J. Service Science & Management, 2009, 3: 190-203
doi:10.4236/jssm.2009.23023 Published Online September 2009 (www.SciRP.org/journal/jssm)

E-Governance for Improved Public Service
Delivery in Fiji
Rafia NAZ
School of Management and Public Administration, Faculty of Business and Economics, The University of the South Pacific, Fiji
Islands.
Email: Naz_r@usp.ac.fj
Received March 8th, 2009; revised May 19th, 2009; accepted July 7th, 2009.

ABSTRACT
Using ICT in the form of e-governance could yield great benefits in the reform and modernization of the public sector.
The experience of e-governance in a number of developed and developing countries has shown that ICT can be a tool
for greater service delivery with the goal of improving service quality. E-governance can also promote ‘good governance’, that is, greater civic engagement can increase opportunities for direct representation and voice, and support for
increased democracy.
This paper discusses and presents the survey findings that seek to test the role of e-governance in improving service
delivery by altering the principal-agent relationship. It further seeks to elucidate the quality aspects of public service.
Policy recommendations to achieve the benefits of e-governance in Fiji are presented. Strong leadership is required to
implement e-governance to capture and internalize the benefits of quality services and satisfied customers.
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1. Introduction
The concept of electronic governance (e-governance) is
defined as the application of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) to the government processes to
bring Simple, Moral, Accountable, Responsive, and
Transparent (SMART) governance [1,2,3,4,5].
A key measure of good governance, however, is
through the public sector that is in charge of delivering
transparent and quality services. Crocombe [6] says that
governance is about ensuring that the resources are used
for the citizens’ benefit. If governance in an economy is
weak, then there is a major reduction in the quality of
public services [7]. Service delivery was also the central
theme of the World Development Report [8]. The main
reason for emphasizing service delivery was that the
public sector has been slow and unresponsive to the citizens needs in the modern times. According to the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/The
World Bank (2005), public service delivery has been
inconsistent with citizen preferences and considered feeble in developing countries. According to the Economist
Intelligence Unit [9] survey, majority, which is 70 per
cent of the respondents believe that IT’s role will be to
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predominantly improve quality of services in the public
sector. Not only worldwide but also in the Pacific, service delivery is a major problem. According to ADB
(2003) it pinpoints that access is a major problem in service delivery in the Pacific. The problems of poor service
delivery in the Pacific are mostly due to lack of accountability, transparency and commitment in making
services work for poor and marginalized citizens. According to World Bank’s World Development Report [8],
accountability in service delivery is a major constraining
factor. Quality of governance also affects service delivery and Toutu (2003) says that governance is a major
problem in Pacific Island Countries (PICs). Gani et al.
[10] study shows the good governance index for seven of
the PICs. In this study countries were classified as those
1) where governance quality has been improving over
the past decade; 2) where governance quality has improved only marginally; and 3) one country in particular,
Solomon Islands, where governance quality had deteriorated severely. Countries namely, Cook Islands, Fiji Islands, Samoa and Vanuatu are classified under category
one where governance quality has been improving over
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the past decade. In the second category; which is where
governance has improved only marginally are countries
like Papua New Guinea and Tonga. In the Cooks, the
study shows that governance improved stridently between 1995 and 1999, but had shown minor development
ever since then, however, it ranked highest on this aggregate measure. In the case of Fiji, the Good Governance Index had enhanced amazingly over the past decade,
in spite of the coup in 2000 [10]. UNDP/APDIP [11]
says that e-governance can provide essential tools and
mechanisms for poor communities to hold both policy
makers and service providers accountable for a sustained
supply of services. Thus, it becomes important to view
the status of e-governance.
E-Governance is a relatively new research area. Alongside academic work, there are many reports produced by
governments, corporations and other interested parties
[12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21]. Despite so many reports and research, Augus et al. [22] says it lacks research vigor. Kasubiene and Vanagas [23] pinpoint that
it is crucial to investigate the factors influencing customer perception towards e-governance. Kasubiene and
Vanagas [23] believe that since e-governance is a new
research area and e-governance service quality aspect is
even more in need for research, despite its importance in
the public sector with due regard to the customer’s perceptions and expectations from a service delivery point
of view.
The next section presents the Literature Review on
e-governance and service quality, after which the theoretical framework and development of the hypotheses of
this study is discussed.

