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Abstract: The study aims to explore the public implications of e-government in Sri Lanka, filling the existing literature gap and
offering a rigorous understanding. Two research questions formulated to guide the research: (1) What is the public value of
electronic government? (2) What are the key determinants of public value? Notably, the outcomes suggest that the common good
for the public, referred to as "the public value,” is largely unknown to the public. More significantly, there is a notable gap in the
rigorous assessment of the public implications of e-government initiatives. This implies the necessity of undertaking up-to-date,
rigorous assessments at the project, institutional, regional, and national levels. Furthermore, study outcomes suggest the urgent and
vital need for a framework that measures the progress of less mature e-government, taking into account the unique socio-technical
dimensions of a developing economy like Sri Lanka. This paper presents a rigorous review of public value in current e-government.
It proposes a conceptual framework, along with an e-government implementation model tailored to the country's context, based on
a systematic review of the literature.
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|I. INTRODUCTION

Advancements in digital government to support effective public service delivery are a modern priority in public management.
The concept of digital government, or e-government, has evolved in terms of conceptualization, implementation, and evaluation since
the 1980s. With the emergence of new technology, e-government has become progressively more complex. The concept is not new
anymore. The digitalization of public services to meet rising public expectations has become more complex due to conflicting
priorities and a digitally sophisticated public in the global population. Therefore, e-government is recognized as a means of achieving
sustainable economic growth and enhancing the quality of life (United Nations Department for Economic and Social Affairs, 2024).

E-government, more commonly described as the adaptation of information technology (ICT) to deliver effective, efficient
services to citizens and businesses by a government (Simonofski et al., 2020; Mensah et al., 2022). The public value is an emerging
trend in assessing e-government, conceptualized as the collective expectation of citizens regarding public services offered by a
government (H. Moore, 1995; Moore, 2021). Where the public or citizens are stakeholders in a society, representing various roles,
such as taxpayers, customers of public services, or policymakers (Andersen et al., 2021).

The development of e-government is indicative of an upward trend. Globally, there is a noticeable increase in investments in
digital infrastructure to promote an efficient public service delivery ethos, thereby enhancing public inclusiveness in decision-making
(Andersen et al., 2021; Maragno et al., 2021; Song et al., 2024; United Nations Department for Economic and Social Affairs, 2024).
However, the United Nations' latest e-government survey reveals sharp disparities in capacity and accessibility, as well as a widening
digital divide in developing countries. Although these governments have taken distinct approaches to develop digital platforms that
address public expectations, the conflicting priorities in these countries' facets prove that there is no single way to address issues
related to emerging economies. Digital exclusion, limitations in online freedom of expression, data protection and privacy violations,
and inadequate regulatory frameworks are some of the key impediments in these countries (United Nations Department for Economic
and Social Affairs, 2024). Notably, the UN report's outcome suggests that these countries may struggle to bridge the digital
transformation gap, even with the most optimistic forecast from the UN E-Government Development Index (EDGI). This highlights
the need for a more comprehensive and nuanced approach to understanding the public value delivery of e-government initiatives
from the public perspective (United Nations Department for Economic and Social Affairs, 2024).

Although the UN survey (United Nations Department for Economic and Social Affairs, 2024) reflects upward global trends in
e-government, showing positive signs of transformation from lower to higher EDGI, the proportion of the world population lagging
in digital government development has decreased from 45% in 2022 to 22.4% in 2024. Europe has the highest average EGDI value
(0.8493), followed by Asia (0.6990), the Americas (0.6701), Oceania (0.5289), and Africa (0.4247). Asia has seen the sharpest
increase in its average EGDI value (7.7 percent), followed by Africa (4.8 percent), the Americas and Oceania (4.1 percent), and
Europe (2.3 percent). The progress has been uneven. Regional disparities in digital development remain. Asia has made impressive
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strides since 2022. Singapore, the Republic of Korea, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Japan, and Bahrain are leading in
digital government development. Strong upward trends have also been driven by the significant digital advancements made in China,
which focus on integrating cutting-edge technologies into public services. Despite these advancements, 1.9 billion people remain at
the crosshairs of the digital divide (United Nations Department for Economic and Social Affairs, 2024).

Sri Lanka recognized the global trends in e-government. The national computer policy was introduced in 1983 (Ministry of
Technology, 2021). The ambitious e-Sri Lanka project was launched in 2002 (Rainford, 2014). To address the digital divide, the e-
library initiative Nenasala was launched in 2005. Subsequently, the five-pillar e-government strategy was launched under the e-
government 2020 vision. ICTA, the apex government body for information technology, launched various digital transformation
initiatives, including 18 digital government-related initiatives, an initiative to enhance the digital revenue economy, five initiatives
focusing on the digital industry, and fourteen impactful initiatives aimed at building digital capacity (Ministry of Technology, 2021;
Wattegama, 2021).

Despite all these ambitious efforts, Sri Lanka's public sector apparatus remains inefficient (Elapatha & Jehan, 2020; Tennakoon,
2020). E-government ranked 98. It is a 32.4% decline compared to 2014, which recorded the highest index rank. The e-government
development index trails behind regional leader Singapore, ranked at 0.9691, and sub-regional leader Maldives, with an index of
0.6745. More significantly, the e-participation index of 0.4110 is very low compared to regional leader Japan (0.9863) and sub-
regional leader India (0.6575). Notably, e-government literacy, as measured by the human capital index, remains significantly lower
at 0.2778 compared to the regional average of 0.5579. All these indicate a more muted nature of citizen-government interactions
(United Nations Department for Economic and Social Affairs, 2024).

The success of e-government is closely correlated with the value it creates for the public (Deng et al., 2018). The success or
failure of such digital initiatives predominantly depends on citizens' take-up. The perceived value realized from public utilization of
these digital initiatives. Likewise, perceived value realization needs to be identified with a greater focus on public motivation,
intergovernmental strategic connectivity, and trust (Nielsen, 2017).

In this context, it has become clear that a rigorous evaluation of e-government performance in Sri Lanka is necessary. Though
there were several attempts made to understand the public implications of e-Sri Lanka(Sufna & Fernando, 2015; Pushpakumara &
Jothirathne, 2017; Alahakoon & Jehan, 2020; Liyanage et al., 2020; Fernando & Madhuwanthi 2022, 2022; Weerasinghe et al., 2023;
R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara, 2024) initiative after launching decades ago, the literature gap suggests the absence
of a rigorous UpToDate empirical assessment on this critical area, critical to the digital economy. The last known comprehensive
assessment was performed by Karunasena and Deng in 2011(Karunasena & Deng, 2011), which lacks validity and reliability.
Currently, the implications of e-government initiatives for the public are not well understood or measured. There is no real mechanism
or method in place. Therefore, the common good for the public, the public value of e-government in Sri Lanka, is unclear.

