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Abstract

The e-government field is growing to a considerailee, both in its contents and
position with respect to other research fields. §bgernment to citizen segment of e-
government is taking the lead in terms of its int@oce and size.

Like the evaluation of all other information systenmitiatives, the evaluation of e-
governments in both theory and practice has prdgeoe important but complex. The
complexity of evaluation is mostly due to the nnlki perspectives involved, the
difficulties of quantifying benefits, and the sdcend technical context of use. The
importance of e-government evaluation is due to #mrmous investment of
governments on delivering e-government servicesl #nthe considerable pace of
growing in the e-government field. However, desgite importance of the evaluation of
e-government services, literature shows that eqgonent evaluation is still an immature
area in terms of development and management.

This work is part of a research effort that aimslévelop a holistic evaluation framework
for e-government systems. The main aim of this papeo investigate the citizen’
perspective in evaluating e-government serviced, masent a set of evaluating factors
that influence citizens’ utilization of e-governnieservices. These evaluation factors can
serve as part of an e-government evaluation frameworeover, the evaluation factors
can also be used as means of providing valuablib& for the planning of future e-
government initiatives.

Keywords: E-government, Citizen’s Perspective, E-governneyatuation, Evaluation
framework, Evaluation factors.

1. Background

One of the broad and widely accepted definitionsnédrmation systems evaluation in
the literature (Doherty and King 2004, Walter arittda 2004, Willcocks, 1992) is the
process of establishing by quantitative and/or itatale methods the worth or value of
the information system.

Considering the elements highlighted in this défami, and the fact that information
system evaluation involves a large number of stakies, each with their own particular
values and objectives, the required evaluation émmark should incorporate a number of
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elements which are closely interrelated, and ateraened in practice by the demands of
the situation. These elements are:

The subject: What is being evaluated?

The Process: How to get accurate results.

The method: What are the methodologies and to@ds

The stakeholders: Who are the key players?

The evaluation factors investigated: What are k&g issues which should be
considered for the evaluation.

agrwnE

Most of the research in the area of informationtesys evaluation indicates that it is a
complicated and difficult subject (Serafeimidis &whithson, 2000; Jones and Hughes,
2001). Symons and Walsham (1988) argue that thsptaxity is due to the multiple
perspectives involved, and the difficulties of quiging benefits. Willcocks (1992)
added that the difficulties and the complexity nformation systems evaluation has
changed, and is becoming more and more complex deysa This is because the nature
of information systems investments has changed iba#rms of technological capability
and the benefits they can deliver as well as imseof diffusion in most aspects of
society.

The debate between researchers is not only abewatmplexity of information systems
evaluation, but also about the most appropriatduatian approach to be used for
specific information systems. One sign of the debia the many IS evaluation
approaches developed to represent different irg&fons of IS evaluation. Farbey et al.
(1993) classified a number of IS evaluation appneacwhich included quantitative
methods that used tangible or direct costs andfilgnand qualitative methods that
accounted for intangible or indirect cost and begsefrom the organisational and human
perspective.

Some researchers argue that the suitability ofvatuation approach depends mainly on
the information system and the organizational cdanteor example, Khalifa et al. (1999)
stated that there is no single IS evaluaapproach that can be applied to all situations.
Farbey et al. (1993) added that IS evaluation camtribute to the success of the
information system when the appropriate approachapglied to the appropriate
organisational context.

On the other hand, the evaluation of e-governmmiihg an IS sub-area, has proved to be
even more complex, as an accurate evaluation egjutonsideration of multiple
perspectives of the stakeholders and the sociateatohical context of use. To overcome
the complexity and difficulty of e-government ewation, it is necessary to address and
consider the main challenges for developing anuatiain framework for e-government
systems.

