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Abstract 

The focus of this paper is to evaluate the benefits of a Japanese e-government project. In this research, the 
Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) grid was used to measure the e-government benefits from the users’ 
perspective. A list of 27 government benefits was identified from the e-government literature reviews and each 
of the benefits was rated using a five point Likert scale. On a five point Likert scale, the online survey enables 
the users to rate the relative importance of the benefits, followed by another benefit performance rating. The 
purpose of the survey is not only to measure the actual satisfaction level, but also to highlight important areas 
for improvements. The IPA, a two-dimensional grid, is broken into four categories: (1) Concentrate Here; (2) 
Keep Up the Good Work; (3) Low Priority; and (4) Possible Overkill, to enable each of the benefits to be plotted 
into the grid. It is a clear and powerful evaluation tool for government to find out attributes that are doing well 
and attributes that need to be improved, which require action immediately. The results are useful in identifying 
areas for strategic focus to help develop Japan’s future e-government strategy. 

Keywords: E-government, Importance-Performance analysis, E-government benefits, Evaluation 
methods, Japan 
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1 Introduction 
Although e-government terms have become a buzzword across the world, there is evidence of insufficient or a lack 
of consensus on the meaning of e-government, especially the main characteristics of e-government [24]. Whether 
you call it electronic government or digital government, there is a need to understand what has been written in the 
literature to get a holistic meaning of e-government. While reviewing the e-government literature, we found that there 
were many versions of e-government definitions. From a technology point of view, e-government: “is about utilizing 
the Internet and the world-wide-web (WWW) for delivering government information and services to citizens” [52]. 
From an e-commerce driven perspective, e-government is defined as: “Federal, state, and local government 
applications that elicit payment or documentation submission over the Net” [46]. However, from a customer 
relationship driven approach, e-government is seen as: “use by government agencies of information technologies 
that have the ability to transform relations with citizens, businesses, and other arms of government” [62]. Likewise, 
Customer Relationship Management (CRM) in e-government is defined as a: “capability that dramatically improves 
government’s relationship with its customers by reorganizing services around actual customer needs” [9]. As we can 
see over time, e-government concepts have evolved from technological to relational perspectives. It is therefore the 
goal of this paper to understand customer’s motivation in using e-government services to improve their customer 
relationship and to allocate resources on strategic areas to increase customer satisfaction. Also, in this paper, we will 
demonstrate the usefulness of Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) grid in the evaluation of the e-government 
benefits from user’s perspectives in Japan. 

2 E-government Benefits 
Organisations, public or private, both emphasize a high return on investments (ROI). Government increases ROI 
through improved tax and license fee collections, and cost efficiencies [38]. On the other hand, the private sector 
increases profit through cross-selling and up-selling products, and improving customer loyalty. On a softer side, both 
sectors emphasize the importance of customer satisfaction. In an evaluation research by Accenture, the results 
revealed that 93% of service providers emphasize the importance of customer satisfaction in developing e-
government initiatives [9]. Furthermore, 83% of the survey respondents stressed that in the development of e-
government, customer demands for new and better services is crucial. Therefore, it is important to understand 
customers’ needs and wants, especially the benefits that drive them to use e-government services. The e-
government benefits can be categorically broken into two categories: citizen direct benefits (tangible) and citizen 
indirect benefits (intangible).  
 
Citizen direct benefits are categorically tangible benefits and can be measured in value such as time and cost. 
Examples of citizen direct benefits are: 

 
• Saving transaction costs;  

• Processing transactions speedily; 

• High speed accessibility;  

• Reducing customers’ time spent travelling to government offices; 

• Decreased customer queuing time;  

• Decreased face-to face-interaction; 

• Saving petrol costs;  

• Saving parking costs;  

• Providing faster access to documents and forms;  

• Having a quicker response time to queries;  

• Saving postage costs; and  

• Reducing the number of customer visits to government offices.  
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Citizen indirect benefits are benefits that are difficult to observe, but nevertheless can be realised. Examples of 
citizen indirect benefits are: 
 

• Being user friendly and easy to use; 

• Easy to find information;  