This research aims to understand the public implications of e-government in Sri Lanka based on a critical analysis of emerging
research.

Accordingly, research questions are formulated as follows:

1. What is the present state of e-government's value to the public?
2. What are the key determinants to consider when evaluating the public value in e-government in Sri Lanka?

The research questions were answered by critical analysis of existing literature, focusing on (a) the conceptualization of e-
government, (b) the suitability and adoptability of existing frameworks to assess the public value of e-government initiatives, and (c)
developing a conceptual framework that can guide research and practice.

The following sections describe the theoretical background, public value measurement frameworks, public implications, and the
value of e-government in Sri Lanka, as well as the results analysis, discussion, a proposed conceptual framework, and conclusion.

1. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Public value of e-government

Information and communication technology is the primary enabler and driver of public value (United Nations Department for
Economic and Social Affairs, 2024). It is impractical to consider value creation in systems related to digital transformation without
focusing on activities and actions related (European Commission. Directorate General for Communications Networks, Content and
Technology. et al., 2024; MacLean & Titah, 2022). The values are defined in different perspectives. Both public and private sectors
exist to serve citizens. Still, with a very contrasting focus (Andersen et al., 2021; Maragno et al., 2021; MacLean & Titah, 2022). The
public sector serves citizens with a service mindset, viewing people as constituents. However, the private sector is profit-oriented,
viewing citizens as customers (Maragno et al., 2021; Scupola & Mergel, 2022). However, these contrasting views serve a simple core
idea: create public value. Therefore, modern-day public managers are more concerned with public value. Public managers should
create public value from the assets entrusted to them by the public (Moore, 2021).

The strategic triangle concept is taught and applied to guide this value-creating discipline in management within a government.
Moore's strategic triangle is a strategy model for the public sector, similar to those used by private sector executives. The core idea
behind the concept is to exploit value-creating opportunities in the public sector based on their point in a triangle form. Specifically,
these include public value, organizational capacity, legitimacy, and support (Moore, 2021). Subsequently, various scholars have
contributed to the advancement of the public value concept (MacLean & Titah, 2022; Song et al., 2024). Kearns (Kearns, 2004)
contribution to the advancement of theoretical development was significant.

This study adopts public value theory, based on Moore's (Moore, 2021) strategic triangle concept. Implications for citizens focus
on theorizing public value from a public perspective. Although actions from government institutions have no direct impact on citizens,
in a broader sense, citizens and their interests are still impacted as stakeholders (Castelnovo & Simonetta, 2007; Andersen et al.,
2021). Therefore, assessing public value from "citizens as stakeholders"” perspective, such as taxpayers, business entities, or policy
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makers, etc., is a necessity for any successful e-government (Castelnovo & Simonetta, 2007). This is to deliver public value in
response to public expectations.

E-government is recognized as the modern-day cornerstone for sustainable economic development, which will have a socio-
political impact on society (Department of Economics and Social Affairs, 2022). Therefore, adopting the public value concept, public
value measuring frameworks are used to evaluate socially desirable outcomes, such as trust, fairness, transparency, and legitimacy,
and are a globally recognized trend. This suggests that the capacity to deliver socially desirable outcomes of any e-government
initiative requires addressing the public value delivery outcome of such initiatives, which will have a profound impact (Andersen et
al., 2021).

The sources of public value creation are the second theoretical concept. The delivery of quality public services, the effectiveness
of public organizations, and the achievement of socially desirable outcomes are recognized as sources of public value creation
(MacLean & Titah, 2022; Nnaji et al., 2023; Taufiqurokhman et al., 2024). Quality e-government services create public value. Kerns
and Kelly et al. argued the impactful nature of quality e-government on public value delivery. The effectiveness of public service
organizations is necessary to deliver public expectations and desires (Barker et al., 2022; E-Government in Local Public Sector
Management and Accounting, 2022).

The third theoretical concept is the inventory of public value, which refers to the identification and classification of the various
dimensions generated from public value sources (Othman & Hussin, 2024). Some of the key representatives are user orientation,
quality, efficiency, openness, responsiveness, equity, confidentiality, democracy, self-development, and environmental sustainability.
Notably, Bozeman (Bozeman, 2023) broadly identified and classified 72 public values into seven constellations, addressing their
importance and relationship to public administration. For example, user orientation could be appreciated through the public service
delivery aspect. Equity, trust, democracy, self-development, and environmental sustainability can be achieved through socially
desirable outcomes (Bozeman, 2023; Wellstead et al., 2022; Othman & Hussin, 2024; Thabit et al., 2025).

The dimensions of e-government are the fourth theoretical concept. The evolving literature suggests that there can be multiple
approaches to e-government. These are interpreted as different stages, such as (1) e-citizens, (2) e-services, (3) e-administration, and
(4) e-society. The key focus of all these approaches is to facilitate maintaining a strong public-to-public service institution relationship
(MacLean & Titah, 2022; Nnaji et al., 2023; Othman & Hussin, 2024). E-administration aims to eliminate labor-intensive public
services and minimize operational costs. Delivering effective, high-quality services to the public through pioneering means
encompasses e-services. The e-citizen's perspective promotes public inclusiveness by advancing accountability, transparency, and
participatory democracy. The e-society approach emphasizes building public relationships with public organizations, nonprofit
organizations, and community development initiatives (Maragno et al., 2021; Othman & Hussin, 2024; Thabit et al., 2025).

Inspired by renewed and increased attention, Mazzucato (Mazzucato & Ryan-Collins, 2022) emphasizes the state's capabilities
to be potentially as entrepreneurial as businesses and its ability to create new markets (Sancino, 2022). This assumes a passive role
as a fixer in market failures to co-create public value. In this respect, Bryson et al. (2015) proposed a revised model based on the
original theory of public value. Instead of placing the public manager at the center of the strategic triangle, as in the original concept,
other elements are represented at the center in the revised model to reflect the dispersed and multi-actor nature of public value co-
creation, which better suits current dynamics (Sancino, 2022). Public-private partnerships gained global attention as a promising
solution to address the increasingly complex public service ecosystem. Such synergies are conceptualized as the co-creation of public
service value, whereby multiple actors share and integrate their resources to deliver public services (Kurkela et al., 2025). Innovating
public service provision through the construction of a sustainable ecosystem in which various categories of stakeholders are involved
in the programming and planning of public policies, the design and delivery of public services, as well as in the processes of resource
allocation, reporting, and evaluation of the use of public resources should aim at co-creation that led to public value co-creation
(Sancino, 2022). Co-creation of public value is the fifth theoretical concept.

Summarizing, the public value theory, value co-creation in new public governance, digital transformation, extended
organizations, and 1CT-enabled public sector reforms form a desirable array for studying the public value of e-government. This
builds upon earlier studies in this field that have developed frameworks for measuring public value.

