causality (Lee and Huang, 2014). Some scholars argue that 
political effi  cacy might have diff erent manifestations online and offl  ine, none-
theless. For instance, Sasaki (2016) has proposed the notion of online political 
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effi  cacy (OPE), that is, “one’s perception of  how much one can aff ect politics 
by using the Internet” (Sasaki, 2016). We th erefore hypothesize that higher levels 
of online political effi  cacy are associated with higher levels of online citizens’ trust 
towards government (H2).

Thirdly, another important variable is  the experience citizens have with 
e-government technologies. User experience is  usually analyzed in  the context 
of user satisfaction of skillfulness (Irani et al., 2012). In this paper, we treat experi-
ence as both the exposure to the relevant Internet resources (namely, e-services 
and e-complaints), and the subjective perception of  this experience as positive. 
We then hypothesize that if respondents used the online tools and evaluate this ex-
perience as positive, they are more likely to trust the interaction with the government 
online (H3).

C2G online trust in St. Petersburg: Empirical analysis 

Case, Methods, and Data. Th e empirical analysis is based on the survey con-
ducted in St. Petersburg, Russia. Th e questionnaire was based on a set of variables 
that characterized the experience of using information technologies in diff erent 
areas and attitudes towards them. 

St. Petersburg is the second largest city in Russia, and demonstrably shows 
a high level of IT development in the country. It stands at 4th place in the Russian 
rating of smart cities by the Ministry of Construction and Housing and Commu-
nal Services of the Russian Federation and at the 73rd place in the world rating 
of smart cities developed by IMD. St. Petersburg has a long history of implement-
ing state policy in the area of administration and carrying out administrative re-
form. Being at the forefront of the introduction of technologies, the city is known 
to be active in  implementing smart city governance projects (Vidiasova and 
Cronemberger, 2020), including participatory ones (Kabanov and Chugunov, 2017).

Our data for analysis come from the public survey conducted in 2020. 
Th e data were collected online via the Anketolog service. Th e system has an anon-
ymous database of respondents. However, users may register only upon authen-
tication with the passport data. Th e database consists of more than 230 thousand 
respondents, 25% of whom actively participate in the polls. 

Respondents who met the sampling requirements were sent an  invitation 
to participate in the survey via the platform. 

Th en they were redirected by the link to the website for fi lling out the elec-
tronic form of the questionnaire. Th is ensures the representativeness of the sam-
ple, which was calculated based on the size of the urban population, gender, and 
age composition. 

Th e sampling error does not exceed 4%, the confi dence level is 95%. A to-
tal of 800 respondents took part in the survey: 54% of women and 46% of men. 
The age structure of the respondents is divided into 5 age groups as follows: 
18–30 years old (22%), 31–40 years old (29%), 41–50 years old (29%), 51–64 years 
old (17%) and 65 years old and older (3%). Most of the respondents are employees / 
specialists (51%), businessmen, top / middle managers (14%), as well as workers, 
security guards and drivers (11%).
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Th e questionnaire includes statements about the perceived trustworthiness 
of  various IT  services, from e-government and e-health to  online education, 
e-banking, and platform services, as well as other statements refl ecting personal 
experiences of using such services. Th e Likert scale was used to grade the answer 
options (1 – strongly disagree, 5 – completely agree). Th e major method of analy-
sis we  used in  the paper is  correlation analysis and multiple regression (OLS). 
To construct certain variables out of several questions, we also used the principal 
component analysis (PCA).

Variables. Th e dependent variable of this study is C2G online trust, which 
is operationalized in the survey by the following statement: In general, I trust on-
line communication with the government when I  use e-services or  fi le e-com-
plaints. As  suggested, the question mainly deals with e-government issues and, 
to a certain extent, with e-participation when it comes to submitting e-complaints.

Our fi rst independent variable is  the level of  institutional trust, i.e., trust 
towards the regional and municipal authorities of  St. Petersburg. To  measure 
the level of institutional trust, we have asked respondents to express their levels 
of agreement with the following statement : In general, I trust the regional and 
municipal authorities of St. Petersburg. 