The first challenge in evaluating e-government Ie tinvestigation of various
perspectives (Jansen, 2005), which may not onlyiregaddressing and meeting the
general needs of a target group such as citizenslbo require the inclusion of specific
needs of the specific target groups of citizeng #ma using a particular e-government
service, such as the unemployed, families, penssoaechitects, lawyers, students, etc.
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The second challenge in evaluating e-governmenh isgdentifying and quantifying
benefits. Beynon-Davies, (2005) stated that itfiscdlt to determine the precise benefits
associated with e-government. In practice, as egoment initiatives are different in
their goals and objectives, the benefits gainethbge initiatives will be different as well,
and the assessment of these benefits also varydangdo the different perspectives of
the stakeholders for the value of these benefits.

The third challenge in evaluating e-governmenhesfact that in order for the evaluation

to be proper, it should consider the social antrieal context of use. This is a result of

the opinion that information systems research &edetgovernment evaluation as a part
of it, is as much a social science as an informasgstems science (Mingers, and
Stowell, 1997).

This work is part of a research study that aimdeweelop and assess a holistic evaluation
framework for e-government systems. The aim of plaiger is to investigate the citizens’
perspective in evaluating e-government services tandlentify the key factors that
influence citizens’ utilization of e-government @ees. These evaluation factors can
serve as part of e-government evaluation frameweamk, can also be used as means for
providing valuable feedback for the planning oifiet e-government initiatives.

The selection process of the evaluation factorktakle into account the three challenges
in evaluating e-government. It will consider thag#le and intangible risks and benefits
that influence citizens’ utilization of e-governnteservices; it will also consider the
social and technical context of use.

2. Research Approach
In order to investigate the citizens’ perspectiveevaluating e-government services, and
to identify the key factors which influence citizémtilization of e-government services,
it is required that an appropriate research appragsmchosen which considers the general
aims of the research study and the particular dithie paper.

The research strategy for this paper is mainly dhasereviewing and critically analysing
a number of comprehensive articles and publishedireral case studies provided by
researchers and corporations. These articles amfrieah case studies were carefully
selected, specifically looking at those that ineshdo evaluate the e-government from
citizens' perspective. The need to support liteeatunalysis with the published empirical
data is important because of the current and nagdblving nature of the e-government
field.

The research strategy will consider the multidisegyy nature of the research domain
we are dealing with and the wide range of datairedquto cover all the aspects of
evaluation, including the tangible and intangili#ks and benefits that influence citizens’
utilization of e-government services. The strategll also consider the social and
technical context of use.

3. Analysisof Current E-government Evaluation Approaches
Government investment on delivering e-governmemvises is usually huge. Many
developed and developing countries have put coraditie financial resources, estimated
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to be greater than 1 per cent of GDP, behind threldpment of e-government (Petricek
et al., 2006). In order to make such investmentghwdile, governments should have
the ability to justify these investments, whichitglly requires evaluation.

Despite the literature claim (Fountain, 2003, Jagtesl. 2006, Remenyi et al. 2000) that
e-government evaluation is both an under develogped under managed area, the
evaluationof governmental systems has been the focus of deuaf studies which take
different approaches. Each of these approachespngmsed to address a particular
aspect of evaluation whether it is ‘hard' or ‘softhe ‘hard’ aspect usually assesses
tangible risks and benefits, while the ‘soft’ adpassesses the intangible risks and
benefits including organizational, social, politigar cultural impact of the system. So far
there are only few evaluation frameworks that carati‘hard’ and ‘soft' aspects together
(Orangeet al. 2006).

The most commonly used evaluation approaches arérdditional ones. They include
return on investment (ROI), cost/benefit, paybaekiqu, and present worth. Using
traditional approaches can be problematic in evi@mlganformation systems investments
in general and e-government investment in particlae problems in these approaches
include the limited definition of stakeholders,geating only direct tangible costs and
benefits, and they are based on accounting anddialainstruments (Farbey et al. 1995).
Serafeimidis and Smithson (2000) had also criticine traditional approaches to
information systems evaluation; they argue thatliti@nal approaches are based on
narrow technical and accounting terms, ignoring aorand organisational components
of information system users. Hochestrasser (198@¢@ that such evaluation approaches
run the risk of not identifying all the hidden c®sind intangible benefits generated from
system users.

