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Elcctronic-govcmmcnt, or e-govemment, ofTers all levels of government the
ability to communicate infonnation, deliver services, and provide additional
avenues designed to interact with and participate in government. Based on a
detailed content analysis ofgovernment wcbsitcs in conjunction with descriptive
and multiple regression approaches, tlus study assesses and explains the level
of e-govemmcnt sophi&1ication at the local level of govemmcnt in the state of
Oklahoma. The study hypothesizes tl",t the council-manager fonn of govem­
men1 and increasing levels of organizational resources and socioeconomic
wealth enhance c-govemment sophistication at tbe local level of government.
While the findings mostly support the hypothesis, local govemments in Okla­
homa. like many mlmicipalities across the country, have not fully embraced
the potentials of e-govemment.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the past two decades innovations in infonnation communica­
tion technologies have contributed to new fonns of interaction between
governments and citizens in this and other industrialized countries. The
adoption of these technologies at diffe",nt levels of government has
contributed to the emergence ofelectronic-government, ore-government,
designed to communicate infonnation, deliver services, and offer addi­
tional avenues designed to interact with and participate in government.
An inc",asing body of research assesses and explains the b",adth of
e-government at the international and national levels, but a systematic
analysis ofe-government at the locallevd and across diffe",nt population
sizes ",mains scant. In an attempt to fill this gap this study focuses on
e-government at the local level ofgovernment.

Based on a detailed content analysis of government websites in
conjunction with descriptive and multiple ",g",ssion approaches, this
study assesses and explains the level of e-government sophistication at
the local level of government in the state of Oklahoma. The study ar­
gut:s that th~ council-managcrfonn ofgovcmmt:nt as well as increasing
levels of organizational resources and socioeconomic wealth enhance.
e-government sophistication at the locallevd ofgovernment. Following
a brief review ofthe literatu", about cUrrl:nt t",nds in e-government, this
study ope rationalizes the ",levant concepts and introduces the method­
ological framework. Using a series of benchmarks, the third part of the
study analyzes the level ofe-government sophistication across a sample
of towns and cities in the state of Oklahoma.

TRENDS IN E-GOVERNMENT

With the aim to encourage the use ofthe Internet as an interactive
tool of infonnation retrieval, communication, transaction, and public
out",ach, many industrialized countries have embraced e-government
(Hernon 2006; Nilsen 2006; Chadwick 2006; Petroni and Tangli­
ente 2005; Brown 2005: Sancho 2005: Maniatis 2005). The idea of
e-government in the United States was born by the late 1960s with the
imagination of"interactive multi-access computer communities." De­
cades later, the idea of e-government crystallized with the ",lease of
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the 1997 Access America: Reengineering through Teclmalogy (Seifert
2006). For some, e-govemment can increase government efficiency, ef­
fectiveness, and transparency while improving the interactions between
citizens and their government. However, teclmical, organizational, and
cultural barriers continue to undernline the development ofe-govem­
ment in this and other industrialized countries (Petroni and Tagliente
2005; von r-Ialdenwang 2004; Wong and Welch 2004; Snellen 2005;
Seifert 2006).

As illustrated by the Center for Digital Government (2004), Dar­
rell West (2005, 2004a, 2004b), Ramona McNeal et a!. (2003), and
Anna Brannen (2001), all states have embraced the idea ofe-govern­
rnent. Noting the e-governrnent differences among the states, McNeal
et a!. (2003) argue that the extent of e-govemment innovation at the
state level are functions of legislative professionalism and, to a lesser
extent, state professional networks. Others, like West (2005), explain
e-government performance in relation to the number and breadth
of online services, website reliability, quality of privacy policy, and
overall performance using a range oforganizational, fiscal, and politi­
cal factors. While these factors, measured by levels of interest group
lobbying, education, legislative professionalism, fiscal health, party
competition, and citizen demand, are important, West (2005) concludes:
"money is most crucial in terms of overall perfornlance. States with
the financial means to fund digital government are the ones that have
earned the highest scores and received the highest ranks' (81).

Optim istic forecasts in the 1980s predicted the emergence of
an automated city hall to become a reality in the near future. Others
took a more realistic point of view arguing that '"new information
technologies show about a 10-year lag period between introduction
in local government and acceptance and routinization in a significant
population of local government" (King 1982,25). Nevertheless, the
use of the new information technologies at the local level has jumped
from an estimated nine percent in 1995 to about ninety percent by
the early 21" century (Holden, Norris, and Fletcher 2002). Some of
the major factors detennining the adoption of local e-government
include the size of the local government unit, the type of municipal
government and location. Large government units, especially those
with city or metro status based on the professionally-driven council­
manager form of government, adopted e-government earlier and to a
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gr~at~r ~xt~nt than th~ir count~rparts (Hold~n, Norris, and Fletch~r