• Convenience and availability (i.e. 24 hours a day, 7 days a week); 

• Keeping customers’ personal and financial information protected;   

• Keeping customers’ data private (privacy);   

• Giving customers caring and individual attention (i.e., referral to a contact person);  

• Providing up-to-date information; 

• Encouraging active participation from citizens (i.e., e-consultation); 

• Communicating in clear and plain language; 

• Providing prompt service, and helpful response to customer requests; 

• Providing dependable and reliable services; 

• Making interaction with government less bureaucratic; 

• Increasing customer loyalty and encouraging repeat visits; 

• Being accessible for people with disabilities; and   

• Increasing government accountability to citizens. 

 
Before deciding which evaluation tools to measure the above-mentioned citizen benefits, we look at numerous 
evaluation tools that have been applied in e-government. 

3 Existing E-government Evaluation Methods  
Numerous evaluation researches, especially e-government surveys, have been used to review citizen and service 
provider needs and to examine the quality of e-government websites. Survey methods include face-to-face and 
telephone interviews with citizens or government officials [2], [9], [46], [47], focus groups [2], visits to government 
websites [53], [54], [56], and questionnaire surveys to citizens [10]. Examples of practitioners’ evaluation tools are 
shown in Table 1. 
 
The majority of the existing work on e-government focuses on supply side (government providers) [26], [45]. Most of 
the research surveyed governments to explore the different types of services offered online and to find out barriers 
that impede the implementation of e-government [19], [35], [61], and United Nation Public Administration Network 
(UNPAN), on the other hand, benchmarked e-government and ranked e-government at the international level [53], 
[54]. Numerous supply side approaches of e-government have come under criticisms and most of the critiques are 
geared towards the problems with supply side benchmarking [4], [25], [36]. It is arguable that some e-government 
benchmarking researches are biased and not reliable for assessing e-government progress [4] because the result of 
such benchmarking can favor the country, which initiated the benchmarking activity [4], [26]. Only a handful of survey 
research was conducted on the demand side – customer [32], [45]. There are two types of customers, namely back 
end (internal) customer and front end (external) customer. Research in evaluating back end should capture both the 
organizational and technical infrastructure elements to enable participating organizations to benchmark against each 
other [25]. Many external customer satisfaction surveys enable respondents to rate how well the organisation or its 
personnel perform on a series of attributes, which gives little insight into what customers truly want and need from 
using such e-government services [60] .  
 
Apart from the practitioners’ evaluation tools, we also considered the commonly used evaluation tools by the 
academics – SERVQUAL and SERVPERF. SERVQUAL, an evaluation tool [39], has been widely used to measure 
service quality in both public [11], [37], [57], [58] and private sectors [23], [31]. SERVQUAL also has been used to 
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measure service quality of websites [28], [29]. SERVQUAL formula is written as G = P- E, where G= service quality 
gap; P= Perception; E = Expectation. This enables the measurement of gap analysis between the customers’ 
perception and their expectations of actual service quality [11], [39], [57], [58].  
 

Table 1: Practitioners’ evaluation tools 
 

Project name 
(organisation) 
 

Methodology  and methods 
 

Evaluation objectives: Primary goals 
 

The United Nations 
Network in Public 
Administration 
and Finance [53], [54] 
 

Ranks 191 United Nations (UN) 
members according to the 
quantitative index of readiness 
based on:  
(1) website evaluation; 
(2) telecommunication 
infrastructure; and  
(3) human resource endowment.  
 

(1) To present objectively e-government 
facts and environment for the UN 
participating members. 
 
(2) To encourage UN members to come 
up with new innovative ideas in 
combating social exclusion through e-
government.  
 

Momentum Research 
Group [47] 
 

406 interviews were conducted 
from citizens and the business 
sector. 
 

(1) To benchmark the demand of e-
government services and applications 
 
(2) To understand citizen and business 
needs and wants in e-government 
contexts and to maximise the 
government’s ROI. 
 

Deloitte and Touche [13] Use the Citizen Advantage tool to 
justify the direct and indirect 
savings. 