Another effort in evaluating e-government serviagth citizen-centric approach is Wang
et al. (2005) model. They have developed a theooglehfor the evaluation of e-
government services and an experiment to test dhdity of that approach. The model
was designed to evaluate the performance of anvergment system with a citizen
centric approach. The model can also serve ad &otoonderstanding why e-government
portals succeed or fail to help citizens find thisimation they required.
Another approach for evaluating e-government portiaat takes into account the social
and political context of the information and itslue for citizens is Eschenfelder and
Miller (2005) methodology. They propose a model émaluating the openness of e-
government portals that they describe as a soclmteal toolkit. The toolkit includes
three parts:

1. Internal information characteristics.

2. Elements to capture the social and political candéxhe information.

3. Assumptions about the roles of citizens and govertrimformation.

The socio-technical toolkit assumes that onlinenmiation are part of the social world,
which is delivered by people who hold certain valuassumptions, goals, and power
relationships. Therefore judging the openness ef ¢hgovernment website content
requires capturing data about not only the inforomatbut also about the social and
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political context of that information, including la@ of the information to various
stakeholders, and the types of citizen participatarilitated by the information. In brief,
Eschenfelder and Miller study mainly addressed éwaluation issues: The openness and
trust in e-government systems.

Another effort in the evaluation of e-governmerntiatives is Carter and Belanger (2004)
study. The study was intended to evaluate citiz&gwpaon of e-government initiatives.
The authors introduced an approach based on Da®89] Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM), and Rogers (1995) Diffusion of Innoiat (DOI) theory. The technology
acceptance model (TAM) is widely used to study aéseeptance of technology, and was
designed to examine the mediating role of perceieade of use, and perceived
usefulness. Pauwdt al. (2003) criticize the technology acceptance modkliming that
using TAM specifically in empirical research mayeiinconsistent results. They argue
that although the technology acceptance modelggilst is not a conclusive model and
is suffering from the absence of significant fasfancluding considering both human
and social change processes. Diffusion of innoma{ldOl) theory is another popular
model used to explain user adoption of new tecleto According to diffusion of
innovation theory, the rates of diffusion are coléd by an innovation’s relative
advantage, complexity, compatibility, trial abilitgnd observe ability (Carter, and
Belanger, 2004). Carter and Belanger study ideatifeven factors that influence the
citizen’s perspective of e-government services.séhare perceived usefulness, relative
advantage, compatibility, perceived ease of usegemnand trust in the internet and in
governments.

In conclusion, e-government services have beerioities of a number of studies which
take different approaches. Although each of thegeaaches was focusing on specific
aspects of e-government evaluation, and using rdifte evaluation models, they
succeeded in identifying some evaluation key factanich influence citizen’s utilization
of e-government services, and failed in addressthgrs. In the next section, the authors
will propose a set of evaluation factors that cdogdincluded in a new approach, which
may be designed to overcome the limitations ofit@ve described approaches.

4. Proposed E-government Evaluation Factors
Information systems evaluation and e-governmentuatian in particular are unable to
reveal the full value of e-government projects withconsidering the perspectives of all
the e-government stakeholders and the e-governvadunt measures consisted of all the
evaluation factors perceived by each of the stakieins.

Hence, the proposed evaluation factors are basesk@amining and critically analysing
the current evaluations approaches. While eachesfet approaches is aiming to address a
particular aspect of evaluation, there were only &aluation studies which combined
some of the tangible and intangible risks and heneff e-government including the
organizational, social, political, or cultural ingpaf the system.

The proposed evaluation factors will be classifregd three groups (table 1); these are the
technical issues group, the economical Issues grangb the social issues group. Table
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(1) summarizes the identified evaluation factorsl drow they are evaluated and
measured.

Groups Evaluation | Factor Measuring Description
Factor Measuring

Hence, the proposed evaluation factors are geaaxhicover the technical, economical
and social aspects affecting citizen utilizatioreejovernment services. The factors can
be adapted to a specific country situation by @mglysing the factors that apply in that
situation. The relevance of the evaluation factorg the way in which they are evaluated
and measured in specific country situation judgedhe e-government maturity of that

country
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The
Technical
Issues

Performance

Efficlency  of
services

P1: Measured by the time spent to
complete the task, and satisfaction
with the outcome.