2. Literature Review
Studies by Ahmed [24], Bassanini [25], Bhatnagar
[26,27,28,29,30], Bowankar [31], Cho and Choi [32],
Fuliya and Bansal [33], Kang [24], Prahalad [35] and
Sarah [36] demonstrate the impact of e-governance in
improving service delivery and enhancing transparency
and accountability.
There is a growing evidence that the public sector has
committed itself to investments in ICT hoping to improve its internal management as well as the services it
delivers to citizens through an innovative use of communication channels and facilities [37,38,39]. According to
Halaris et al. [40] there is greater apprehension in the
public sector regarding quality of service and many organizations are trying to evaluate and determine the
quality of services delivered. The author believes that
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considerable progress has been made in the development
of e-government services as well. In the past few years,
much debate has focused on e-services in the public sector context [41,42,43,44,45].
Authors Gronroos et al. [46] and Rowley [47] suggest
that service quality is a key aspect that differentiates service offers and helps build competitive advantage, but
Pinho et al. [48] comment that delivery of public services by the use of ICTs is still in its early years and further states that an ample number of citizens have had
modest or no experience/interaction with it. According to
Zeithaml et al. [49], online service quality is the extent to
which a website facilitates efficient and effective delivery of products and services. Rowley [47] has accredited
Zeithaml et al. [49] work and states that it was helpful in
developing scales and sets of service quality dimensions.
Akesson and Edvardsson [50] study reveals five dimensions of change in the design of services because of the
introduction of e-government (service encounter and
service process; customers as co-creators and sole producers of services; efficiency; increased complexity; and
integration). The study discusses the significance of
these findings with particular examples from transcriptions of the interviews. Jones et al. [51] in his work mentions that e-government within the next few years will
transform both the way in which public services are delivered and the fundamental relationship between governments, the community and citizens.
However, despite the link/relationship existing between e-governance and quality of services, Meuter et al.
[52] calls for more research and Parasuraman and Grewal [53] emphasized further investigation into the impact
of technology on the service quality-value-loyalty chain.
Santos [54] comments that service quality is one of the
main factors that determine the success or failure of
electronic commerce and Buckley [55] adds that research
lags behind because practitioners have focused mainly
on issues of usability and measurement of use with little
consideration for the outcomes. Over the past few years,
there has been a great deal of deliberations by various
researchers [41,42,43,44,56,57] over the effectiveness of
e-service in the public sector context. According to Chan
and Al-Hawamdeh [58] and Shackleton et al. [59], many
government agencies in the government sector have
comprehended the imperative of using internet to provide services to citizens. Dabholkar and Bagozzi [60]
state that technology has had a remarkable influence on
the growth of service delivery options recently. Research
has focused lot of attention on use of ICTs for facilitating
service delivery [52,53,61,62,63, 64,65].
Pathak et al. [66] in a study using a sample of 400
citizens each from Ethiopia, Fiji and Jordan found that
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e-governance will be able to streamline bureaucratic
procedures to make operations more efficient (negative
mean difference). The findings of this study imply that
the more the progress is made towards attainment of
e-governance goals (of coordination, cost savings and
cost effectiveness), the more are the positive impacts in
areas affected by the introduction of e-government (such
as provision of services, ability to do the job, government transparency and accountability, convenient services, citizen communication, etc.). Fitzsimmons and
Fitzsimmons [67] work shows that there are several
competitive advantages associated with the adoption of
technology in service organizations, including the creation of entry barriers, enhancement of productivity, and
increased revenue generation from new services. spite
studies showing that e-governance can improve service
delivery, this area has attracted augmented academic and
practitioner attention [68,69,70,71,72], as not enough is
known concerning how customers perceive and evaluate
e-governance services; and this is strengthened by
Parasuraman and Zinkhan [73] work in which the authors state that a considerable knowledge gap still exists.
The next part of the paper presents the theoretical overview.