Based on various findings, a summary of essential sources of public value could be illustrated as follows:

Defyery of

quality public services

Public

value

Public organdzations Achievoment of

lectiveness socially desirable cutcomas

Figure 1: Essential sources of public value
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2.2 Public value of e-government measuring frameworks

With the evolution of e-government through various phases, the concept of public value gained popularity across modern-day
public administration. Introducing public value frameworks to assess public services as the yardstick of measuring servicing
organizations' performances [34] further exemplified society's value-driven service delivery concept [34, 15, 35, 3, 2].

Kelly et al.'s [20] proposed framework consists of trust, quality service delivery, and achieving socially desirable outcomes
focused on quality public service. The quality was measured based on (1) e-government usage, (2) user satisfaction, (3) cost-
effectiveness, (4) information provision levels, (5) the extent of e-government focus on priorities, (6) the extent of e-government
focus on citizens' needs and (7) availability of public choice later adopted by Kern [21].

Globally, the concept of public value is gaining increasing popularity. Public value is widely recognized as the driver for e-
government. Popularity is further exemplified by various efforts to develop and assess frameworks for measuring performance.

Kearns (Kearns, 2004) notably adopted the study outcomes of Kelly et al. and proposed delivering quality public services based
on public trust, quality service delivery, and socially desirable outcomes. In this framework, quality delivery of public service is
measured based on (1) information provision level, (2) e-government usage, (3) availability of choice, (4) user satisfaction level, (5)
extent of e-government focus on need, (6) extent of e-government focus on priorities and (6) cost-effectiveness. This framework was
used to assess the public value of e-health initiatives in the United Kingdom.

Golubeva further extended Kearn’s (Kearns, 2004) framework. Accordingly, a new framework was presented to evaluate the
public value of Russian Federation e-government portals based on (1) public trust, (2) public policy outcomes, and (3) public service
quality dimensions. Usability, citizen-centricity, and openness indicators are used to measure the quality of public services. Public
trust is measured based on transparency and interactivity (Twizeyimana & Andersson, 2019).

Karunasena et al. (Karunasena et al., 2011) further extended Kern's framework and included public organizations' effectiveness
as a dimension for evaluating the public value of e-government. The effectiveness is measured based on accountability, citizens'
perception, and efficiency indicators. Also, public trust in public organizations measured based on (1) citizens trust in e-government
services (2) information security and privacy (3) transparency of e-government initiatives this framework, the public service delivery
was evaluated based on (1) information availability (2) information significance from the citizens perspective (3) service accessibly
through multiple channels (4) service delivery fairness (5) cost effectiveness (6) public satisfaction and (7) citizens take-up of e-
government services.

Based on the survey data collected on United Kingdom e-government projects, Grimsley and Meehan (Grimsley & Meehan,
2007) proposed a framework based on (1) services, (2) user satisfaction, and (3) trust and outcomes dimensions.

The EU’s eGep (European Commission. Directorate General for Communications Networks, Content and Technology. et al.,
2024) framework assess public value based on financial, political, and constituency values. These public value drivers are focused
on efficiency, effectiveness, and democracy. Efficiency is measured by examining (1) cashable gains for public organizations, (2) to
the extent public organizations empower employees, and (3) public organizations' infrastructure improvements. Moreover,
democracy is gauged based on (1) the extent public organizations demonstrate openness, transparency and citizen participation and
further, based on (1) administrative burden reduction on citizens (2) public service inclusiveness and (3) improved public satisfaction
with e-government services (European Commission. Directorate General for Communications Networks, Content and Technology.
et al., 2024).

Notably, ADEA (The Agency for the Development of Electronic Administration) in France also presented a framework focusing
on financial benefits to the public sector and citizens. This framework primarily refers to monetary gains and losses in terms of net
present value (NPV) and internal rate of return (IRR) by examining e-government projects. Furthermore, the social and operational
values are measured based on improved service delivery dimensions and employee satisfaction with the projects. Assessing the
benefits to citizens, service quality, social impacts, cost and time savings are considered as direct benefits that generate customer
value (European Commission. Directorate General for Communications Networks, Content and Technology. et al., 2024).

Liu et al.’s (Liu et al., 2024) proposed framework focuses on the multidimensional nature of projects across European Union
member states. This framework was developed with a focus on financial, social, and operational values, primarily to assess public
value from the G2B (Government to Business) perspective, with a particular emphasis on information technology-related investments
in the public sector.

Omar et al. (Omar et al., 2011) presented a conceptual framework focusing on quality e-government services. The quality is
measured by factoring (1) system, (2) service, and (3) information quality based on citizens' perceived value.

Bai (Bai, 2013) adopted Deng’s (Deng et al., 2018) framework to measure Chinese e-government practices and proposed a
framework based on (1) public service delivery, (2) public organizations' effectiveness, and (3) development of trust. In this
framework, public service delivery is measured based on choice, fairness, service availability, citizen satisfaction, and cost-
effectiveness. The effectiveness of public organizations is measured based on interactive communication, the citizens' perspective,
and efficiency. Also, the development of trust is gauged based on the security and privacy of systems, transparency, and public
participation.

Rawahi et al. (Rawahi et al., 2016) critiqued the biased nature of efficiency and service effectiveness in earlier frameworks.
Instead, it is proposed to assess public value with a greater focus on service delivery, citing the lack of public value generation in
emerging economies. Accordingly, a framework presented arguing key determinants of public value as (1) e-technology, (2)
operational capability, and (3) authorizing environment, aligning with Moore's strategic triangle and Orlikowski's structuration model.

Zavattaro (Zavattaro & Brainard, 2019) argued that millennials' social media usage can change the public managers' delivery
ethos. Therefore, they emphasized the importance of utilizing social media to deliver public services, aiming to foster meaningful
micro-interactions that promote transparency, dialogue, and collaboration. Accordingly, the framework proposed encourages
governments to conceptualize a social media strategy based on millennials' preferences and expectations that lead towards a content
delivery approach based on 1) trust, (2) openness, (3) public engagement, (4) user preference, (5) democratic exchange, and (6)
accountability.

Chu et al. (Chu & Tseng, 2018) put forth a framework advising that (1) operational, (2) social, and (3) political values are
necessary to consider in measuring value to the public based on open government data in Taiwan. The Operational value is estimated
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based on user orientation and effectiveness. Moreover, the social value is measured by examining public trust, quality of life, self-
development, and environmental sustainability. Additionally, based on the transparency and accountability of public services, citizen
participation, and equity in accessibility, the social value is determined.

Papi et al.’s (Papi et al., 2018) PV measurement model emphasized the criticality of practical applicability. It highlights the
significance of public administrators' (PAs) ability to achieve long-term public satisfaction and functional needs. Accordingly, the
model consists of a value pyramid with intangible, economic, social, and public value at the top layer, based on the assumption that
the benefits of individual layers should outweigh the sacrifices required to create value in separate value-creation layers. Intangible
value is measured through five domains: structural, human, relational, empathetic, and evolutionary. The economic value is calculated
by comparing financial equilibrium and financial efficiency. Lastly, temporal, quantitative, qualitative, and monitory subdomains are
measured to obtain social value.