(1) To illustrate the importance of 
compliance effects in the use of e-
government. 
 

Forrester Research [46]  Conducted 45 interviews in 
Federal, State, and Local 
Government; 15 interviews from 
each government level. 

(1) To find out how the Federal, State 
and Local Governments market their e-
government sites to the users.  
 
(2) To find out what the barriers are that 
hinder the e-government initiatives. 
 

Accenture [9] A series of 143 in-depth telephone 
interviews with customer service 
senior executives and directors 
across 15 central government 
agencies.  
 

(1) To evaluate agencies’ attitudes and 
action in making CRM a reality. 
 
(2) To identify areas of best practices in 
the CRM implementations.  
 

Cap Gemini Ernst & 
Young [56] 

Web-based survey method (1) To benchmark programmes and 
assess the progress of eEurope. 
 
(2) To assess the percentage of e-
services made available online in the 15 
EU member countries. 
 

Taylor Nelson Sofres 
Research [10] 

Approximately 32,000 individuals 
from 32 countries were interviewed. 

(1) To understand the Internet effect on 
citizens in the adoption of e-services 
globally and nationally 
 

World Markets Research 
Centre [63] 

To evaluate 2,288 National 
Government websites from 196 
countries 

(1) To find the differences in national 
government websites and to offer ways 
to government to upgrade their e-
government sites. 
 

Australian  government 
Information Management 
Organisation [2] 

5040 interviews were conducted. 
Also, four focus groups are 
conducted to explore the 
motivations and attitudes related to 
key findings in the survey.  

(1) To understand the users’ 
demographic, behaviours in using e-
government services. 
(2) To identify e-government barriers.  
(3) To measure customer satisfaction. 
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Even though SERVQUAL has been widely used by academics to measure service quality, it has also been highly 
criticised by many researchers [6], [7], [8], [43], [55]. For example, the famous SERVQUAL five dimensions fail to be 
replicated [6]. Also, SERVQUAL is not universal because it lacks customisation abilities, and there was 
recommendation of the use of importance being assigned to each of the items to allow differences between each 
attribute of the service quality to be identified [6]. Another problem is that the SERVQUAL’s gap scale, and the 
average scores across the five dimensions, cannot be justified because of the dimension structure’s instability [55]. 
To solve that problem, the researchers suggested that each of the items should be treated individually. Also, in 
response to the SERVQUAL debates, there are new suggestions to use the evaluation tool with either the perception 
or expected scale, but not the difference between them [8]. Thus, a new performance-based service quality 
measurement tool called SERVPERF was developed [7]. SERVPERF measures only the performance level of the 
service quality. With the recommendation of the use of importance [6] and the SERVPERF emphasis of the 
importance of performance being assigned to the measured attributes [7], therefore, the adoption of importance-
performance is important. 

3.1 The Importance of the IPA Model 

After a comprehensive literature review of e-government, we discovered that many service industry researchers and 
practitioners normally used a one-sided survey to measure only satisfaction levels. As mentioned earlier, instead of 
measuring only the satisfaction levels, it is suggested that the importance indicator to be assigned to the items 
surveyed to rank the importance of the attributes [6]. Many customer satisfaction tools [2], SERVQUAL [40] and 
SERVPERF [7] failed to include such importance ranking in their survey method. To address this problem, the IPA, a 
simple evaluation tool, is used to understand customer satisfaction and prioritise areas for improvement [30]. Even 
the strong advocates of SERVPERF [7] recommended the use of importance-performance in measuring service 
quality.  IPA has been widely used in service industries such as travel and tourism [15], [16], [18], education [27], [34], 
hospitals [20], [64], and other sectors [5], [14]. IPA is more superior than both SERVPERF and SERVQUAL because 
it has the importance attribution to the items and moreover, IPA can be plotted graphically using the importance and 
performance for each attribute. In addition, many practitioners found SERVQUAL and SERVPERF too technical and 
information collected from such approaches can be difficult to understand. IPA, on the other hand, is a powerful 
evaluation tool for practitioners and academics to find out attributes that are doing well and attributes that need to be 
improved, which require actions immediately [59]. In short, this IPA evaluation tool is used to prescribe the 
prioritisation of attributes for improvement and it can also provide guidance for strategic development [49].  
 