2.1 Theoretical Framework and Development of
the Hypotheses
The paper uses principal-agent theory as a guide to
analysis. Applied to the public sector, it focuses attention
on problems of accountability and transparency created
by asymmetric information flows between agents and
principals [74,75], which leads to problems such as corruption and huge time and cost factor involved in service
delivery. E-Governance has the advantage of empowering the principals who can either bypass agents by using
IT based processes to help themselves or required to deal
with principals empowered by improved knowledge of
service delivery processes. These factors have the ability
to transform the way public services are delivered and
improve relationships between the public sector and
citizens. IT enabled systems remove opportunities for
corrupt use of discretion by disintermediating services
and allowing citizens to conduct transactions themselves.
Such systems also extend accessibility of information
within the public sector and in the public domain and, in
so doing cut the impacts of ‘distance’ and ‘time’ that
shore up official monopolies of information. Further, by
providing enhanced accounting, monitoring and auditing
systems, such systems ensure that public business is
more fully open to senior managerial and external scrutiny. More generally, there is less excuse for not pub-
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lishing the rules and criteria governing decisions and
entitlements and those responsible for particular decisions or activities can be more readily identified. Finally,
enhanced communication means that citizens can be
more fully involved in all aspects of government, including policy-making, thus reinforcing the creation of a
culture of trust and mutual interest [76].
E-Governance can also address a number of principal
aims of quality: empowerment, efficiency and effectiveness, and customer-driven [77]. Literature focuses on
usability and measurement of use, with little or no attention to service quality. Zeithaml et al. [70,71] stress,
“this is an area ripe for examination.” There is some literature on online service quality [78,79,80]. The issue of
public service is not only one of productivity, but also of
effectiveness. Services need to be effective in delivering
a level of performance that meets customer needs or expectations [81]. While sometimes intertwined with productivity, effectiveness or customer service typically
refers to “doing the right things” and measures constructs
like customer satisfaction on dimensions, such as service
quality, speed, timing, and human interaction. A service
is effective whenever its outcomes or accomplishments
are of value to its customers. Berman [82] makes the
distinction among three goals that are important to public
organizations: efficiency, effectiveness, and equity. Equity refers to the need to provide services to all citizens
or equal access to those who require the specific services
provided. In general, public organizations focus more on
equity and effectiveness and less on efficiency; and
profit organizations focus more on efficiency, less on
effectiveness, and not at all on equity (Ibid.). While the
details are certainly arguable, it is perhaps more important to recognize that all services may vary, with some
providing a greater challenge to productivity and performance enhancement efforts, therefore, setting the impetus for research in public sector context. The area of
service productivity warrants much more research at
both a broad and detailed level, and particularly from an
operations perspective [83]. Schmenner’s work has perhaps best articulated the significance of service productivity in terms of a theory of swift, even flow [84,85],
pointing out how service organizations that survive and
thrive over long periods of time seem to be concerned
with minimizing throughput time (swift flow) and decreasing the effects of variation that result from customization for and interaction with customers (even
flow). Observations of organizations over the past quarter century have led Schmenner to update his service
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process matrix [86] and to conclude that productivity is
the key issue in explaining the problems that confront
different types of service organizations. The long-term
pressures for a service organization to perform like a
‘service factory’ are more prevalent than Schmenner had
originally thought and would seem to have clear implications for government services. Service quality has been
suggested as a means of developing a competitive advantage [87,88,89,90], however, previously service quality was confined to private services but in the past few
years it has become apparent in the public sector [91,92].
Brynjolfsson and Hitt [93], Lee and Perry [94], Lichtenberg [95] and Zuboff [96] also highlight the potential of
e-governance to improve productivity and effectiveness
in both private and public organizations. The work of
early researchers like Crosby [97], Deming [98], Juran
[99], Gronroos [100,101] and Parasuraman et al. [90,102,
103,104] have raised considerable interest among the
academics and researchers on the subject of service quality. The reason for such an interest in the subject is the
belief that there is a strong relationship between service
quality and business performance [99,105,106]. As
Zeithaml et al. [70,71] stresses that “this is an area ripe
for examination”, and Wisniewski et al. [107] discusses
the major issues public-sector organizations need to address in their search for adequate measures of service
quality and the authors draw upon the considerable empirical research in the private sector to advocate for
similar use in the public sector, this research is therefore,
focused in line with the arguments presented by these
authors.
To measure the perception of public service experience and expectations, the same three variables, effectiveness, efficiency and equity will be used. The measures of expectations and perceptions of the service experience tend to focus on a relatively small number of
very specific factors, such as how long customers wait to
be served etc. This allows the gap analysis approach
through comparing expected service quality with experience [108]. There are a number of variations on this
grid approach. For example, the Quality Strategy Assessment (QSA) model developed by Gallup does not
ask about the importance of factors directly, but rather
derives importance through factor analysis and multiple
regression stages1. The factor analysis groups the service
attributes asked about into a smaller number of meaningful themes. The multiple regression then relates all
the factors to measures of overall satisfaction. The same
has been reflected in the work of Zeithaml et al. [70,71].
Zeithaml et al. [70,71] also say that customer satisfaction
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is the difference between perception of public service
experience and expectation of public service.