Talbot’s (Talbot, 2011) framework presents an alternative approach, the scorecard, arguing that public value is realized as (1)
self (2) public and (3) procedural interests. Providing good-quality, cost-effective, and affordable public services is described as a
form of self-interest. Public interest in this is considered a social outcome aspect of public services, such as improved welfare for
taxpayers. Moreover, the procedural interest encompasses equity and fairness in public decision-making.

Suri and Sushil (Suri & Sushil, 2022) conceptualized a framework focusing on Indian e-government initiatives similar to
Bhattacharya (Bhattacharya et al., 2012). However, Suri and Sushil focused on (1) transparency, (2) efficiency, (3) interactivity, and
(4) decision support as main dimensions in their framework. Efficiency is measured based on improvements in service delivery,
reduced paperwork, simplified procedures, and effective communication. Information delivery reliability, fairness, ease of access,
and completeness of information focus on measuring transparency. Decision support is valued for its enhanced planning and decision-
making capabilities, as well as improved monitoring and control. However, Bhattacharya's framework is e-service quality-focused
from a public perspective. In this framework, quality is assessed based on citizen-centricity, technical adequacy, information
usefulness, comprehensiveness, transaction transparency, usability, interactions, privacy, and security dimensions.

Papadomichelaki and Gregoris (Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012) also proposed assessing the pubic value of e-government
based on quality of e-government (1) trust, (2) reliability, (3) ease of use, (4) content and appearance of information, and (5)
interaction functionality dimensions.

Lindgren and Jansson (Lindgren & Jansson, 2013) made efforts in conceptualizing a framework through hermeneutic analysis,
discussing various combinations of three (1) service, (2) electronic, and (3) public dimensions for theory building, arguing the
multidimensional nature and complexity of e-government.

Twizeyimana and Andersson’s (Twizeyimana & Andersson, 2019) framework conceptualizes public value under (1) improved
public services, (2) improved administration, and (3) improved social value. Improved public administration is assessed using
administrative efficiency, open government, ethical behavior, and professionalism. Additionally, improved social value and well-
being, as well as increased trust and confidence in the government, were factored into the valuation of improved social value.

All these frameworks focus on evaluating public value based on various facets, contrasting methodologies, and different
perspectives. These frameworks and models have various shortcomings, underscoring the need for a framework that suits less mature
e-government in a less developed and emerging economy country setting, such as Sri Lanka.

Adding to the ongoing debate on the suitability and adoptability of these frameworks for developing countries, for example,
Kearns's framework (Kearns, 2004) evaluates public value based on the delivery of services, overlooking service quality dimensions
such as information quality and usability. Although Moore (Moore, 2021) considered operational efficiency and effectiveness of a
public organization to be essential factors in measuring public value, Kearns's (Kearns, 2004) framework should also have focused
on those critical dimensions. Notably, the same framework lacks measuring dimensions such as trust and socially desirable outcomes
of e-government, which were recognized as two primary sources of public value creation. Another shortcoming critiqued related to
this framework is the absence of references to values such as efficiency, responsiveness, openness, user orientation, self-development,
and democracy. Golubeva's framework (Twizeyimana & Andersson, 2019) is limited to Russian Government portals, hence not
accurately representing the public value of e-government. Both frameworks of Golubeva (Twizeyimana & Andersson, 2019) and
Karunasena et al. (Karunasena et al., 2011) inherit the limitations of Kerns'(Kearns, 2004). Arguably, these frameworks also
addressed socially desirable outcomes and service quality. Another concern is that both of these frameworks are conceptualized based
on secondary data. This prevents the collection of essential feedback from citizens, thereby limiting validity. Moreover, the
framework of Heek (Twizeyimana & Andersson, 2019) is often criticized for not fully addressing the service dimension, outcomes,
and the focus on trust. The eGep and framework of AEDA of France (European Commission. Directorate General for
Communications Networks, Content and Technology. et al., 2024) are also assessed as too e-administrative being more suited for
more mature e-governments with advanced economies such as European countries.

Meanwhile, these frameworks encourage researchers to use secondary data, official statistics, third-party web assessments, and
standard cost model estimations, ignoring citizens' direct involvement. Although Twizeyimana and Andersson's (Twizeyimana &
Andersson, 2019) framework broadly focuses on public value, it lacks metrics for measurement. Perhaps most notably, this
framework lacks essential feedback from the public, as it is conceptualized based on existing literature. Looking further, Liu et al.
(Liu et al., 2024) argue that their framework is biased towards the G2B e-government perspective. In any public value measuring
framework, it is essential to factor in the G2C perspective of e-government. Omar et al.'s (Omar et al., 2011) presented framework
also lacks the achievement of socially desirable outcomes, trust, and operating effectiveness dimensions, which are essential in
measuring public value.

Both private and public sectors must create value for citizens. Therefore, considering only economic benefits in a public value
measuring framework in today's complex public service delivery environment is not desirable (Deng et al., 2018). The public plays
a critical role as different stakeholders. In this context, the social and democratic values of a society must also be considered to
examine the actual public value of e-government (Andersen et al., 2021). Nowadays, public-private partnerships have garnered global
attention for addressing the increasingly complex dynamics of public service delivery (Naveed et al., 2025). Such partnerships, which
largely fail to reflect the co-creation of public service values, are another shortcoming.

[J]NRD2507239 International Journal of Novel Research and Development (www.ijnrd.org)



http://www.ijnrd.org/

© 2025 IJNRD | Volume 10, Issue 7 July 2025 | ISSN: 2456-4184 | INRD.ORG

Drawing all these concerns further underscores the necessity of a new conceptual framework that is empirically tested and
validated, taking into account the unique socio-technical aspects of Sri Lanka. To adequately address this, it is necessary to rigorously
assess the current status of the public value of e-government in Sri Lanka.

I11. PUBLIC VALUE AND IMPLICATIONS OF E-GOVERNMENT IN SRI LANKA

Back in 1967, Sri Lanka first introduced computers to the public sector by introducing an IBM (International Business Machines)
accounting machine to the Insurance corporation (Ministry of Technology, 2021). Followed by a computer to the Department of
Statistics and Engineering Corporation. Subsequently, many computational programs were introduced to the public sector. All these
initiatives marginally yielded anticipated outcomes. In 1983, the national computer policy was introduced (Ministry of Technology,
2021). In 2002, the e-Sri Lanka initiative (Rainford, 2014) was launched, with the expectation of a significant outcome in e-
government development in the country. This initiative was originated by the NCC (National Chamber of Commerce) and local
software industry leaders, with funding from the US Agency for International Development (USAID) (Rainford, 2014). Although
the initial focus was on the software industry, subsequent funding by the World Bank and other donor organizations, social actors,
and consultative groups led to a broader focus, recognizing information technology as a way to achieve equity, economic growth,
and peace. The broader intention was to improve public services, bridge the digital divide, improve the quality of life, and achieve
economic growth. In this context, the GoSL introduced unique e-government initiatives (R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C.
Gunasekara, 2024).