Th e second independent variable is intended to measure the level of online 
political effi  cacy. Respondents expressed their levels of agreement using Sasaki’s 
approach to OPE, as well as on other statements on political effi  cacy and respon-
siveness (Sasaki, 2016) (Table 1). As they appear to be highly correlated, we ex-
tracted a single variable (OPE) using the PCA. Th e single principal component 
extracted explains about 69 percent of  the variance, with all questions having 
very high loadings on this component. 

Table 1
Component Matrix (Unrotated) 

for Online Political Effi  cacy (OPE)
Question Variable Name Component 1 (OPE)

Th e Internet helps people like me to be better 
informed about the activities of public authorities Awareness .754

Th e Internet helps people like me to better 
understand management decisions of public 
authorities

Knowledge .832

As the Internet spreads, people like me have 
more real opportunities to infl uence management 
decisions.

Infl uence .853

Due to the Internet, politicians and civil servants 
are becoming more attentive to the problems 
of citizens, responsive to the opinions of citizens

Responsiveness .844

Due to the Internet, public authorities really 
consider citizens’ opinions when making 
administrative decisions

Real Feedback .858

Sources: Compiled by the authors (hereinaft er unless otherwise noted).
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Th ird, another set of  independent variables (Table 2)  refl ects the experi-
ence citizens’ report on using government online platforms for e-services and 
e-complaints (or other address forms). To operationalize this variable, we asked 
several questions (Table 3), and as the answers correlate strongly with each oth-
er, the same PCA method was used to minimize the number of variables and 
calculate a single experience ( ) that covers about 73% of the variance (Table 3). 

Table 2
Component Matrix (Unrotated) 
for Use Experience (Experience)

Question Variable Name Component 1

I actively use the Internet to receive state 
and municipal services (for example, through 
the portal of public services)

Active_Gosuslugi .836

I actively use the Internet to contact authorities 
(via e-mail, specialized portals, etc.) Active_Complaints .825

I rate my experience of receiving state 
and municipal services via the Internet 
as a positive / I positively evaluate 
my experience of receiving state and municipal 
services via the Internet

Gossuslugi_Exp_Positive .868

I assess my experience of contacting 
state and municipal authorities via 
the Internet as a positive / I positively evaluate 
my experience of contacting state 
and municipal authorities via the Internet

Complaints_Positive .887

As control variables, we fi rst use those that indicate the extent to which citi-
zens use online technologies and whether they consider themselves to be active 
users of the Internet in general and social media in particular. Secondly, we test 
for gender and age diff erences.

Th e preliminary analysis of the variables was conducted using Pearson’s cor-
relation analysis, the results are presented in Table 3. It was not possible to draw 
any conclusions about causality at this point, other than the fact that C2G online 
trust is  indeed positively and signifi cantly associated with all the independent 
variables: people with higher levels of  online political effi  cacy, a  more active 
and positive user experience, and higher levels of institutional trust tend to have 
higher levels of online trust in communications with government. C2G online 
trust is also positively and signifi cantly (though not very strongly) related to in-
ternet use and social media use in particular. At the same time, no signifi cant 
relationship is  found between respondents’ gender and age characteristics, al-
though, as expected, senior citizens are less active users of the Internet and so-
cial media and women are less active on social media than men.

Th e independent variables used in this study are oft en correlated with each 
other. For instance, higher levels of online political effi  cacy are associated with 
higher levels of institutional trust and user experience. Although the correlation 
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analysis does not assume causality, it may assume the fact that the more people 
use the services with positive outcomes, the more likely they tend to  believe 
that the authorities can be trusted and that citizen participation is meaningful 
to them. Although correlation analysis  does not confi rm the existence of a con-
nection.

Table 3 
Correlation Analysis 

C2G 
Trust

Institutional 
Trust OPE Experience

Active 
Internet 

User

Active 
Social 

Media User
Gender Age

C2G Trust .541** .737** .612** .150** 170** -.022 -.043

Institutional 
Trust .541** .553** .374** .058 .143** -.047 -.045

OPE .737** .553** .568** .186** .231** .009 -.025

Experience .612** .374** .568** .293** .211** -.085* .014

Active 
Internet 
User

.150** .058 .186** .293** .335** .006 -.115**

Active 
Social 
Media User

.170** .143** .231** .211** .335** -.149** -.221**

Gender -.022 -.047 .009 -.085* .006 -.149** .003

Age -.043 -.045 -.025 .014 -.115** -.221** .003

Note: ** – correlation is signifi cant at .001 level. 