3. Methodology
A pilot study consisting of a sample of 50 respondents
was conducted. The respondents were from Fiji. For the
pilot study, the researcher tried to get hold of respondents based on rural/urban, gender and education basis.
The literature survey had failed to provide any evidence
of substantive methodologically sound, empirically reliable research on e-governance for public service delivery
in the PICs. Fiji was selected as it is most problematic in
terms of governance [11] and there is a need to conduct
research on e-governance and public service delivery in
Fiji. In Fiji, Viti Levu was selected as the main area of
study. The reason for selecting Viti Levu in Fiji was that
the researcher was from this part of the island, the public
service agencies were located in the capital city (Suva)
and due to ease of data collection. To avoid biasness
because Vanua Levu was not selected, the researcher
ensured that respondents who were randomly picked
were from this area as well as many people from Vanua
Levu were currently residing in Viti Levu (especially in
areas like Nausori, Nasinu and Navua). The sample size
was 200. Of the sample size, different areas in Viti Levu
were identified and five areas/strata were selected using
random number tables. These areas/strata were randomly
selected. The areas/strata were as follows: Suva, Nausori,
Navua, Lautoka and Rakiraki. The researcher ensured
that the citizens selected for the survey (100) were proportionately divided in the five geographical areas. The
advantage was that it added an extra ingredient to random sampling by ensuring that groups or strata within
the population are each sampled randomly. It offers increased possibility of accuracy. The stratified random
sampling technique has the least bias and the most generalizability. The sample was diverse in terms of gender,
age, ethnicity, job status, educational background and
income. Besides surveying a sample size of 100 citizens
in Fiji in the aforementioned areas, public servants were
also surveyed. The Pacific Regional Information System
(PRISM) site, which is maintained by Secretariat of the
Pacific Community (SPC), indicates absence of data for
Fiji. According to the Public Service Commission (2006)
the employment figure is 16, 518 for Fiji2. Since the data
is not reflective based on the year in which surveys were
conducted, it is hard and quite illogical to draw sample
based on such figures. Thus in this research the researcher has employed judgment sampling for identifying the sample size only. This means that the choice of
1

MIS Unit, PSC, 2006. http://www.psc.gov.fj
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selecting the sample size lies in the researcher’s hand. To
ensure consistency and reliability in making use of
judgment in this research, the researcher ensured that a
sample size of 100 is maintained in line with the citizen
sample size. Thus, 100 public servants were surveyed.
The public service agencies to be surveyed were randomly picked using random number tables. The advantage was that each agency had an equal chance of being
selected. Twelve (12) agencies were identified: Executive branch, Legislature, Parliament, Judiciary, Police,
Army/Armed Forces, Electricity, Water, Telephone,
Transportation, Agriculture and Land Department. The
sample of 100 was divided within the twelve (12) agencies. Thus, consistency was maintained in surveying the
public service agencies.
Some sets of questionnaires were self-administered
and some were hand delivered to the respective group of
respondents. Questionnaires were an efficient data collection mechanism because the researcher knew exactly
what was required and how to measure the variables of
interest. The justification for using triangulation was that
it enabled the researcher to overcome the advantages and
disadvantages of the different modes of data collection
and yet ensured at least 90–100% response rate. After
data was collected, the next step was to analyze data to
test the research hypotheses and answer specific research
objectives. Since data analysis is now routinely managed
with software programs, SPSS software package was
used. Reliability of the scales was conducted in this research. All scales were reliable. The hypotheses for this
research were as follows:
H1:

H2:

H3:

E-Governance is positively related to effectiveness, efficiency and equity in public service delivery (one-sample t test).
E-Governance is highly correlated with service
quality and service improvements in public service (mean values and chi square test).
There is a huge variance in perception of public
service delivery experience and expectation of
citizens in Fiji (paired sample t test).

4. Results and Discussion
4.1 Views on Public Service Delivery
Respondents were asked ‘How would you rate the overall Public Service Delivery in your country?’. Of the 198
respondents in Fiji, 16.2 per cent said that PSD is very
poor, 44.9 per cent have rated PSD as poor, 31.3 per cent
were okay with PSD, and a small per cent—6.1 per cent
2