Collaboratively, the GoSL adopted a five-strategic thrust-based approach (ICTA, 2020) by introducing e-government vision
2020 through ICTA, the government's apex body responsible for Implementing Information technology initiatives. Under these,
Nenasala (e-library) rolled out across the country in 2005 to address the digital divide. ICTA(ICTA, 2020) launched impressive
digital initiatives such as NSDI (National Spatial Data Infrastructure), e-Parliament, e-Motoring, e-Divisional Secretariat (e-DS),
BDM (digitalization of Birth, Death, Marriage certificates), e-Pension, e-SLIMS (State Land Information Management System),
Online Revenue License Issuance, e-Samurdi, e-populations register, e-Local Government, National Fuel Pass, and, more recently,
GOVPay platforms(R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara, 2024).

Despite all these efforts, the latest reports published by the Department of Statistics (Department of Statistics, 2023) indicate
that Sri Lanka's computer and digital literacy has yet to show significant improvements. The take-up rate of e-government initiatives
is 22.3% (Department of Statistics, 2023). Notably, the public value remains largely unknown to the general public. Still, the public
services apparatus remains ineffective, trailing behind regional countries such as Japan, South Korea, Singapore, and Malaysia, which
are noticeably credited with significant achievements. These realities suggest that Sri Lanka's e-government has yet to materialize
fully, and the expected outcomes remain largely unaccounted for, unassessed, and unclear to date (Samansiri & Wanigasundera,
2015; Sufna & Fernando, 2015; Deng et al., 2018; Galpaya et al., 2019; Withanage et al., 2022; R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C.
Gunasekara, 2024).

The information provided through e-government services is not significant. The majority of public service government
institutions' websites provide static information such as functional and organizational specifics. These organizations often hold
information that citizens require. Still, most public service institutions' online platforms do not promote two-way communication and
rarely solicit citizens' feedback (Karunasena et al., 2011; Deng et al., 2018).

Information security of public information is also a significant concern. Although the government created a necessary regulatory
framework, the reality at the institutional level is different. The last known study suggests that nearly 10% of statutory boards and
32% of ministries reported unauthorized access or loss of data-related incidents. These security loopholes tarnish the public image of
e-government (Deng et al., 2018). Although the GoSL has taken steps in the government cloud to host public data with a certification
authority, there is a lack of transparency regarding the use of public funds (Fernando & Madhuwanthi, 2022). A notable example is
that only a few government institutions disclose their budgets and expenditures related to public procurements. Of these
consequences, public trust remains moderate regarding these digitalization efforts (R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara,
2024).

Sri Lanka's e-government is at an early stage; its e-information Government websites focus more on providing static information.
A limited number of websites encourage two-way communications and transactions. The Local Government Network (LGN)
initiative is not functioning efficiently due to various constraints (Deng et al., 2018; R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara,
2024). The absence of a one-stop-shop platform that allows citizens to interact with the public to access public services limits their
participation in public discussions (Withanage et al., 2022). The web tools necessary for e-consultation and e-decision services have
yet to materialize on government websites (Deng et al., 2018; R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara, 2024). Due to these
reasons, Sri Lanka's e-participation index ranked very low, 108th out of 193 countries, and fell behind the benchmarks.

Countries with more mature e-government systems have higher citizen adoption rates (Deng et al., 2018). A recent study on Sri
Lanka's citizens' take-up of e-government services found that the tendency to utilize e-government services is also lower. However,
the Sri Lankan public indicates a strong desire for effective e-government services, as evidenced by a strong public preference for
online services over visiting government offices. These outcomes indicate that the government's efforts to create public awareness of
e-government services through its public institutions are inadequate (Sufna & Fernando, 2015; Fernando & Madhuwanthi, 2022; R.
Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara, 2024).

Encouraging citizens' participation in public discussions is also a significant milestone in any e-government. A study related to
e-government services stipulates that the Sri Lankan public is not encouraged to participate in public decision-making due to the
stagnating stage of e-government services. These websites often lack direct interaction with citizens in day-to-day activities. Critical
web tools, such as e-consultation and e-decision-making, are missing. As a result, the public is actively prevented from participating
in the public decision-making process. Achieving participatory democracy in e-government has yet to be fully materialized (Deng et
al., 2018).
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Achieving a socially desirable outcome has always been a key objective of any e-government. Notably, 85% of public service
institutions do not provide e-government services (Deng et al., 2018). A delay in implementing e-services implies a failure to deliver
citizens' expectations, driving negative sentiment towards government initiatives (Galpaya et al., 2019). Although Nenasala centers
were launched under the e-Sri Lanka initiative to improve digital literacy, the Department of Census Statistics (Department of
Statistics, 2023) reported computer literacy at 39.5% and digital literacy at 63.8%. Apart from the Western Province, the rest of the
provinces showed little progress. The lower participation in public surveys related to the field suggests that the public value is not
well understood (Deng et al., 2018). The lack of a precise mechanism or framework to measure the public value of these dimensions
also suggests that the objective of delivering socially desirable outcomes remains unclear and has yet to be fully realized (Vidanagama
& Karunathilake, 2021; R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara, 2024).

The e-administration approach of e-government focuses on delivering cost-effective services to the public (Deng et al., 2018).
Cost-effectiveness is a significant concern (Wattegama, 2021). Sri Lanka is struggling with an economic crisis that has led to a heavy
reliance on taxpayer funds, the World Bank, and other donor organizations for digitalization projects. To date, there have been no
rigorous efforts to assess the direct cost savings of e-government initiatives (R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara, 2024).
As a result, the funds received from donor organizations and taxpayers, channeled to e-government projects, are largely unaccounted
for due to the lack of an assessment framework.

Several attempts have been made to assess the performance of e-government in Sri Lanka. Samaratunga and Waddell
investigated potential problems related to e-government-based reforms, while Davidraju attempted to examine e-government
implementation strategies. Focusing on a telecenter development project, Gamage and Halpin examined the impact of e-government
initiatives on addressing the digital divide. Weerakkody et al. further discussed the challenges faced in developing and implementing
e-government initiatives. Weerakkody et al. also attempted to examine the influence of national culture on e-government
implementations, comparing them to those in the United Kingdom. However, the rigorous assessment gap has remained significant
for nearly two decades now (Karunasena et al., 2011; Karunasena & Deng, 2011; Deng et al., 2018; R. Lalitha S. Fernando & H. O.
C. Gunasekara, 2024). The last known attempt was made by Karunasena and Deng in 2011 (Karunasena & Deng, 2011), which was
critiqued for validity and reliability issues due to the study outcomes being based on secondary data.