Th e next step of our study is  the regression analysis, the results of which 
are presented in Table 4. Th e model is signifi cant and has a good explanatory 
power: the adjusted R-square is .617, which means that the model explains about 
62 per cent of the variance. Despite the fact that the independent variables cor-
relate, as  we showed previously, it  does not seem to  aff ect the validity of  the 
model: the variance infl ation factor (VIF) shows no multicollinearity problem 
(VIF is less than 2 in all cases). 

Institutional trust, OPE and user experience are all signifi cant and positive 
predictors of  C2G online trust when controlling for level of  the Internet and 
social media use and gender and age characteristics (all control variables are not 
signifi cant in the model). 

Th e highest coeffi  cient is  for OPE, which means that this is  the strongest 
predictor of  online trust in  government interaction: people who believe that 
the Internet has a positive impact on their knowledge, awareness and relevance 
to public policy, as well as on government responsiveness, tend to trust the gov-
ernment more when they communicate online. At the same time, user experi-
ence emerged as  being important which adds supporting evidence to  the hy-
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pothesis that active exposure to online tools, as well as positive feelings about 
this exposure, may prime users to higher trust towards these technologies. Fi-
nally, institutional trust appears to matter: if people generally trust the authori-
ties, they are more likely to trust them online as well. Th us, all our three hypoth-
eses have been confi rmed.

Table 4 
Regression Analysis 

(Dependent Variable – C2G Online Trust)

Variables Std. Beta-Coeffi  cients 
(Signifi cance) VIF

Institutional Trust .166 (.000) 1.468

OPE .495 (.000) 1.892 

Experience .283 (.000) 1.604

Active Internet User -.030 (.208) 1.216

Active Social Media User -.025 (.298) 1.248

Gender .087 (.931) 1.043

Age -.036 (.110) 1.063

R-Square .620 –

Adj. R-Square .617 –

Std. Error .779 –

 
Discussion

Th e fi rst research hypothesis was confi rmed: higher levels of institutional trust 
increase the perceived trustworthiness of citizens-government relations online. 

Th e second hypothesis was confi rmed: people with higher levels of online 
political efficacy tend to have higher rates of online trust in government com-
munications.

Th e third hypothesis was also confi rmed: positive experience of using online 
tools may prime users to higher trust of interaction with the government online.

In the chapter “Research framework and theoretical propositions” the hy-
potheses are as follows: 

Higher levels of institutional trust may increase the perceived trustworthiness 
of citizens-government relations online (H1).

Higher levels of online political effi  cacy are associated with higher levels of on-
line citizens’ trust towards government (H2).

If respondents used the online tools and evaluate this experience as  positive, 
they are more likely to trust the interaction with the government online (H3).

Th e fi ndings of  our research support the theoretical propositions outlined 
in the literature review and expand the knowledge about trust and ICT on a few 
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fronts. Results showed that in the context of citizens’ experience with government 
online technologies in St. Petersburg, their perceived trustworthiness of such in-
teractions signifi cantly correlates with the use experience they have had, including 
both the intensity and positivity of encounters with government portals, which 
is in line with previous studies (Li et al., 2014). Exchange of positive experiences 
between residents on common resources (portals, chat rooms, forums, etc.) could 
create positive reinforcement and increase the likelihood of widespread adoption 
of  e-government technologies. Our fi ndings appear to  relativize the role of  ex-
posure to social media platforms, a  factor that has been outlined as a predictor 
of  trust in e-government effi  cacy (Porumbescu, 2017). Social and demographic 
factors also proved to be irrelevant, a result that contrasts with the previous studies 
(Alshawi and Alalwany, 2009). 