The two dimensional IPA model is divided into four quadrants with performance on the x-axis and importance on the 
y-axis. As a result of this, four quadrants namely Concentrate Here, Keep up the Good Work, Low Priority, and 
Possible Overkill are created. The quadrants can be used to generate suggestions for e-government managers by 
differentiating between them [59]. 
 
Quadrant I (High Importance/Low Performance) is labelled Concentrate Here. Attributes that fall into this quadrant 
represent key areas that need to be improved with top priority.  
 
Quadrant II (High Importance/High Performance) is labelled Keep up the good work. All attributes that fall into this 
quadrant are the strength and pillar of the organisations, and they should be the pride of the organisations.  
 
Quadrant III (Low Importance/Low Performance) is labelled Low Priority. Thus, any of the attributes that fall into this 
quadrant are not important and pose no threat to the organisations.  
 
Quadrant IV (Low Importance/High Performance) is labelled as Possible Overkill. It denotes attributes that are overly 
emphasized by the organisations; therefore, organisations should reflect on these attributes, instead of continuing to 
focus in this quadrant, they should allocate more resources to deal with attributes that reside in quadrant I. 
 
An example of an IPA grid is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: The original IPA framework. Source [30] 
 
The IPA evaluation tool can help to evaluate e-government benefits and to provide guidance to formulate e-
government strategy to allocate resources accurately to maximise a high ROI [59]. The IPA model is used to 
evaluate the level of importance citizens attach to each of the benefits and also to examine the level of satisfaction 
perceived by them in the delivery of those benefits.  

4 Methodology and Data Collection 
This research project used a survey method to measure the perception of Ryukoku’s alumni as e-government users. 
Given the fact that many alumni are geographically dispersed, the use of an online survey was highly recommended. 
This e-government research project used similar questionnaires to those successfully used by a group of Malaysia –
government researchers to evaluate Japanese users’ perspectives on the quality of e-government services [59]. 
Invitational emails were sent to Ryukoku’s alumni informing them about the e-government survey project and to 
solicit their input about their e-government experiences. We used a five point Likert scale to measure the importance 
(1 = very unimportant to 5 = very important) and performance (1 = very unsatisfied to 5 = very satisfied) attributed to 
each benefit. In total there were 27 benefits identified from the e-government literature. The survey begins with 
questions about the types of e-government services used by the users, followed by the IPA evaluation, open-ended 
questions and users’ demographic. Empirical data was collected electronically and in total, 107 alumni members 
filled in the survey and amongst those respondents, 46 are female and 61 are male, in which 45% of the total 
respondents are single. The significance and the reliability of the IPA grid have been tested successfully [48]. It is 
also cautioned that if the survey response rate is low, the possibilities of over-represented and under-represented 
populations may occur [19], [45]. While the response rate to a survey can vary, a general rule of thumb is to have at 
least 100 survey responses, which is achieved in this research.  

5 E-government Experience in Japan 
Japan, a highly industrialised technological country in Asia, is considered a developed country. Famous for its 
Kaizen or continuous improvement concepts, there is no doubt that Japan is highly efficient when it comes to 
international trading; therefore, it is not surprising that Japan is ranked as having the second largest Gross National 
Product (GNP) economic growth in the world. In today’s world, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 
has become one of the drivers in economic growth. ICT has played an important role in Japanese economic growth, 
and also in another report by UNPAN, Japan is considered as one of the South East Asian countries that has a high 
level of fixed line,  mobile phones and Internet usage [33]. Such first world infrastructures have facilitated 
government providers to implement e-government services for the use of the citizen [53].  
 