MIS Unit, PSC, 2006. http://www.psc.gov.fj
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rated PSD as good, while 1 per cent rated PSD in Fiji as
very good. The findings of this research are similar to the
findings of Naz [76] study. Overall, majority that is, 61.1
per cent in Fiji have rated service delivery as poor and
very poor. The average rating in Fiji (Ok) is 31.3 per
cent. In terms of positive rating (good and very good), a
small minority that is, 7.1 per cent in Fiji have said this.
Thus, based on the findings in this research it can be articulated that service delivery is considered mostly poor
and very poor, as only minority have given positive ratings. This question was a measure of service quality in
terms of services delivered in Fiji. In Fiji, the mean value
of PS rating is 3.69, which is near to rating scale of poor
(4). The standard deviation for Fiji is 0.85. In the case of
Fiji, the finding is consistent with the frequency distribution. In reviewing the results for standard deviation, the
lower the standard deviation value, the greater the
agreement of the respondents, thus leading to the conclusion that service delivery is a problem. These findings
are in line with the literature presented in part one of this
paper in which public service delivery was a problem.
Thus, service delivery needs to be improved and this has
serious implications for public sector transformation.
This question helped test Objective 1 of the study, which
was to ‘Investigate the problems in public services and
measure public service quality’.
Respondents were asked ‘What are the key problems
in Public Service Delivery (Perception of public service
experience)?’ These key problems were under three
categories namely: effectiveness, efficiency and equity
of services. Under the first category of effectiveness, the
first construct was accurate response. For the case of Fiji,
it was seen that, in accurate response, 21 of the respondents view that this issue is a very big problem and 49
respondents view this as a problem. Sixty seven (67)
respondents view accurate response as okay, and a small
number, 49 respondents said that this was not a problem
and 12 said it was not a very big problem. For the second
construct under effectiveness, which was timely information, 50 respondents said it was a very big problem,
57 said it was a problem, 55 rated it as okay and 36 rated
it as not a big problem. For the third construct under effectiveness, which was feedback response, 48 respondents said it was a very big problem, 64 said it was a
problem, 54 rated it as okay and 28 rated it as big problem and 4 not a big problem. For the fourth construct
under effectiveness, which was citizen participation, 35
respondents said it was a very big problem, 44 said it
was a problem, 80 rated it as okay, 37 rated it as big
problem and 2 as not a big problem. For the fifth con-
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struct under effectiveness, which was reliability in services, 35 respondents said it was a very big problem, 87
said it was a problem, 53 rated it as okay, 20 rated it as
big problem and 2 as not a big problem. For the sixth
construct under effectiveness, which was assurance
(knowledge, courteous, trust and confidence), 42 respondents said it was a very big problem, 80 said it was a
problem, 43 rated it as okay, 27 rated it as big problem
and 4 said it was not a big problem. For the seventh construct under effectiveness, which was reducing discretion
and chances of bribery, 64 respondents said it was a very
big problem, 79 said it was a problem, 37 rated it as okay,
14 rated it as big problem and 4 said it was a big problem.
For the eighth construct under effectiveness, which was
reducing transaction cost, 30 respondents said it was a
very big problem, 85 said it was a problem, 40 rated it as
okay, 34 rated it as big problem and 9 respondents said it
was not a big problem. For the ninth construct under
effectiveness, which was increasing transparency and
openness, 38 respondents said it was a very big problem,
76 said it was a problem, 56 rated it as okay, 20 rated it
as big problem and 7 of the respondents said it was not a
big problem.
Under the second dimension, efficiency in services,
for the first construct, cost factor is low in acquiring services-31 respondents rated this item as a very big problem, 73 said it was a problem, 61 rated it as okay, while
31 said it was not a problem and two respondents said it
was not a very big problem. The second construct, waiting time is low in acquiring services, 43 respondents
rated this item as a very big problem, 79 said it was a
problem, 51 rated it as okay, while 21 said it was not a
problem and one respondent said it was not a very big
problem. The third construct, procedures are streamlined
by reducing the layers of bureaucracy, in Fiji, 44 respondents rated this item as a very big problem, 80 said
it was a problem, 44 rated it as okay, while 24 said it was
not a problem and 2 respondents said it was not a very
big problem.
The third dimension was equity in services. The first
construct, affordable services showed that in Fiji, 28 respondents rated this item as a very big problem, 77 said
it was a problem, 58 rated it as okay, while 31 said it was
not a problem and four respondents said it was not a very
big problem. The second construct, accessible services
showed that in Fiji, 37 respondents rated this item as a
very big problem, 72 said it was a problem, 72 rated it as
okay, while 14 said it was not a problem and one respondent said it was not a very big problem. The third
Copyright © 2009 SciRes
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construct, nepotism, kickback and greasing the palm
showed that in Fiji, 81 respondents rated this item as a
very big problem, 60 said it was a problem, 42 rated it as
okay, while 10 said it was not a problem and 4 respondents said it was not a very big problem. This question
also helped test Objective 1 of the study, which was to
‘Investigate the problems in public services’. The findings in this research are new, as problems related specifically to the three major determinants of service quality have not been investigated in the pacific context.
Objective two of this research was to ‘Explore the
difference between Public service perception (experience)
and Public service expectation in Fiji’. To test this objective, paired sample t-test was carried out with the help of
SPSS 15. The importance of paired sample t-test is that it
intends to identify differences between the mean values,
in this case perception (actual experience) in PSD and
expectation (should be; out to be) service delivery.
Zeithaml et al. [70,71] says that customer satisfaction is
the difference between perception of public service experience and expectation of public service. In addition,
came up with the model: Customer Satisfaction (CS) =
Perception-Expectation. Where a negative result indicates, low customer satisfaction and positive result indicates high customer satisfaction. With reference to Objective 2, it is observed that in Fiji, the difference between Public Service experience and Public Service expectation is negative (-1.249; p value=0.000); implying
that the Public Service experience is less than what citizens expect; or in other words Public Service experience
does not match Public Service expectations. The values
are significant in Fiji as it is well below p value 0.05.
This also means that there is a huge variance between
Public Service perception and Public Service expectation.
This is very much in alignment with the findings in this
study for this study in which PS experience was mostly
negative.
Respondents were asked ‘How satisfied are you with
public services in general?’. Of the 198 respondents in
Fiji, 9.6 per cent said that as far as CS is concerned, they
rated it as very dissatisfied, 47.5 per cent have rated as
dissatisfied, 32.3 per cent were neutral with CS, and 6.1
per cent said they were satisfied while 2.0 per cent of the
respondents said they very satisfied. Overall, majority
that is, 57.1 per cent in Fiji have rated customer satisfaction as dissatisfied and very dissatisfied. Thus, based on
the findings in this research it can be articulated that
customer satisfaction is negative for Fiji. Research shows
that the higher the service quality the more satisfied the
customers; therefore this implies that customer satisfaction is based on customer expectations and perception of
JSSM
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service quality [109,110,111,112,113,114]. According to
Carman [115], Lewis and Booms [116], Oliver [117]
cited in Santos [54] and Santos [54] similar line of arguments have been presented. Thus, the difference between perception and experience reveals the gap between
actual service delivery and the benchmark or expectations set by citizens and in this research, it was clearly
seen in the result that variances in perception (actual
experience) and expectations exist in Fiji; implying that
in Fiji, this gap is wider resulting in citizen dissatisfaction. No research has previously studied the variance
between perception and expectation in the Pacific context and this is a novel finding, thus contributing to the
body of knowledge.