Sri Lanka's public value of e-government from the citizens' perspective remains unclear (Deng et al., 2018; R. Lalitha S.
Fernando & H. O. C. Gunasekara, 2024). Not measured. The government service apparatus continues to underperform in achieving
the desired outcomes for the public (Elapatha & Jehan, 2020). Notably, there have been no rigorous attempts made to assess the
public value of e-government initiatives in the present day, compared to regional peers over the last two decades

Summarizing all, it is clear that there is an urgent and essential priority for performing a rigorous, up-to-date assessment of the
public value of e-government in Sri Lanka due to the following reasons: Firstly, although two decades have passed since the launch
of the e-Sri Lanka initiative, public awareness and uptake remain low. Secondly, these digital transformation projects heavily rely on
various donor organizations. The government is obligated to account for the value of the funds' utilization. Thirdly, to address the
research gap in assessing value for citizens from a public perspective. Fourthly, to align e-government to achieve the GoSL's strategic
vision and mission of achieving a USD 30 billion digital economy by 2030

3.1 Key determinants of the public value of e-government

The readiness of ICT infrastructure is a critical enabler for delivering public services. Sri Lanka's telecommunication
infrastructure index (TII) is 0.7936 points behind regional leader Iran (0.8987) and world leader the UAE (1.000). TII is a composite
measure that assesses the development of a country's telecommunications infrastructure, which has a direct impact on the UN's E-
Government Development Index (EGDI) (United Nations Department for Economic and Social Affairs, 2024). Furthermore, the ICT
in e-government indicator suggests that, although a national e-government strategy or equivalent exists, digital identity or similar
authentication required to enable access to online services is also present in Sri Lanka. However, Sri Lanka still lacks an online public
procurement portal (Institutions Global Department, World Bank, 2025). As a result, the E-participation index is 0.4110, the Online
Service Index is 0.5494, and the E-government literacy index is 0.2278, which is very low (United Nations Department for Economic
and Social Affairs, 2024). These indicators suggest that the substantial impact of less developed telecommunication infrastructure
and the digital divide is evident in e-government development. Moreover, uneven internet access, regulatory constraints, rigid
administrative procedures, a lack of inter-organizational connectivity, low computer literacy (39.5%), marginally improved digital
literacy (63.8%) (Department of Statistics, 2023), security vulnerabilities, and budgetary constraints remain key impediments to e-
government development in Sri Lanka (Tennakoon, 2020). The same study (Tennakoon, 2020) further indicates a lack of ICT
infrastructure, limitations in mobile data network bandwidth coverage, inadequate awareness, and the high cost of devices, which
also act as barriers.

A similar study (Withanage et al., 2022) suggests that a lack of users' trust in internet service providers, as well as the level of
security standards and quality of e-government systems, also act as impediments to e-government development. Notably, public
reluctance to share, exchange, and store their personal information, especially financial information, on online platforms is a unique
barrier to these developments. Lack of public awareness, public distrust of online payment systems, mistrust of e-government
services, and technical difficulties are socio-technical concerns that uniquely impact the progress of e-government. The study outcome
on Nenasala tele centers further suggests a public lack of awareness about this initiative in local areas (Withanage et al., 2022).

Recent studies recommend the adoption of modern BPR (Business Process Reengineering) practices for the successful
completion of digital transformation projects (Olawumi Dele Awolusi & Olusegun Sulaiman Atiku, 2019; Pasaribu et al., 2021).
Adopting established BPR practices in process reengineering, including flexibility, team orientation, cost-effectiveness, and enhanced
cross-functionality, led to a better delivery of public value (Kumar et al., 2019). Subject matter experts at ICTA indicate that a lack
of sound BPR practices leads to e-government project failures in Sri Lanka. For example, the study related to the e-Pension project
noted that the implementation was delayed by four years from the initial schedule due to a lack of human resources, skilled employees,
inter-organizational conflicts, bureaucratic administrative procedures, funding shortages, and restrictive social conditions (Vyver &
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Rajapakse, 2012). Out of these, the most notable was the complete disconnection between the pension department and the rest of the
other related public service organizations (der Vyver & Rajapakse, 2012). Further, a study (Tennakoon, 2020) recommends Language
barriers, resistance to change, lack of public trust, policy barriers, financial constraints, inadequate infrastructure, lack of integration
across government systems and organizations, change management, security risks, trust issues, and low IT literacy determinants need
to be focused in measuring the public value of e-government. Similar studies (Deng et al., 2018) suggest that the public in Sri Lanka
is also concerned with service delivery, efficiency, user-friendliness, and quality content related to e-government.

IV. RESULTS ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

The aim is to develop a descriptive conceptual framework that enhances the understanding of the public value of e-government,
filling the research gap while contributing to the body of knowledge. Thereupon, the concept-centric approach of Webster and Watson
(Watson & Webster, 2020) was adopted to examine the current status of the public value of e-government, its implications for citizens,
and the suitability of existing frameworks in Sri Lanka's context. For this purpose, academic journal articles and conference
proceedings from 2011 to the present are referred to. For the concept-centric review intent, these academic documents are categorized
based on their orientation and emphasis. The concept-centric views are further referred to as concept-matrix, where existing studies
are indexed based on emerging research on the public value of e-government. Careful attention was made to reading each article by
analyzing the content of narratives to understand the status of public value. Eventually, the principal dimensions of public value in e-
government and existing frameworks were generalized to account for the unique socio-economic nature related to Sri Lanka.

> Pudlic Valye Concept

Public value of £- Dimens
Covernment in Sri Lanka £-Government

Frameworks/ Methodologies

Figure 2: Concept map | Generalization of main dimensions to assess the public value of e-government in Sri Lanka.

The analysis identified four main overlapping dimensions for assessing the public value of e-government, as illustrated in Figure
2. Namely, (1) Public value concept, (2) E-government, (3) E-government in Sri Lanka, and (4) Existing frameworks/methodologies.
The e-government dimension is further conceptualized under two key dimensions: e-government and sustainable e-government. The
purpose of this study is to develop a conceptual framework for evaluating the public value of e-government in Sri Lanka. Therefore,
it is necessary to consider the nature of e-government to understand the current status. It is also necessary to examine the suitability
of existing frameworks and other methodologies to the Sri Lankan context in assessing the public value.
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Table 1 : Strengths and weaknesses of existing public value measuring frameworks

Strengths

-Focused on efficiency,
transparency, interactivity
and decision support in the
framework

-Quality of public service
delivery, outcomes, and
trust considered

-The quality of public
value service delivery
evaluated focusing usage,
availability of choice, user
satisfaction, priorities,
fairness, cost savings and
level of information
availability.