Th ese fi ndings likely reiterate the importance of  institutional trust and 
direct trust towards power structures, the third largest signifi cance according 
to our study. Th e level of citizen-to-government trust appears to coexist with the 
level of political effi  cacy online, refl ecting results of previous research (Morge-
son et al, 2011; Abu-Shanab, 2014;). Th is fi nding suggests that trust in citizen-
government relationships could be optimized through strategies that take into 
account the interrelationships between these factors. Such multidimensionality 
could benefi t from careful examination of what factors are taken into account 
in the context of ongoing local government policies. Th at could allow for more 
calibrated investments in one type of initiatives such as enhancing political ef-
fi cacy, instead of  artifact-centric one, such as  solely focusing on  C2G online 
trust. With global trends of a decrease in government confi dence and the global 
pandemic throwing new challenges at governments across many countries, con-
stituents who trust government actions and waves of protest against policy de-
cisions shape a highly fragmented public landscape. Th ese trends suggest that 
it  is important to  closely monitor trust ratings for federal, regional and local 
authorities as a basic measure to improve the quality of urban management and 
policy receptiveness. 

A more nuanced fi nding points out to  perceptions or  estimated political 
eff ectiveness in  the online environment, that could be  found in  previous re-
search (Vidiasova and Cronemberger, 2020). According to  the survey, posi-
tive assessments of the potential of the Internet use and the perception that the 
voice of citizens will be taken into account in policy increase the level of trust 
in online interaction with government offi  cials. Th e “being heard” factor echoes 
a  somewhat tacit demand from citizens and suggests that proactive behavior 
and expectations should also be considered in policy design. Th at also implies 
that “civic-mindedness” and engagement with social media should not be con-
sidered exclusively in terms of pushing e-governments strategies, in which lo-
cal governments elicit goals such as smart city development and citizens react 
to them. Rather, pulling e-government strategies, based on openness (Park and 
Gil-Garcia, 2021) and transparency (Grimmelikhuijsen et  al., 2013), may en-
courage participation and increase trust in e-government technologies. 

Findings generally suggest that the way how we defi ne the public may impact 
the analysis of citizens’ trust in e-government. Th is should be taken into account 
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in  citizen-centric approaches to  research and deployment of  solutions for gov-
ernment. More specifi cally, however, certain segments of the public were found 
to be more adherent to certain modes of technology use. Th is perspective suggests 
that trust should not only be  associated with artifacts, but with the underlying 
process in which the artifacts are embedded and the end goal they serve. Apart 
from the factors mapped in the literature review, this logic appears to agree with 
the principles of the technology enactment framework, in which the technology 
use is  shaped by  the interplay of  structures and actors. On  this point, fi ndings 
resonate to some extent with the research of Morgeson et al. (2011), who distin-
guish confi dence in the adoption of technology from the level of satisfaction, the 
quality of outcomes associated with the technology, or overarching trust in the in-
stitutions embracing these technologies. Nuanced perspectives on multifactor re-
search are important for the careful evaluation of the hypotheses and relativization 
of linkages between levels of trust in government and the technology being used 
in the contexts of analysis. Another possibility for the role of structure interac-
tions could be tied to knowledge-building skills and increasing levels of famili-
arity and trust in future engagement with pertaining technologies, a perspective 
that has been mapped in previous empirical research on technology engagement 
(Lee et al., 2011), but has not been extensively discussed in terms of organiza-
tional and institutional structures. Th is “co-evolution” or  “emergence” (Luna-
Reyes et al., 2005) of states in which technology is used suggests that the mul-
tifactor research is confi ned to snapshots of a dynamic process in which actors 
and structures warp the space in which technology is used, a phenomenon that 
circles back to notions of the social materiality of technology use in organiza-
tions. In this regard, statistical approaches hint at leverage points in trust-build-
ing initiatives aimed at increasing technology adoption, but cannot be prescrip-
tive about the contextual experiences of cities. In the case of St. Petersburg, a city 
where diff erent perspectives on technology and smart city initiatives have been 
observed (Vidiasova and Cronemberger, 2020), these leverage points deserve 
consideration and further scrutiny.