4.2 E-Governance Views
Of the 198 respondents in Fiji, 93.4 per cent were aware,
and 6.6 per cent were unaware of e-governance. For the
question, ‘Do you think that there is a need to use
ICTs/e-governance in improving service delivery in your
country especially in the public sector?’. Of the 198 respondents in Fiji, 98.5 per cent said yes, and 1.0 per cent
said no, while 0.5 per cent was non-responses. Respondents were asked Q: ‘Overall would you say that
e-governance is having a positive or negative effect on
improving services (the way you access services)?’. In
Fiji, 25.8 per cent of the respondents said that
e-governance is having a very positive effect, 28.8 per
cent said somewhat positive, 23.7 per cent were neutral,
and 8.6 per cent said somewhat negative, while 12.1 per
cent said very negative effect. Overall, in Fiji,
e-governance positive impacts in accessing services were
far greater than the negative effect. This implies that
e-governance is having positive impact on the way citizens access services.
In Fiji, 9.1 per cent of the respondents said that
e-governance is doing an excellent job, 57.6 per cent said
good, 23.7 per cent rated average and 6.6 per cent said
poor, while 2.5 per cent said very poor. The response to
‘How satisfied are you with the public services delivered
through e-governance?’. The results showed that of the
198 respondents in Fiji, 4.0 PER CENT said that as far
as Customer Satisfaction is concerned with Public Service Delivery through e-governance, they rated it as very
dissatisfied, 36.4 PER CENT have rated as dissatisfied,
46.5 PER CENT were neutral with e-governance Customer Satisfaction, and 9.6 per cent said they were satisfied while 1.5 per cent of the respondents said they very
satisfied Overall, in the case of Fiji, Customer Satisfaction with services delivered through e-governance are
neutral (average) ranking by the citizens. This is similar
to the findings for Question on (citizen expectation/
Copyright © 2009 SciRes

benefits), in which Fiji was average ranking.