% The optimal time per service+
comprehensiveness per service.

Personalized
information
and services

P2: Measured by the degree the
system can enable citizens to
personalize information and
services according to their needs.
% enabling personalized
information per service.

Accessibility

Efficient
interface

user

Al: Judged by the available
options of user interfaces (e.g.
Graphical interface,  Multi-screen
interface, Attentive User Interface).
% Number of user interfaces per
service.

Disability
access &
language
translation

A2:. Is the system offering some
form of disability access and
foreign language translation
features?

% Compliance with the website
content accessibility guidelines per
service+ Number of languages per
service.

The
Economical
Issues

Cost Saving

Money saving

C1: How much money the citizens
are saving by using e-government
services.

% Money saving per service.

Time Saving

C2: How much time the citizens
are saving by using e-government
services.

% Time Saving per service.

The Social
Issues

Openness

Openness

O: Measured by the value of
information in terms of amount,
quality, and transparency that
government organizations provide
to the citizens.

% the value of information in terms
of amount, quality, and transparency
per service.

Trust

Trust in the

internet

T1: Measured by the degree of
confidence of the citizens in the
internet.

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexemcinformation Systems 20EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of ValenSipain www.emcis.org



Pg 28-8

% the degree of citizen’s
confidence in the internet.

Trust in | T2: Judged by the level of security
government in handling of information and
organizations | protecting the privacy of citizens.
%the degree of citizen’s trust in the
government organizations.

Perceived Perceived Ul: Judged by the level of
ease of use | ease of use complexity of using an e-
and government service.
perceived % level of complexity per service.
usefulness Perceived u2: measured by the
usefulness comprehensiveness and the
features of the e-government
system.
% degree of convenience per
service.

Table (1) summary of the constructs of the proposed evaluation factors

4.1 The Technical Group

Performance and accessibility were chosen for tts## §iroup of evaluation factors.
Performance measurement can be defined as “measoirean a regular basis of the
results (outcomes) and efficiency of services amgpams” (Hatry, 1999). Performance
was considered as a major issue in influencingtieen’s perspective and employed by
many researchers in e-government services asselssmen

There are different views about how to measureop@idnce in e-government services.
Reilly et al. (2003) claims that performance in e-governmentises can be measured by
the degree it can enable citizens to personaiidermation and services according to
their own needs and circumstances, and by howitfaanh facilitate access to frequently
used services and an online record of the citizprésious dealings with government.
Wanget al., (2005) based their evaluation model on the evianaif the performance of
an e-government system with a citizen centric aggno

Performance in Wangt al. model is measured by assessing the transactiarebetthe
citizen, the task the citizen is attempting to ctetgy and the government's web site
regarding the information task. The performancéhefinformation-seeking activities by
a citizen was used to measure the performance hieretgovernment service. The
performance in this case can be jugged by the spent to complete the information
task, quality of the information found, appropriaes of information found, and
satisfaction with the outcome.

The second issue chosen for this group is accéssilfccording to Terry Ma, and
Zaphiris, (2003), accessibility means an effecawal efficient user interface which is
inclusive of more people in more situations and aahieve user satisfaction. PoskKitt,
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(2002) has a similar view; he stated that accdggibequires considering the needs of all
citizens equally. Otherwise realization of the igge vision of all citizens being able to

interact freely with a responsive government thioug multitude of technological

channels runs the risk of increasing social exolysand the technologically literate will

increase their advantage by monopolizing direces€to government.

Despite the importance of accessibly in influencihg citizens’ perspective of e-
government services, studies show that governnesthtsr ignored or did not pay enough
attention to the accessibility importance. Accogdto the Global e-government Survey
conducted by World Market Research Centre and Browiversity (2001) there is only

2% of government websites worldwide that have stomma of disability access and only
7% of the e-government websites were accessible.

Another study by West (2000) show that only 15 eetcof American government

websites offer some form of disability access, sashlI'TY (Text Telephone) or TDD

(Telephone Device for the Deaf) or are approvedlisgbility organizations. The study
also revealed that only 4 percent of American gowvemnt websites offer foreign

language translation features on their websites.