In 2001, an e-government research study conducted by both the United Nations Division for Public Economics and 
Public Administration (UNDPEPA) and the American Society for Public Administration (ASPA), revealed that Japan 
was ranked 27th internationally and was the 30th e-government leader in the world [52]. This UNPAN research used 
two methodologies to benchmark a global e-government index [52]. Firstly, the national e-government website was 
analysed for its content and type of services provided followed by a statistical analysis comparing human capital and 
ICT infrastructure of UN member states. In 2003, Japan’s e-government had improved and it climbed to 18th position. 
Japan maintained this position in 2004. However, Japan’s e-government ranking made a leap from 18th to 14th in 
2005 [53]. Such an improvement was due to Japan’s proactive role in e-participation, which includes features that 

Quadrant I 
Concentrate Here 

Quadrant III 
Low Priority 

Quadrant II 
Keep Up the Good 

Work 

Quadrant IV 
Possible Overkill 

High Performance Low Performance 

High Importance 

Low Importance 



 

 

23

Meng Seng Wong 
Nishimoto Hideki 
Philip George 

The Use of Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) in Evaluating Japan's  
E-government Services 

Journal of Theoretical and Applied Electronic Commerce Research
ISSN 0718–1876 Electronic Version 
VOL 6 / ISSUE 2 / AUGUST 2011 / 17-30 
© 2011 Universidad de Talca - Chile 

This paper is available online at 
www.jtaer.com 
DOI: 10.4067/S0718-18762011000200003 

encourage citizen engagement (i.e., feedback). UNPAN found that although the Japanese e-government portal (Site 
1) provides documents for consultation, the feedback was still collected offline [53]. Japan’s m-government, known 
as Keitai, facilitates content services offered by eight government agencies which are accessible using wireless 
devices (i.e., mobile phones and Personal Digital Assistants (PDAs)). Information such as environmental situations 
(i.e., weather and road traffic), maritime (i.e., navigation alerts), immigration (i.e., passport and visa applications), 
crimes (i.e., information about wanted criminals), Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) (i.e., government policies) are 
made available using Keitai services. In 2008, Japan’s e-government climbed to 11th position and settled in 17th 

position in 2010 [54]. Although the Japanese e-government is considered one of the top 20 e-government leaders in 
the world, it still needs to improve its e-government services by responding to the needs and wants of its citizens.   
 
Previous research on e-government, specifically assessing e-government progress, had mainly focused on 
benchmarking of countries based on different sets of indicators [26]. However, no research has been made to 
assess the service benefits of Japanese e-government services. There is also lack of research in the demand side 
(customers’ perspectives) about the importance and performance of realized benefits in using e-government services 
in Japan. One of the main knowledge gaps that would be addressed in this research is the introduction of 
Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) as a strategic decision making tool that can assist IS decision makers in 
Japan to strategically allocate resources to improve E-Government services. There is also lack of e-government 
evaluation research in Japan, and it is the intention of this research to fill the knowledge gap, which includes 
exploring: (i) the general perception of user about Japan’s e-government services; (ii) the ranking of e-government 
benefits; and (iii) customer’s rating of importance and performance of e-government benefits realized when they 
used e-government services. 
  
In this research, the IPA is used to evaluate the quality of online services provided by Japanese e-government portal 
(Site 1). This national website provides services such as:  
 

1. Police legal counsel and communication services;  

2. School education and learning information;  

3. Employment and the national insurance system;  

4. Health issues;  

5. Income tax issues;  

6. Driver’s license and payment of road and automobile tax;  

7. Marriage and business certificates; and  

8. Information about travelling and nationwide transportation.  

 
According to Internet World Stats (Site 2), as of September 2009, 75.5% of the Japanese population was Internet-
enabled. With such a high percentage of the Japanese population using the Internet, it is definitely good to perform 
an evaluation of benefits on the e-government services with a hope of clearly understanding the needs and wants of 
the users to better serve them in the future. The IPA evaluation tool can highlight strategic areas for government to 
focus on and hence maximise the resources to gain higher customer satisfaction. 

