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method research  which contributes to the extension of Technology Implementation
Theory in the context of China. The regression method shows that there is a U — shape
curve relationship between an official’s tenure and technology implementation performance
under the framework of attention allocation to the population. The findings based on
Qualitative Comparative Method elaborates the causal effect of an official’s tenure and
inter — government relations. The paper also presents a comparisonof the different
influenceson the efficiency/legitimacy mechanism. This can help practitioners know
more about the forces and baffles in the development of e — government.

Key Words Technology Implementation; Institutional Factors; Efficiency Mechanism;

Legitimacy Mechanism; Integrative Multi — Method Research

Determinants of Hierarchical Trust in Governments and Their Conceptual Dimensions:
Based on Trust Theory and Grounded Theory
........................................................................... Lijun Chen & Leirui Zhu
Abstract Based on a review of the literature and in — person interviews “Citizen
Perception of Local Governments Bias of Resource Acquisition and Allocation ”
( BRAA) “Citizen Perception on Local Government’s Bias of Policy Implementation”
( BP) “Citizen Perception on the Performance Difference between Central and Local
Government” ( PD “The Tendency of Media” ('TM) and “The Tendency of Individual ”
(TI) were found to be the most important determinants of hierarchical trust in governments.
After face — to — face interviews of 56 citizens and a three — stage coding of their
responses  this study identified 12 dimensions of PD 3 of BRAA 3 of BPI 2 of TM
and 6 of TI. PD is composed of six aspects from central and local level including
public service provision economic development administrative efficiency improvement of
people’s livelihood environment protection and social management. BRAA is composed
ofthree dimensions including transparency of finance income behavior of local government
and the expenditure behavior of local government. BPI consists of three dimensions  such as
policy distortion obstruction of policy implementation and policy outcome bias. TM
includes a tendency to positive /negative news reporting. TI consists of six dimensions
including patriotic feelings difference of charismatic leadership  difference of expected
profitability ~ difference of corruption expectation expectation of supervision difficulties
and tendency of compliance. The findings of this research will contribute to further
research on measuring determinants and model testing of hierarchical trust in governments.
Key Words Hierarchical Trust in Governments; Determinant; Grounded Theory;

Conceptual Dimension.
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