While the accessibility was generally ignored wuiilde, the case is different in some
countries. Terry Ma and Zaphiris (2003) reseatadysfound that the UK e-government
websites are rated relatively high in terms of asii®lity; the results show a relatively
high compliance (62%) with the Website Content Asiaility Guidelines.

4.2 The Economical Group

The second group of evaluation factors containsettemomical issues. The economical
issues have traditionally dominated the traditianfdrmation system evaluation process
and they were criticized as we mentioned earliernigny authors for their limited
relevance to the role of Information systems. Despif the limitations of using the
economical issues in the evaluation, we believeithsiimportant to have them as part of
the evaluation factors.

Direct costs and benefits, whether they are foregawient or for citizens are the basis for
most evaluation calculations for many governments.

One of the efforts in assessing the direct findnmigt and benefits of e-government is
the survey of the National Office for the InfornmatiEconomy.

The survey covered thirty eight Australian e-gowveent projects, and revealed that an
estimated investment of 108 million AUD could bepegted to generate 100 million
AUD in savings for government, as well as 14.62 AuDsavings per transaction for
users and over 25 AUD in savings for businessegeaomg with the traditional channels
(NOIE 2003).

4.3 The Social Group

Openness, trust, and perceived ease of use aneiyeraisefulness were chosen for the
third group of evaluation factors. Openness cardéfened in terms of the amount of
information that government organizations providehe citizens, and the value of the
information as a tool for citizens to see what goweent organizations are doing,
understand why they are doing it, and potentialiytipipate in the policy deliberation
process (Eschenfelder and Miller, 2005).
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One of the efforts in assessing the openness ofrergment is the socio-technical toolkit
proposed by Eschenfelder and Miller. The toolkidesigned to allow a sophisticated
user of government information to judge the opesrwdse-government portal based on
the social and political context of the informatiam the portal.

The second issue in the social evaluation fact®msuist. Belanger et al. (2002) define
trustworthiness as “the perception of confidencehim electronic marketer’s reliability

and integrity. Trust in e-government context assec with security and privacy.

Citizen’s trust requires maintaining security inntdkng of information, protecting the

privacy of citizens, and assuring them that theirspnal information will be treated

confidentially. Without this assurance, it will bfficult to promote the use of e-

government services (Pascual, 2003).

Enhancing trust involves enhancing security andaay measures. This requires a large
variety of measures and principles, such as cadiecand use limitation, purpose

specification, security safeguards, accountabiligncouraging the use of privacy

enhancing technologies and quality certificate<iiAblzer, (2003)

Eschenfelder and Miller, (2005) study, addressest tas an important evaluation issues,
they included it with openness in their socio-tachhevaluation toolkit. Trust was also
used with other six factors in Carter and Belar(@604) evaluation model. Trust in their
model requires assessing trust in the internetimmvernment organizations. However
Carter and Belanger study show that trust in thermet and in government organizations
does not have a direct effect on intention to lged-government services. One of the
limitations of Carter and Belanger study that b# people participated in the survey are
college students who are frequent and familiarauséinternet services. These users are
comfortable and confident in the technology usedmplementing the e-government
services.

In practice, studies show that governments haveréifit level of consideration for trust,

security and privacy in their e-government initra8. According to West (2000) study,

there is very low consideration to the security pnidacy in the American e-government
websites. The study revealed that only 5 percednoérican government websites show
some form of security policy and 7 percent havehaapy policy. On the other hand there
are positive examples for the consideration of sgcand privacy such as the privacy
provisions in Canada or quality seals for e-goveannservices which was introduced in
Austria (Aichholzer, (2003)