6 Discussion of Findings 
The findings are presented in three sections:  
 

1. The general perception of Japan’s e-government services;  

2. E-government benefit ranking analysis; and 

3. The graphical plotting of benefits on the IPA grid.  

6.1 General Perception of Japan’s E-government Services 

Respondents were asked to rate using a five point Likert scale, with items regarding the overall service quality of the 
e-government services. Scale anchors ranged from: very good (5); good (4); neutral (3); bad (2); to very bad (1). On 
average, the respondents rated 2.72 for the overall service quality of Japanese e-government services. Respondents 
were asked again, on a rating of 5 (definitely not (1); probably not (2); might or might not (3); probably (4); definitely 
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(5)), how likely they were to use the e-government services again and how likely they were to recommend the 
services to others. As for the former question, the respondents rated encouragingly 3.50, which shows that the 
majority of the respondents will use the e-government services again. However, as for the latter question, the 
respondents rated 3.01 on the scale of e-government services recommendations, which means they are taking a 
neutral stance towards the recommendation of such similar e-government services to others.   
 
It is important to measure citizens’ perceptions on the after use effects of the e-government services whether such e-
government services are: (1) essential; (2) improving public services; (3) wasting public money; (4) creating better 
relationships between citizens and government; (5) important to make well-informed decisions. Interestingly, 46.7% 
of the respondents disagreed that the use of e-government services can help to create a better relationship between 
citizens and government. More than half of the respondents (58.9%) agreed that the use of e-government services 
can help to make well-informed decisions. For details please see Table 2. 
 

Table 2: Citizens’ perception on the after use of e-government services 
 

As a result of using e-government services, I am convinced that such services are: 

 Essential 

Improving 
public 
services 

Wasting 
public 
money 

Creating better 
relationships between 
citizens and 
government 

Important to 
make well-
informed 
decisions 

Yes 36.4% 32.7% 41.1% 8.4% 58.9% 
No  22.4% 24.3% 28.0% 46.7% 14.0% 
Do not know 41.1% 43.0% 30.8% 44.9% 27.1% 

 

6.2 E-government Benefit Ranking Analysis  

Table 3 shows the top 10 most important benefits from the perspective of the citizen. As we can see, citizens ranked 
convenience and availability: 24 hours a day, 7 days a week (B14); processing transactions speedily (B2); reducing 
time spent travelling to government offices (B4); high speed accessibility (B3) and; providing faster access to 
documents and forms (B9) as the most important benefits that drive them to use e-government services. Interestingly, 
all the mentioned benefits are categorically related to speed and time. 
 

Table 3: Top 10 benefits of ‘importance’ to citizens 
 

 
Benefits 

 
Mean
Imp. 

Rank 
Imp. 

Mean 
Per. 

Rank 
Per. 

B14 
 

Convenience and available at anytime (24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week) 

4.46 
 

1 
 

3.74 
 

1 
 

B2  Processing transactions speedily 4.44 2 3.36 10 
B4 
  

Reduce customers’ time spent travelling to the 
government office 

4.37 
 

3 
 

3.60 
 

3 
 

B3  High speed accessibility 4.30 4 3.62 2 
B9  Providing faster access to documents and forms 4.23 5 3.48 6 
B13  Easy to find information 4.21 =6 3.50 4 
B5  Decreased customer queuing time 4.21 =6 3.49 5 
B18  Providing up-to-date information 4.21 =6 3.47 7 
B16  Keeping customer data private (privacy) 4.17 7 3.16 14 
B15 
 

Keeping customer personal and financial information 
protected (security) 

4.15 
 

8 
 

3.01 
 

17 
 

B1  Saving transaction costs 4.09 9 3.20 13 
B10  Having a quicker response time to queries 3.96 10 3.05 15 

 
The mean importance for all the 27 benefits was rated at 3.86, whereas the mean satisfaction was just an average of 
3.19 (see Appendix A). Therefore, if we were to plot the importance and performance on the IPA grid, government 
leaders and strategists would be able to quickly identify areas in which e-government should allocate their resources 
to maximise a high ROI. This is reflected in the IPA shown in Figure 2.  
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6.3 Graphical Plotting of Benefits on the IPA Grid 

The intersection in the IPA is made available using the mean level of importance at 3.86 and the mean level of 
performance 3.19. In quadrant I, Concentrate Here, citizens perceive the attributes as very important, but the 
perceptions of performance levels are below average. Thus, further improvement efforts should be concentrated 
here. There are five attributes that fall into this quadrant.  
 