4.3 Hypothesis Results
H1:

E-Governance is positively related to effectiveness, efficiency and equity in public service delivery

This hypothesis was developed to assess whether egovernance is positively related to the outcomes of effectiveness, efficiency and equity in services. To test this
hypothesis, one-sample t test was carried out with the
help of SPSS 15. It was tested by taking population mean
value of zero assuming it as indifferent response. Table 1
presents the results below.
In analyzing people’s expectations on capabilities/
benefits derived from e-governance systems in Fiji the
respondents believe that e-governance has significantly
affected all the items which e-governance is supposed to
facilitate (Items 1-9 in effectiveness; Items 1-3 in efficiency; and Items 1-3 in equity in services) or in other
words the benefits are either much above expectation/above expectation (positive rating). All the values
are significant as they are below 0.05. Thus, H1 is accepted in Fiji and it can be inferred that e-governance
leads to or positively affects effectiveness, efficiency and
equity in services delivered. It was highlighted in this
paper that e-governance can also address a number of
principal aims of quality: empowerment, efficiency and
effectiveness, and customer-driven [76]. Sasser et al. [81]
says that the issue of public service is not only one of
productivity, but also of effectiveness and that services
need to be effective in delivering a level of performance
that meets customer needs or expectations. According to
Berman [82] there are three goals that are important to
public organizations: efficiency, effectiveness, and equity. Bryn jolfsson and Hitt [93], Lee and Perry [94],
Lichtenberg [95] and Zuboff [96] highlight the potention
of e-governance to improve productivity and effectiveness in both private and public organizations. Zeithaml et
al. [70] stressed that “this is an area ripe for examination”,
and Wisniewski et al. [107] discusses the major issues
that public-sector organizations need to address in their
search for adequate measures of service quality and the
authors draw upon the considerable empirical research in
the private sector to advocate for similar use in the public
sector. This research was therefore, focused in line with
the arguments presented by these authors and the study
prove that e-governance leads to effectiveness, efficiency
and equity in services.
H2: E-Governance is highly correlated with service
quality and service improvements in public service.
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Table 1: Hypothesis 1 results for Fiji
Effectiveness in services

MBE(1)
%

SBE(2)
%

JHE(3)
%

AE(4)
%

MAE(5)
%

Mean
Diff.

Sig. At
5%

1

Accurate response

2.5

16.7

52.5

16.2

10.6

3.15897

2

Timely information

3.5

23.7

50.0

14.6

6.6

2.96923

0.000
0.000

3

Feedback response

4.5

19.2

55.1

14.1

5.6

2.96923

0.000

4

Citizen participation

4.0

22.7

53.5

12.6

5.6

2.92821

0.000

SBE(2)
%

JHE(3)
%

AE(4)
%

MAE(5)
%

Mean
Diff.

Sig. At
5%

6.6

20.2

53.5

12.6

4.5

2.88083

0.000

6.1

25.8

46.5

14.1

5.6

2.87113

0.000

7.6

24.2

46.5

14.6

4.5

2.83938

0.000

7.6

19.2

52.0

13.6

5.1

2.89119

0.000

7.6

19.2

15.5

14.6

5.6

2.91192

0.000

SBE(2)
%

JHE(3)
%

AE(4)
%

MAE(5)
%

Mean
Diff.

Sig. At
5%

7.1

17.2

50.5

18.7

4.5

2.96392

0.000

6.1

26.8

49.0

12.6

4.0

2.81538

6.1

23.2

47.5

18.7

3.0

2.89231

0.000

MBE (1)
%

SBE(2)
%

JHE(3)
%

AE(4)
%

MAE(5)
%

Mean
Diff.

Sig. At
5%

Effectiveness in services
5
6
7
8
9

Reliability in services
Assurance (knowledge, courteous, trust
and confidence)
Reducing discretion
and chances of bribery
Reducing transaction
cost
Increase transparency
and openness
Efficiency in services

1
2
3

Cost factor is low in
acquiring services
Waiting time is low in
acquiring services
Procedures are
streamlined by reducing the layers of bureaucracy
Equity in services

MBE(1)
%

MBE(1)
%

0.000

1

Affordable services

6.6

21.7

55.1

10.1

4.5

2.84021

0.000

2

Accessible services
Nepotism, kickback
and greasing the
palm

5.6

25.3

52.0

10.6

4.5

2.82990

0.000

14.6

24.2

43.4

10.6

5.1

2.66495

0.000

3

* Hypothesis accepted at < 0.05

This hypothesis was developed to evaluate whether
e-governance is positively related to quality and service
improvements. To test this hypothesis, mean values of
e-governance service quality and e-governance service
improvements was carried out with the help of SPSS 15.
The hypothesis results are in line with Objective 2. As
per the results, the mean values show that in Fiji, service
improvements are somewhat positive (mean = 2.32) and
quality of services is good (mean = 2.36). To further test
the relatedness between the variables; that is; e-governance, quality of services and service improvements, chisquare test was conducted. If e-governance leads to service improvements and quality of services, it was prudent to test if e-governance service improvements and
quality of services depends on benefits that citizens deCopyright © 2009 SciRes