The Third issue in the social evaluation factorpesceived ease of use and perceived
usefulness. Davis (1989) defines perceived usedslias “the degree to which a person
believes that using a particular system would eoddris or her job performance”. He
also defines perceived ease of use as “the degrebith a person believes that using a
particular system would be free of effort” In theoposed evaluation factors, we are
considering both ease of use and perceived usshila® one issue, as perceived ease of
use is predicted to influence perceived usefulngssge the easier a system is to use, the
more useful it can be.
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Perceived ease of use and perceived usefulnessusedewith other five factors in Carter
and Belanger (2004) evaluation model. However thieidy shows that perceived ease of
use does not have a direct effect on the useesiimn to use the e-government services,
but the perceived usefulness does so. Again, mathdenconsistency of the result is
related to the fact that all the people particidatethe survey are college students who
are frequent and familiar users of Internet seszice

5. Conclusion
The work presented in this paper (which is panvafer research) describes an effort to
provide a set of clear and useful e-governmentuawi@n factors that can be used to help
achieve better citizen services utilization. Aicat analysis by the authors of the major
current evaluation approaches revealed that althaagh of these approaches has its
strengths and merits, none of them covered the ntapo spectrum of the main
factors/issues that affected e-government evaluatitence, general holistic evaluation
factors were proposed that cover the technicalp@oacal and social aspects affecting
citizen utilization of e-government services. Thiegmsed evaluation factors can also be
adapted to a specific country situation by onlylgsiag the factors that apply in that
situation.

The limitation of this study lies in the absenceeofpirical validation and examination of
the proposed factors that has not been appliethenfieldwork. Hence, the proposed
factors require an empirical validation which vii# performed by the authors in the next
stage of this research using multiple case stuhtegfy and will form the basis for
further research.

References:

Aichholzer, G. (2003) Scenarios of e-Government 2010 and implications for strategy design,

Electronic Journal of E-governmervailable athttp://www.ejeg.com

Belanger, F., Hiller, J., and Smith, W. (Dec. 2Q02yustworthiness in Electronic Commerce: The

Role of Privacy, Security, and Site Attributeddurnal of Strategic Information Systeni&1:3/4), pp. 245-

270.

Beynon-Davies. P. (2005) Constructing Electronic v&ament: the case of the UK Inland

Revenue|nternational Journal of Information Managemef6(1). 3-20.

Carter, L. and Belanger, F.(2004) "Citizen AdoptadrElectronic Government InitiativesProceedings of
37th Annual Hawaii International Conference on 8gstScience®8ig Island, Hawaii.

Davis, F. (1989) “Perceived Usefulness, PerceivadeEof Use and User Acceptance of Information
Technology.”"MIS Quarterly.13(3), pp. 319-340.

Doherty, N. and King, M.(2004) The treatment of amigational issues in systems development projects:
the implications for the evaluation of informatitechnology investments. EJISEl¢ctronic Journal
of Information Systems Evaluatiof(l), April 7, 2006,

Eschenfelder, K. R. and Miller, C., (April 2005)1& Openness of Government Websites: Toward a Socio-
Technical Government Website Evaluation ToolkitylacArthur FoundatioALA Office of
Information Technology Policy Internet Credibiliyd the User Symposium, Seattle, WA.

Farbey, B., Land, F., and Targett, D. (1995) ‘A daamy of information systems applications: the lfiigne
evaluation Ladder’European Journal of Information Systems41-50.

Farbey, B., Land, F., and Targett, D.(1993) HowAssess you IT InvestmentVlanagement Today and
ButterworthHeinemann Ltd, UK.

Fountain, J. (January 2003) Prospects for Improving Regulatory Process Using E-Rulemaking,
Communications of the ACM 46.1

Galliers, R.D., (1992) “Choosing information syste research approaches”. Information Systems
Research, Issues, Methods and Practice Guide(@afliers, R.D. Ed.) Blackwell Scientific, London.

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexemcinformation Systems 20EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of ValenSipain www.emcis.org



Pg 28-12

Hatry, P. (1999) Performance Measurement: GettieguRs. Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute PresS, p.

Hochstrasser B.(1992) Justifying IT investmeRtoceedings of the Advanced Information Systems
ConferenceThe new technologies in today's business environnu, pp.17-28.