• Having a quicker response time to queries (B10).  

• Keeping customers’ personal and financial information protected (security) (B15).  

• Keeping customer data private (privacy) (B16).  

• Providing prompt service, and helpful response to customer requests (B21).  

• Being accessible for people with disabilities (B25). 

 

 
Figure 2: Citizen IPA grid 

 
Indirect benefits such as security and privacy issues are important to build customers’ trust in using e-government 
[32]. In another research by World Markets, it found out that 2% of government websites are disabled friendly [63]. 
Many of such important attributes can only be improved when the government knows what is important and what is 
not important and also how satisfied their citizens are in getting those benefits.  
 
Benefits such as: (B1) saving transaction costs; (B2) processing transactions speedily; (B3) high speed accessibility; 
(B4) reducing customers’ time spent travelling to government offices; (B5) decreased customer queuing time; (B9) 
providing faster access to documents and forms; (B13) easy to find information; (B14) convenience and availability 
(24 hours a day, 7 days a week); (B18) providing up-to-date information; and (B26) reducing the number of customer 
visits to government office, situated in quadrant II, Keep Up the Good Work, are perceived to be very important and 
satisfied from the customers’ perspective. All these e-government benefits are the strengths of the organisations and 
the government agencies should keep up the good work in maintaining or delighting their customers, as otherwise, 
these benefits might risk falling into the Concentrate Here quadrant.    
 
Some of the benefits that are literally categorised as Low Priority in quadrant III are: 
 

• Decreased face-to-face interaction (B6); 

• Being user friendly and easy to use (B12); 
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• Giving customers caring and individual attention (i.e., referral to a contact person) (B17); 

• Encouraging active participation from citizens (i.e., e-consultation) (B19); 

• Clear and written in plain language (B20); 

• Providing dependable and reliable services (B22); 

• Make interaction with the government less bureaucratic (B23); 

• Increasing customers’ loyalty and encouraging repeat visits (B24); 

• Increasing government accountability to citizens (B27). 

In quadrant IV, Possible Overkill, there are three direct benefit attributes namely: saving (B7) petrol; (B8) parking; 
and (B11) postage costs that are rated by customers as of low importance with high performance. Here, the 
customers are very satisfied with the organisation’s performance, but all the continuous effort in delivering those 
benefits to the customers will be futile if customers are already content. Therefore, present efforts on these attributes 
in this quadrant are exaggerated and government planners should consider allocating resources (i.e., money, effort, 
and time) elsewhere, especially on those benefits in the Concentrate Here quadrant, to yield a higher return.  
 
This research study managed to provide useful recommendations for e-government planners or policy makers for 
developing e-government strategies in the future. The IPA grid reveals areas of strategic focus, i.e., Concentrate 
Here quadrants with findings in this area that require the greatest attention. Also, to be highlighted in this paper is 
that the identification of those who judge the importance and performance of each of the benefits is clear because 
the Ryukoku’s alumni members are clearly working class citizens and only respondents that have used e-
government services were asked to complete the survey. It is likely that the general population would have a 
different view on the importance and performance in the above-mentioned attributes; therefore, further research 
should be conducted to gauge the perception of the overall Japanese citizen on the quality of e-government services 
in Japan in the future.  

7 Conclusions 
In this paper, the IPA technique is discussed and applied to measure e-government benefits from the perspective of 
Japanese e-government users to find focus areas for the allocation of resources. An online survey was developed to 
survey users’ perceptions to identify areas of importance and areas of satisfaction/dissatisfaction, which then enable 
government providers to strategically identify focus areas to improve e-government services. IPA is a strategic tool 
that can quickly enable e-government planners to understand customers’ needs and wants (important prioritisation 
areas) and also to assess customers’ satisfaction rather than relying on performance indicators alone.  
 