2002; Moon 2002).
Th~ onlin~ p~s~nc~ ofJocal govemm~nt is appa~nt, but th~ d~g~~

of ~-gowrnmentsophistication continu~s to ~volw. From a traditional
bu~aucratic paradigm, local gowmm~nt w~bsit~s a~ mostly informa­
tiv~ and a~ limited to providing a rang~ of basic on~-way s~rvices

rather than transactional s~rvic~s (phillips and Chas~ 1998; ICMAIPTI
2000, 200 I, 2002; Ho 2002; Hold~n, Norris, and Fletch~r 2002; Nor­
ris and Moon 2005). R~sponding to th~ information n~~ds of specific
groups within th~ community, city e-gowrnm~nt has ~volv~d b~yond

this information-ori~nt~d stage. From both an ~-gov~mm~nt paradigm
and a us~r-ori~nted portal d~sign, local gov~mments a~ in th~ proc~ss

of centralizing their citiz~n-ori~nted ~-communication channels and
cat~gorizing th~ir w~b-bas~d s~rvic~s "according to th~ n~eds of dif­
f~~nt u~r groups" (Ho 2002, 437). R~sid~nts can communicat~ with a
centrally manag~d s~rvic~ ~qu~st syst~m, learn about community ~wnts
and employm~nt opportuniti~s, and acqui~ the agendas and minutes
of various city gowming bodies. At th~ sam~ tim~, s~parat~ busin~ss

wt:bsites Oft't:f n:lt:vant infonnation concerning the local t":conomic and

fiscal ~nvironm~nt (Ho 2002; C~nt~r for Digital Gowmm~nt 2005).
In ~c~nt years a dntmatic inc~as~ in the ~lectronic n~tworking

of the ~levant local ag~nci~s and d~partm~nts has allowed ~sidents to
conduct online services and transactions. An increasing p~rc~ntage of
cities now off~r w~b portals and onlin~ s~rvic~s, including the payment
ofutility bills, parking tickets, building permits, and tax~s, as well as the
submission ofcity job applications, the application for permits, Iic~ns~

~n~wal, and property ~gistration. Mostly gov~med by th~ council­
manager form of government, a s~ri~s of ~Iatively larg~ and small
cities such as Corpus Christi, T~xas, Madison, Wisconsin, Roanok~,

Virginia, and Delray B~ach, Florida, have attain~d th~ highest level of
s~rvic~ and transaction digitalization (Moon 2002; Cent~r for Digital
Government 2005). D~spit~ th~se accomplishm~nts, much mo~ growth
is possible, but the lack of technology, w~b staff, financial ~sourc~s,

and exp~rtis~ have hamp~~d furth~r growth (Moulder 2001; Hold~n,
Norris, and Fletcher 2002).

Over the past f~w years it has become incruasingly possible to
~tri~ve information about the local govemm~nt and to complet~ vari­
ous govemm~ntal trans.1ctions onlin~. On the surfac~ thes~ ongoing ~f-
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forts sound simple but, as claimed and illustmted by research, they can
profoundly shape govemmenH:itizen relationships. The provision of
govemment online services "will likely have a positive effect on levels
ofcitizen trust and confidence in their govemments·' (Nugent 200 1,230).
Research by Caroline Tolbert and Karen Mosenberger (2006) confirms
this claim illustmting that the use of local govemment websites creates
greater trust in local govemment. Given this positive influence, greater
accomplislunents through infomlation and communication teclmologies
are possible. E-govemment can nourish an intemctive and participatory
democmcy or e-democmcy. At tills stage, govemment websites are
much more than highways flanked by billboards and a series of service
stops along the way. Such sites can "extend public space [promoting]
consultation and dialogue between citizens and their govemments"
(Lenihan 2005, 274).

Opinions about the merits ofe-democmcy are mixed. Advocates
genemlly stress e-democmcy as an eXlension of govemance, while
others perceive the implementation of it as running counter to a libeml
democmcy (Clift 2004; Knowles 2005; Johnson 2006). The optimists
argue that the lntemet can be used to "enbance ourdemocmtic processes
and provide increased opportunities for individuals and communities
to intemct with govemment and for the govemment to seek input from
the community" (Clift cited in Riley and Riley 2003, II). Similarto the
argument made by Robert Putnam (2000) about the relationsillp hetween
teclmology and the loss of social connectedness, critics claim that the
impersonal dialogue encoumged by e-govemment and the cultural
values associated with the Intemet-based teclmologies undermine tbe
participatory nature of a democratic political sySlem (Johnson 2006).
Nevertheless, research points to promising advances made by local
govemments in e-democmcy. The City of St. Paul, Minnesota, offers
an email notification and personalization option while the Village of
Hastings, New York, provides an online input system (Clift 2004).

Other studies take a broader scope and concur with the overall
assessment of e-democracy at the local level. Studying websites in the
hundred largest U.S. metropolitan statistical areas, .lames Scott (2006)
finds tbat moSl cities allow citizens to interact with elected officials and
use a variety ofonline services. TillS research also shows that while some
cities try, only a few successfUlly facilitate participatory democmcy
through online public dialogue and consultation (Scott 2006; Holzer, I-Iu,
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and Song 2004). As with th~ deliv~ry of sophisticat~donline servic~s,

s~wral obstacks rt:main rt:garding ~-d~mocracy. Th~y includ~ th~ lack
of infonnation t~chnology ~xp~rtis~ to rt:duc~ ~rrors and tampering
with the syst~m, th~ linlit~d acc~ss ofth~ poor to ~-gowmm~nt, and th~

un~wn t~kcommunication infrastructurt: across th~ country (Moynihan
2004; Tort:gas 200 I; Cavanaugh 2000).