Social, operational and
financial values considered

-PV evaluated through
efficiency, democracy, and
effectiveness.

-Designed to assess in
developed countries.
-D8Effectiveness assessed
based on financial gains,
employee empowerment
and improved ICT
infrastructure.

Public service quality, trust
and outcomes considered.
The quality of public
service is measured
focusing usability,
openness and citizen
centricity. Trust is
measured through
transparency and
interactivity.

1. Based on Moore's theory
of public value focusing
services, user satisfaction,
trust and outcomes.

2. Trust is evaluated based
on availability of
information
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Weaknesses

-Limited to Indian
government portals

-Not considered important
dimensions such as
delivery of public services,
important public values of
a society

-Ignored important
dimensions related to
public organizations
effectiveness

-Important public values in
a society such as user
orientation, efficiency,
self-development,
democracy, responsiveness
and openness not
considered.

-Quality of information,
service and usability not
considered.

-Public value creation
sources ignored

-Important public values of
a society is ignored

-Focused on government
projects in developed
countries. Not suitable for
developing countries.
-Evaluated based on
secondary data such as
internal data from
administrations, third party
assessments, cost
calculations models and
end user satisfaction
surveys.

-Indicators are e-
administration biased and
no indicators to measure
values in a society
-Critical values such as
trust, transparency, user
orientation, environmental
sustainability were not
considered

Public value in a society is
not considered. Limited to
focus in Russian
Federation e-portals.

-Based on two case studies
limited to narrow scope of
work

-Service quality of e-
government, important
public values in a society
not considered

Validity = Reliability
Medium  Medium

High High Low
High Medium

High High High
Medium | Medium Low
Medium | Medium Low

Generalizability

Medium

Medium

Origin

India

UK

France

European
Commission

Russian
Federation

UK

Year

1997

2004

2004

2006

2007

2007
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-Focused on G2B
perspective

-Based on financial, social,
operational values

-Considered with exclusive
focus on measuring service
quality

-Extended from Kern’s
framework. Delivery of
public services,
development of trust,
achievement of socially
desirable outcomes and
delivery of public services
considered.

-Trust is measured
focusing security, privacy,
transparency, citizens
participation and trust in e-
services

-Accountability, efficiency,
citizens perception
considered in measuring
effectiveness

-Public value of quality
public services considered.
"-Service quality, systems
quality and system quality
dimensions focused

-Considered scorecard
method in measuring
public value in new public
administration in UK.
-Self-interest, public
interest and procedural
interest dimensions
focused

-E services quality
focused.

- Quality of information
assessed focusing privacy
and security, citizen
centricity, technical
adequacy, information
usefulness,
comprehensiveness,
transaction transparency,
interaction, usability
-Based on Karunasena et
al. original framework
"-Delivery of public
services, development of
trust and delivery of public
services focused in
assessing public value
-Study based on
hermeneutic analysis
discussing various
combinations of service,
electronic and public
dimensions
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-G2C, G2G and G2E
perspectives of public
value ignored

-Public value creation
sources not considered and
also important public
values of a society was not
factored

-Not considered important
dimensions of socially
desirable outcomes and
dimensions related to
public organizations
effectiveness.

-Also cost saving aspects
related to public services
not considered

-Based on secondary data
-Service quality of e-
government, important
public values in a society
not considered

-No indicators proposed to
measure outcomes.

-The framework is
conceptual.

-Important public values of
a society is not considered

-Important public values in
public services such as cost
savings, systems
functioning not considered
-Quality of information,
service and usability not
considered

-Approach to model
development lacks clarity

-Narrowly focused on
Indian government portals
"-Not considered important
dimensions of socially
desirable outcomes and
dimensions related to
public organizations
effectiveness.

"-Also cost saving aspects
related to public services
not considered

-Based on Chinese
government portals
-Important value in a
society is not considered
-Service quality is not
considered

-Not considered important
dimensions related to
service delivery quality
such as information
quality, systems
functionality and cost
savings.

-Also important
dimensions related to a
society also not considered
in the framework
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-Conceptual framework
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- Lacks measuring
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-Uneven applicability

-Conceptual framework
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media behavior of
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Table 2 : Abstracted dimensions to evaluate the public value

Delivery of quality public Public organizations Achievement of socially desirable
services effectiveness outcomes

Main dimension

Study

Sub dimension
Information quality
Systems functioning
User orientation

Cost savings
Efficeiciency
Openness
Responsiveness

Trust
Self-development
Equity

Citizen’s participation
Environment concerns
Quality of Life
Financial Gains
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Table 4 : Abstracted dimensions to evaluate the value co-creation for public value
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The comparative synthesis of strengths and limitations of existing frameworks, presented in Table 1, indicates concerns related
to validity, reliability, and generalizability. Due to the context-specific nature, the public value interpretations of e-governments
varied to reflect the social needs of the relevant societies and settings. As a result, these frameworks require further testing and
validation before they can be adopted to measure public value. More importantly, the suitability of adopting in leased development
countries remains questionable, which highlights the need to develop a new conceptual framework. Effectively addressing these
shortfalls is crucial for navigating the unique socio-technical settings associated with less mature e-governments. Therefore,
additional efforts have been made in identifying dimensions that need to be focused on in the Sri Lankan context, as the aim of the
study is to develop a conceptual framework that addresses this necessity.

One noticeable absence from all existing frameworks is that the value co-creation or destruction dimensions, which are currently
widely recognized as significant in public management literature. Therefore, as shown in Table 4, efforts have been made to identify
co-value creation dimensions that ultimately lead to the creation of public value.

All abstracted dimensions are further segmented as (a) main and (b) sub-dimensions of the construct to conceptualize the framework
as illustrated in Figure 3.

V. A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK TO EVALUATE THE PUBLIC VALUE OF E-GOVERNMENT IN SRI LANKA

The majority of e-government studies are based on technological determinants based on the Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM), Diffusion of Innovation (DOI), and Unified Acceptance of Theory and Use of Technology (UTAUT) theories (Mutagin &
Sutoyo, 2020; Amali et al., 2022; Aswar et al., 2022; Garcia De Blanes Sebastian et al., 2022). Notably, there is no detailed guidance
on how to facilitate the perception of contradiction related to developing countries, which is commonly focused on perceived
usefulness and trust. Literature also suggests that frameworks by Karunasena, Deng, and Bai partially address this gap.

Synthesizing all these arguments, a conceptual framework is represented below.

