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The Quality of services provided by the governmental institutions from
the perspective of its staff and from the perspective of beneficiaries of its
services

Abstract

This study aims to identify the quality of services provided by the governmental
institutions in The Governorate of Tulkarm from the perspective of the staff of these
institutions, and from the perspective of the beneficiaries of its services. It also aims to
identify the role of the different variables such as target institution, sex(gender) ,age,
qualifications(education),years of management experience and position influencing the
level of satisfaction with the quality of services through answering the following questions
,that is, to what extent are the differences between the expectations of the beneficiaries of
the services provided by the governmental institutions in Tulkarm Governorate and actual
perceived service ,and to what extent is the knowledge of the staff in governmental
institutions of the standard of quality as well

On the other hand, there are statistically significant differences among the beneficiaries of
the services provided by the governmental institutions in Tulkarm Governorate and its staff
due to demographic variables, and how efficient are the governmental institutions in
applying the standard of quality in services provided by Tulkarm governorate. Actually, to
answer all these questions the study was conducted on all members of the target sample of
study (100) staff, whereas, concerning the beneficiaries it was selected a random sample
(approx 100 beneficiaries. The total number questionnaires fit to the statistical analysis was
80 staff and 84 beneficiaries.

On the other hand, while the measure adopted in studying the role of demographic
variables (age, education, managerial experience and position) was a set of questions about
the performance applied in the governmental institutions and the questionnaire of the
quality which included (36 paragraph) distributed in six dimensions (reliability,
objectivity ,good communication, work producers , human and financial resources.

The results have shown that there was satisfaction with the quality of services by the
employees of the governmental institutions and its beneficiaries as well. The overall
assessment of the quality of services provided by the governmental institutions in Tulkarm
Governorate was very high for the staff (average 75.8%). And the arrangement of
dimensions according to the degree of service evaluation for the staff are as follows :(
reliability, objectivity speed and accuracy in performance, good communication, work
producers and human financial resources). The results have also shown that there was no
statistically significant differences in mean, according to the point view of each of the
beneficiaries and the staff due to the variables of each target group (gender, marital status,
and target institution, place of residence, age and educational achievement). On the other
hand, the results have displayed that the impact of the experience variable of satisfaction
with the quality of services, the existence of statistical differences between the staff sample
who have 5 year experience or less was for the benefit of the first group, however, the
existence of the statistical differences among the staff sample who have 10 years of
experience or above was for the benefit of the first group.



The researcher has come out with the following recommendations such as: the necessity of
adopting, the system of the quality services by the head quarters of the Palestinian
governmental institutions which include waiting rooms, parking equipped with the update
techniques and technologies .Also there is a need to give more power or authority to the
staff in charge of services being given to the public in order to reduce bureaucracy

Finally, there must be a special division or department of the public service in each
institution in order to make people acquire service in less time and effort as possible.
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49.105 163

0.47 0.83 0.184 0.552 3
0219 35.091 160
35.644 163

0.61 0.60 0.252 0.756 3
0416 66.595 160
67.350 163

0.36 1.06 0.250 0.750 3
0.235 37.622 160
38.371 163

.(0.05=a) *

76

(162)

*




,(Zeithaml et al, 1999)

(1995)

8.2.14
,(0.05=a))
,(One-Way ANOVA)
(234 224 ) ,
, :22.4
16 15-11 10-6 5
14= 40= 38= 72 =
3.7959 3.9250 4.2594 4.0099
3.4286 3.2450 3.4789 3.3972
3.8265 3.8464 3.9586 3.8333
3.9286 3.9500 4.1737 3.9917
3.7411 3.7688 3.9145 3.8403
3.8429 3.4900 3.7474 3.6250
3.7606 3.7042 3.9221 3.7829
(22.4)
One-) :
(23.4) (Way ANOVA
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234

*().04 2.79 1.079 3.237 3
0.386 61.710 76
64.946 79
0.48 0.813 0.385 1.155 3
0.474 75.790 76
76.945 79
0.59 0.63 0.147 0.440 3
0.231 36.958 76
37.398 79
0.24 1.41 0.423 1.268 3
0.299 47.837 76
49.105 79
0.48 0.81 0.180 0.539 3
0.219 35.104 76
35.644 79
0.19 1.57 0.643 1.930 3
0.409 65.420 76
67.350 79
0.25 1.38 0.324 0.971 3
0.234 37.401 76
38.371 79
.(162) * .(0.05=0)
)
024 0.59 0.48) (
0.05=01) (0.25 0.19 0.48
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(0.04)

,(0.05=0)
(24.4) (LSD )
LSD :24.4
16 15-11 10-6 5
0.2140 0.0849 0.0849 4.0099 5
0.3344 0.2504 4.2594 10-6
0.2490 3.9250 15-11
3.7959 16
.(0.05=0) *
(24.4)
°
5 : : 10-6
, .
16 : 10-6
,(1994)
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9.2.14

,(0.05=a)
,(One-Way ANOVA)
(25.4) ) !
(26.4)
, 1254
25= 28= 23= 4 =
4.0457 3.9490 3.9752 4.1071
3.4800 3.4857 3.4348 2.6500
3.8800 3.7959 3.9689 3.8929
3.9600 3.9571 4.0174 4.1500
3.8000 3.7813 3.8424 3.7188
3.7360 3.6571 3.6609 3.4000
3.8170 3.7710 3.8166 3.6531
(25.4)
(24.4) (One-Way ANOVA)
, (26.4)

0.96 091 0.67 0.18 0.93) : ,
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,(0.05=0) ,(0.93 0.82
:26.4

0.93 0.14 0.061 0.183 3
0.436 33.100 76
33.283 79
0.18 1.65 0.861 2.583 3
0.522 39.636 76
42.220 79
0.67 0.50 0.127 0.380 3
0.249 18.957 76
19.336 79
0.91 0.17 0.057 0.170 3
0.321 24.372 76
24.542 79
0.96 0.09 0.026 0.077 3
0.261 19.851 76
19.928 79
0.82 0.29 0.136 0.407 3
0.454 34.481 76
34.888 79
0.93 0.14 0.040 0.119 3
0.269 20.448 76
20.567 79

.(0.05=0) *

(162) *
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