Jansen, A. (2005) Assessing e-government progmelg-and whatpublished in the proceedings: Tessem,
B, J. Iden og G. Christenséred) NOKOBIT 2005. ISBN 82-8033-026-7, ISSN 150897

Jones, S., and Hughes, J. (2001) "Understandirity#Buation as a Complex Social Process: A CaseyStud
of a United Kingdom Local Authority,European Journal of Information Systerw®l. 10, No 1.

Jones, S., Irani, Z., Sharif, A., and Themistoctedd. (2006) E-government Evaluation: Reflectioms o
Two Organizational Studie®roceedings of the 39th Hawaii International Coefece on System
Sciences

Mingers, J. and Stowell, F.(1997) Information Sysse An Emerging Discipline? Information Systems
Series, McGraw-Hill, London, pp. 239-266.

National Office for the Information Economy (NOIKE2003) E-government Benefits Study. Canberra,
Australia: NOIE.

Orange, G., Burke, A., Elliman, T., and Kor, A.0) CARE: an Integrated Framework to Support
Continuous, Adaptable, Reflective Evaluation of d&sgrnment Systems,European and
Mediterranean Conference on Information Systé@aMCIS) 2006,

Pascual, P. (May 2003) E-Government, E-Asian Tasicd-and the UNDP Asia Pacific Development
Information Programme (UNDP-APDIP)

Paul, L., John, I., and Pierre, C.(January 2003y Wb people use information technology? A critical
review of the technology acceptance modedsociation for Information Systems, Vol. 40, Is8ue
pl191.

Petricek, V., Tobias, E., Ingemar, C., Helen, N2QQ6) The Web Structure of E-Government, Developing
a Methodology for Quantitative Evaluatiomternational World Wide Web Conferendedinburgh,
U.K.

Reilly, C., Horan, J., Johnston, R., Stanley-Sm@h,, and Colm Butler, D. (2003) E-Government more
than an automation of government servitefgrmation Society Commission.

Remenyi, D., Money, A., Sherwood-Smith and Irani(2000) Effective Measurement and Management of
IT Costs and Benefits, Butterworth-Heinemann, Odfor

Rogers, E. M. (1995) Diffusion of Innovations, FibuEdition, The Free Press, New York. United States

Serafeimidis, V., and Smithson, S., (2000) “Infotima Systems Evaluation in Practice: a Case Stddy o
Organizational ChangeJournal of Information Technolog$5(2), 2000, 93-105.

Symons, V and Walsham, G. (1988) The evaluatioimfofmation systems: a critiquéournal of Applied
Systems Analysik5:119-132.

Terry Ma, H., and Zaphiris, P.(2003))he Usability and Content Accessibility of the Bvgrnment in the
UK, Centre for Human-Computer Interaction Desigity ©niversity, London. Available at:
http://www.soi.city.ac.uk/~zaphiri/Papers/HED03/HCI12003-Accessibility. pdf.

UN, Department of Economic and Social Affairs (2DOBN Global E-government
Readiness Report 2005, From E-governmentiteliasion, UNPAN/2005/14

Walter, S. and Spitta, T.(2004) Approaches to tkeme evaluation of investments into information
systems. WIRTSCHAFTSINFORMATIK, 46(3): 171-80.

Wang, L., Bretschneider, S., and Gant, J. (200%pllating Web-Based E-Government Services with a
Citizen-Centric Approach,Proceedings of 38th Annual Hawaii International @Gemence on Systems
SciencesBig Island, Hawaii.

West, D. (2000) Assessing E-Government: The Inteidemocracy and Service Delivery by State and
Federal Governments, Brown University,

Available at: http:// www.insidepolitics.opglicyreports.html.

Willcocks, L. (1992) Evaluating Information Techogly Investments: Research Findings and Reappraisal.
Journal of Information System(3), p. 243-268.

World Markets Research Centre & Brown Universit@{2) Global e-government Survey 2001. Available
at: http://www.worldmarketsanalysis.com/pdf/e-gqog. pdf

Proceedings of European and Mediterranean Confexemcinformation Systems 20EMCl S2007)
June 24-26 2007, Polytechnic University of ValenSipain www.emcis.org