rive from such usage. Meaning, does e-governance expected benefits determine or influence service quality
and service improvements. A chi–square test of independence indicates that the variable (benefits from
e-governance), are dependent on each other in the case of
Fiji (chi–square = 1036.18 with p value 0.000 < 0.05).
Therefore, this result supports Hypothesis 2 and it can be
said that e-governance service improvements is dependant on and is influenced or is related to the benefits derived from e-governance usage. A chi–square test of independence indicates that the variable (benefits from
e-governance), are dependent on each other in the case of
Fiji (chi-square = 1036.18 with p value 0.000 < 0.05).
A lot of research has focused attention on use of ICTs

JSSM

RAFIA NAZ

198

for facilitating service delivery (Aladwani, (2001); Andersen and Henriksen, (2006); [52,54,61,62,63,64,65]).
The findings for H2 are in line with the aforementioned
literature and that of Pathak et al. [66] in which the authors found that e-governance will be able to streamline
bureaucratic procedures to make operations more efficient (negative mean difference). The findings of this
study implied that the more the progress is made towards
attainment of e-governance goals (of coordination, cost
savings and cost effectiveness), the more are the positive
impacts in areas affected by the introduction of e-government (such as provision of services, ability to do the
job, government transparency and accountability, convenient services, citizen communication, etc.). Phala
[118] in her study also mentioned improving the productivity and efficiency of public service personnel; improving the delivery of government information and services; increasing access channels for public interaction;
and lower costs leading to higher participation through
e-governance. Jorgensen et al. [119] stipulates that IT
had brought major productivity gains to business organizations, and Brynjolfsson and Hitt [120] highlighted
that in most cases those gains are specifically tied to
changes in the ways organizations do business. Authors
Basu [121] and Mittal et al. [122], mention that focus of
e-governance is on fulfilling public needs and expectations, better delivery of services, and citizen empowerment. Similar findings were highlighted in the work of
Gonzalez et al. [123] and Fitzsimmons and Fitzsimmons
[56]. However, in this study it was highlighted that even
when e-governance can improve service delivery, this
area has still attracted augmented academic and practitioner attention [68,69,70,71,72], as not enough was
known concerning how customers perceive and evaluate
e-governance services; and this was strengthened by
Parasuraman and Zinkhan [73] work in which the authors state that a considerable knowledge gap still exists.
Thus, this research has filled in this research gap stressed
by the aforementioned authors and contributes to the
body of knowledge.
H3:

There is a huge variance in perception of public
service delivery experience and expectation of
citizens in Fiji.

To test this hypothesis, paired sample t-test was carried out with the help of SPSS 15. The importance of
paired sample t-test is that it intends to identify differences between the mean values, in this case perception
(actual experience) in PSD and expectation (should be;
out to be) service delivery. Zeithaml et al. [70,71] says
that customer satisfaction is the difference between perception of public service experience and expectation of
Copyright © 2009 SciRes

public service. In addition, came up with the model:
Customer Satisfaction (CS) = Perception-Expectation.
Where a negative result indicates, low customer satisfaction and positive result indicates high customer satisfaction. With reference to hypothesis 3, it is observed that in
Fiji, the difference between Public Service experience
and Public Service expectation is negative (-1.249; p
value=0.000); implying that the Public Service experience is less than what citizens expect; or in other words
Public Service experience does not match Public Service
expectations. The values are significant in Fiji as it is
well below p value 0.05. This also means that there is a
huge variance between Public Service perception and
Public Service expectation. This is very much in alignment with the findings in this study for this study in
which PS experience was mostly negative.

5. Conclusions and Research Implications
To conclude this paper has looked at the role of
e-governance in improving service delivery and quality
and the impact that has on customer satisfaction in the
context of a small developing country like Fiji. It is seen
in this research that e-governance has the potential to
improve service delivery and customer satisfaction.
There is a huge variance in the perception and expectation of normal citizens in the country regarding service
delivery, quality of services and this has negatively affected customer satisfaction over the number of years.
There is an urgent need in Fiji to employ e-governance in
all public agencies in view of the prevailing negative
impact of principal-agent problem. Service quality in
particular has deteriorated and e-governance should be
seen as a means of improving it in the future. Lack of
research in Fiji, demanded attention towards this topic,
this research will be helpful to policy makers and practitioners in the field of IT, management and especially
those in the Government agencies. Future research in
e-governance should discover some of the reasons for
utilizing e-governance and in particular look at what
challenges a small developing nation faces as far as service quality issues are concerned.
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