Lastly, there are certain limitations to  the analysis. First of all, though 
the sample is  representative of  St. Petersburg, the results may depend heavily 
on the context and cannot be easily extrapolated to other cases. Further research 
is therefore needed to compare our fi ndings with those of other cities. Secondly, 
there are certain limitations of  statistical analysis, which are to be considered 
when interpreting the results. Th e use of  the Likert-scale variables may cause 
complications, as some scholars treat them as ordinal and not suitable for lin-
ear regression analysis, even though they are usually analyzed as being interval 
(Wu and Leung, 2017). Finally, there is a problem of establishing the direction 
of causality, the challenge that many papers in this fi eld face. Th is research deals 
with it empirically, assuming that user experience and prior feedback from the 
government infl uence the level of trust at the moment of survey and that insti-
tutional trust is something more stable than C2G online trust. At the same time, 
we admit the link can also go in the other direction, which makes it necessary 
to further develop a suitable theoretical model and consider other approaches 
and paradigms. 
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Conclusion

 Th e fi ndings of the study seem to corroborate the multidimensionality of trust 
in a socio-technical context, which entails St. Petersburg’s evolving experience with 
e-government technologies. It is generally accepted that trust is fragile and sensi-
tive to several aspects of human relations, passive of being compromised by ac-
tions or even incentives to action. In this study, we found that this type of trust 
is held by various pillars, with factors infl uencing levels of  trust in  information 
technologies on multiple fronts. 

Th is complex view underlines the importance of  taking into considera-
tion the institutional nature of the organizations that provide new services, etc., 
as well as the content they use and the transactional mechanisms in place. Fur-
thermore, the level of use of social media and networks (representing social ties) 
also provides some indication of  the level of  trust. Th e interactions and pro-
cesses underlying the use of technology, rather than the qualitative defi nitions 
or attributes of artifacts, appeared to be particularly important for trust in this 
research. 

Trust in e-government technologies, as examined in this study, is defi ned 
as multifunctional, then broader related concepts, such as  social capital, shed 
light on the importance of studying hidden factors in the development of hu-
man capital to ensure sustainable social development. In the case of urban gov-
ernance, this phenomenon can be used to build more competence for the ac-
tions of government organizations in the online environment, for highlighting 
positive experiences and advanced achievements likely helps to strengthen resi-
dents’ confi dence in government. Th e results obtained will be useful for cities 
and countries implementing new public digital services, as  they take into ac-
count the categories of trust to institutions and technologies.

Th e current study found that, C2G online trust can be fostered by better previ-
ous experience, political effi  cacy and institutional trust. Th us, trust can be fostered 
through better provision of  e-participation and e-government facilities, careful 
work with feedback to increase effi  cacy, and building trust in citizen-government 
relations beyond online domains. 

Active dissemination of  successful experiences in  the fi eld of  digital ser-
vices can also increase the trust and degree of involvement of residents in city 
life and resolving issues online. In addition, another important indicator that 
must be monitored quarterly is trust in government institutions and organiza-
tions at all levels. Monitoring can be carried out with the help of questionnaires 
using representative samples at the level of the municipality, the region and also 
federal structures.

Hence, the article calls for a complex view on e-government (e-participa-
tion) policies, which would consider not only the technical aspects (though the 
issues of user experience are important) but also the impacts of e-governance 
on trust-building, empowerment, and responsiveness.

Future research should focus on more pillars of  social capital, examining 
its subconstructs as a means of identifying even more underlying factors, some 
of those not necessarily connected with trust. Th is calls for a closer examination 



159

Vidiasova L., Cronemberger F., Kabanov Yu. (Russia, USA) DRIVERS OF ONLINE TRUST IN COMMUNICATION...

of social network structures, both in the context of e-government technologies 
(for example, the presence of  local government in social networks) and, more 
broadly, interest groups and community voices outside the city hall. Th ese stud-
ies, either as extensions of the present one or as empirical investigations of other 
cities and contexts, may reposition the socio-technical role of trust in social rela-
tionships in the processes of economic, global and digital world transformations 
in cities with a smart city agenda or in cities that are in the process of defi ning 
and enabling one. 
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