Sub-dimension Main-dimension Construct

ICT Infrastructure

Availability/Accessibility

User Orientation

Systems Functionality

Cost Effectiveness Delivery of public service
Information Quality

Public Awareness

Budgets

Organizational Efficiency

Strategic Connectivity Public organizations efficiency

Public Value of e-government

Citizen participation Achievement of desirable
outcomes
Sustainability

Digital/Computer Literacy

curity/Privacy
Security/ Trusted services

Transparency
Pub-Private Partnerships
Citizens experience Value co-creation/co-

destruction
nterorganizationsl Fartnerships

o

Active Co-production

Figure 3: Conceptualized framework to measure the public value of e-government in Sri Lanka

Conceptualized framework hypothesizes public value can be created by focusing on six primary dimensions, such as: (a) the
delivery of public service, (b) public organizations' efficiency, (c) achievement of socially desirable outcomes, (d) trusted services,
and (e) value co-creation or destruction. It also proposes that these main dimensions are best described as six subdimensions related
to the delivery of public service, five subdimensions related to the efficiency of public organizations, four subdimensions related to
the achievement of desirable outcomes, two dimensions refer to trusted services, and four subdimensions related to value co-creation
or destruction.
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Delivery of public service (Grimsley & Meehan, 2007; Bai, 2013; Karunasena & Deng, 2011; Karunasena et al., 2011;
Bhattacharya et al., 2012; Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012; Rawahi et al., 2016; Moore, 2021) depend on availability of ICT
Infrastructure. Sri Lanka's telecommunications infrastructure index and internet accessibility reflect the digital divide. User
orientation refers to the user-friendliness of end-user interfaces on digital platforms. System functionality, cost-effectiveness, the
quality of information disseminated on public service platforms, and public awareness are other sub-dimensions more suited to
assessing the value of public service delivery.

It is evident in the literature that the availability of funds for public organizations plays a crucial role in these initiatives, especially
in the current competitive economic environment. Informal interviews with subject matter experts involved in these projects revealed
increased concern related to a lack of sound business process engineering practices, which led to project failures in the local context,
a familiar issue. The majority of government servicing apparatus remains static, and information lacks responsiveness to public
queries, which is another important aspect. Public service institutions governed by a hierarchical procedure-driven approach led to
less organizational efficiency and a lack of interconnectivity among government service institutions. In this context, it is appropriate
to factor these subdimensions in assessing the value created by the pubic organization efficiency (Kearns, 2004; Karunasena et al.,
2011; Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012; Rawahi et al., 2016; Chu & Tseng, 2018; Papi et al., 2018; Deng et al., 2018; Moore,
2021).

Achieving socially desirable outcomes is a key focus in public value assessment (Karunasena et al., 2011; Lindgren & Jansson,
2013; Chu & Tseng, 2018; Deng et al., 2018; Zavattaro & Brainard, 2019; Moore, 2021). Equity, active citizens' participation,
sustainable e-government initiatives, and digital and computer literacy are identified as value indicators. Sri Lanka's digital and
computer literacy is a concern despite impressive efforts to address the digital divide. As previously discussed, most e-government
initiatives, such as Nenasala telecenters, are unknown to the public in those areas. Literature suggests that citizens' participation is
essential for achieving socially desirable outcomes. Equity and sustainability also impact the creation of socially desirable values.

Trust is the single most critical factor that critically impacts delivering public value regardless of the maturity level of an e-
government (Kearns, 2004; Talbot, 2011; Karunasena et al., 2011; Chu & Tseng, 2018; Deng et al., 2018; Zavattaro & Brainard,
2019; Moore, 2021; Liu et al., 2024). Therefore, the trusted services dimension assesses security and privacy concerns related to
public service platforms, as well as the transparency of public information management. Notably, it is necessary to rigorously explore
these dimensions in line with Sri Lanka's data protection act and similar regulatory initiatives worldwide.

Modern-day new public management (NPM) recognizes that the value co-creation or co-destruction dimension is crucial in
delivering societal value. More recent literature suggests that this dimension is best described by a rigorous focus on public—private
and inter-organizational partnerships, as these are now common in the public service delivery ethos. It is further described the citizens
experience and active participation in co-production also plays a vital role in co-value creation or destruction(Andersen et al., 2021;
Young et al., 2021; Scupola & Mergel, 2022; Sancino, 2022; Wellstead et al., 2022; Von Heimburg et al., 2023; Cluley et al., 2023;
McMullin, 2023; Conteh & Harding, 2023; Hancu-Budui & Zorio-Grima, 2024; Ofoma, 2024; Skalén & Trischler, 2024; Ojasalo &
Kauppinen, 2024; Kurkela et al., 2025; Ongaro et al., 2025). Thus, the value co-creation or co-destruction is best conceptualized
based on these subdimensions.

The researcher strives to assess this conceptualized framework quantitatively. A self-administered questionnaire comprising 40
structured questions to use to validate the framework. Each question is to be answered using a 5-point Likert scale, where value 5
represents "highly valuable" and value 1 represents "not valuable at all”. The questionnaire will be piloted with 20 e-government
users to assess its relevance and validity. Sample size 500 is intended to be collected from a target population in urban and sub-urban
areas, limited to major population centers, assuming a 20% response rate (re%) for the survey as credible (Ranganathan & Caduff,
2023; Dalitso Kuphanga, 2024; Khan, 2024) after careful review of narrations. The simple random sample technique is a suitable
sampling method to adopt.

Subsequently, the quantitative data collected through the survey will be analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics V 25 software.
Widely recognized as a comprehensive suite of statistical tools, the ability to handle large datasets, and user-friendly interfaces make
this tool most suitable for statistical analysis and interpretation (Rajuroy & Emmanuel, 2025; Ramdani et al., 2025). The research
aims to develop a conceptual framework. Unlike covariance-based SEM (Structural Equation Modeling), PLS-SEM (Partial Least
Squares SEM) offers more flexibility in prediction and situations with smaller sample sizes or non-normal data. It offers flexibility
in violating initial assumptions. At this stage of the research, the researcher’s focus is on prediction, rather than being limited to theory
testing.

Additionally, it is important to consider the handling of the formative measurement model, which is not easily addressed by the
CB-SEM method. Moreover, more focus would be on higher-order construct suites using PL-SEM compared to CB-SEM statistical
methods (Geremew et al., 2024; Kurtaligi et al., 2024). Therefore, the researcher intends to use PL-SEM, a structured equation
modeling statistical technique, in constructing the model. To perform PL-SEM statistical analysis, JASP 0.19.3 open-source software
is utilized due to its feature-rich nature and widespread use by the research community.

It is noteworthy that the limitations of existing frameworks raise questions about their suitability for the focused country settings.
To address this concern regarding validity, reliability, and generalizability, the researcher intends to test the quantitatively assessed
conceptual framework in a selected local government institution.

V1. CONCLUSION

This study focused on exploring the current state of the public value of e-government in Sri Lanka, organizing emerging
literature. The literature suggests the public value of e-government in Sri Lanka is unclear. Not measured. Yet to fully materialize.
Attempts were made to address the research gap and identify the main dimensions and subdimensions related to value creation that
led to the construct of public value. Finally, five main dimensions, including value co-creation, were conceptualized to develop a new
conceptual framework that suits a unique socio-technical country setting.
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