In this research, the Japanese public managers and IS decision makers should focus on the Concentrate Here 
benefits, and allocate resources to improve e-government systems to: (a) quicken response time to queries; (b) keep 
customer’s personal and financial information protected; (c) keep customer data private; (d) provide prompt service, 
and helpful response to customer requests; and be accessible for people with disabilities. In the Possible Overkill 
quadrant, there is an overemphasis in the government’s allocation of resources on attributes that are deemed to be 
unimportant and it is time to consider divesting investment in these areas by allocating more resources to 
Concentrate Here quadrant. While this research manages to evaluate customers’ perspectives (demand side) on the 
importance and performance of benefit gains in using e-government services, we believe that a similar evaluation 
method can be applied in future research to measure government providers’ (supply side) perspectives on the 
benefits of providing e-government services.  
 
Also for future research, there are plans to extend the one-sided IPA evaluation tool further by cross-matching the 
importance and satisfaction levels attached by customers and service providers to each of the E-Government 
benefits. For example, the IPA evaluation tool can be extrapolated to become Importance-Importance Analysis (IIA) 
and Performance-Performance Analysis (PPA) from citizen and service provider perspectives. For the IIA evaluation 
tool, we can find the gap analysis by comparing the importance levels attached by both citizen and service provider 
to each of the benefits. Likewise, the PPA evaluation tool can be used to identify the relative satisfaction of the 
benefit attributes associated with e-government services. To conclude, this IPA grid is useful for information systems 
(IS) managers or researchers to evaluate e-government service quality by prioritising or focusing on areas where 
improvement is needed without wasting taxpayers’ money. There is a limitation to the interpretation of the results 
because the collected data was mainly from Ryukoku alumni, which may not be representative of the whole 
population in Japan. Although the survey research received good responses from 107 participants, further study is 
still recommended to further validate the findings and also to make the findings more generalisable to the whole 
population. One of the options to further validate the findings would be to conduct an online survey and link it to the 
main Japanese e-government portal to gauge citizens’ perception on the use of the Japanese e-government services. 
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Appendix A: E-government Benefits 

 

 Benefits Important Performance 
B1  Saving transaction costs [1] 4.09 3.20 

B2  Processing transaction speedily [21], [44] 4.44 3.36 

B3  High speed accessibility [50] 4.30 3.62 
B4 
  

Reducing customers’ time spent traveling to the government 
offices [1], [12], [21] 

4.37 3.60 

B5  Decrease customer queuing time [51] 4.21 3.49 

B6  Decrease face to face interaction [3] 3.04 2.93 

B7  Save petrol costs [12] 3.69 3.45 

B8  Save parking costs [12] 3.46 3.21 

B9  Provide faster access to documents and forms [3] 4.23 3.48 

B10  Having a quicker response time to queries [1] 3.96 3.05 

B11  Save postage costs [12] 3.73 3.31 

B12  Being user friendly and easy to use [3] 3.54 2.94 

B13  Easy to find information [3] 4.21 3.50 
B14 
 

Convenience and availability (i.e. 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week) [1], [21] 

4.46 3.74 

B15 
 

Keeping customers’ personal and financial information protected 
(Security) [51] 

4.15 3.01 

B16  Keeping customers’ data private (Privacy) [51] 4.17 3.16 
B17  
 

Giving customers caring and individual attention (i.e., referral to 
a contact person) [21] 

3.56 2.82 

B18  Providing up-to-date information [3] 4.21 3.47 
B19 
  

Encouraging active participation from citizens (i.e., e-
consultation) [22] 

3.16 2.81 

B20  Communicating in clear and plain language [3] 3.67 2.99 
B21 
  

Providing prompt service, and helpful response to customer 
requests [1] 

3.88 2.99 

B22  providing dependable and reliable services [3] 3.84 2.98 

B23 Making interaction with government less bureaucratic [3] 3.35 2.74 

B24 Increasing customer loyalty and encouraging repeat visits [41] 3.15 2.72 

B25  Being accessible for people with disabilities [42] 3.87 3.03 
B26 
  

Reducing the number of customer visits to government   
offices [17]  

3.87 3.42 

B27  Increasing government accountability to citizens [4], [44]  3.50 3.05 

 Average 3.86 3.19 