RESEARCH DESIGN

A singk d~finitionof~-gov~mm~ntdo~s not ~xist in th~ rt:s~arch

lit~raturt: sinc~ its conc~ptual scop~ rang~s from th~ narrow to th~ broad.
As discuss~d by Ignac~ Snelkn (2005), ~-gov~mm~nt at th~ infonna­
tiv~ level provid~s basic infomlation about gowmm~nt op~rations and
s~rvic~s. B~yond this basic kvel gov~mm~ntcan s~~k higher kvels of
~-gov~mm~ntby allowing citiz~ns to int~ract and communicat~ with
gov~mm~nt, conduct onlin~ transactions with gowmment, and gain ac­
c~ss to oth~ralign~d w~bsit~s ofpublic and ~wn a privat~ naturt: (Snelkn
2005). E-gowmmcnt is ddin~d as th~ '1ransfonnation proc~ss of th~

Public Administration as a whok and of its int~raction with p~opk; this
proc~ss, through infonnation and communication technologi~s (leTs),
aims at optinlizing th~ provision of s~rvic~s,at incrt:asing participation
by citiz~ns and ~nt~rpris~s ...." (p~troni and Taglicnt~ 2005, 24).

Typically,th~ inlplem~ntation and ass~ssm~nt of~-govcmm~nthas
rt:li~d on a s~qu~ntial approach (Giuliani 2005: Petroni and Tagli~nt~

2005: Scott 2006; W~st 2005, 2004; Chadwick and May 2003; Moon
2002). Accordingly, this study ",li~s on a lhrt:~-Ievel approach to as­
~ss local ~-gov~mm~nt sophistication. It conc~ms lh~ ability of local
gov~mm~nt w~bsit~s to communicat~ infonnation, off~r a rang~ of
onlin~ s~rvic~s, and facilitat~ int~raction with th~ gowmm~nt and th~

community. Th~ billboard kvel ~mphasiz~sth~ display of infonnation
us~d by city rt:sid~nts to evaluat~ th~ p~rfonnanc~ ofgov~mm~ntand th~

~kct~d oflicials.111~ s~rvic~-delivery l~wl allows multiple constitu~nts,

including city rt:sid~nts, busin~ss~s, and visitors to gain tangibk b~n~fits

from th~ u~ of onlin~ s~rvic~s. 111~ int~ractiwd~mocracy I~vel off~rs

a rang~ of int~ractiwf~aturt:s that facilitat~ both inl~ractivc communi­
cation and involv~m~nt in bOlh th~ gov~mment and community. Table
1 op~rationaliz~s th~ d~p~nd~nl variabks associat~d with thn:~-kvel

ass~ssm~nt of~-gowmm~nl.
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To measure the influence of organizational factors at the local
level in terms of government type and the resources availahle on the
dependent variables, this study distinguishes among the major forms of
local government (i.e. town, council-manager, and mayor-eouncil) and
considers the current number of full-time employees. As for the socio­
economic wealth of the community, the measure includes the median
household income. The study hypothesizes that the council-manager
form ofgovernment and increasing levels oforganizational resources and
socioeconomic wealth enhance e-govemment sophistication at the local
level ofgovemment. The three regression models that will be estimated
can thus be summarized in the following equations:

Yhibo = 3.0 + 3}Own+ a2coma+ a/uem+ a)loin+c
Y""", = ao+ a,town+ a,coma+ a,fuem+ a,hoin+c
Yirnlc = 3

0
+ 3\town+ a

2
coma+ a/uem+ 34boin+c

Wbcre:coma = council-manager; fucm = full-time employees:

hoin = household income

To test the hypothesis, tbis study conducted a detailed content
analysis of municipal websites between November I and November
30,2006. Descriptive and mUltiple regression approaches were used to
analyze the data. Based on population categories, tbis study, by oversam­
piing municipalities with a population between 100 and 20,000, drew a
disproportionate stratified sample of60 incorporated towns and cities in
the state ofOklahoma. Under Oklahoma law, localities with more than a
population of 1,000 can choose their form ofgovernment (i.e. council­
manager and mayor-council). Cities with more than 2,000 may become
charter cities using any of the aforementioned fomls, while places with
fewer than 1,000 are generally considered towns (Oklahoma Almanac
2005). The United States 2000 Census, the Oklahoma rllmanac (2005)
and the Oklahoma Municipal League and the Oklahoma Conference
of Mayors (2006) served as the principal data sources to detemline the
municipalities' size, governing structure, organizational resources, and
socioeconomic chamcteristics.



86 OKLAHOMA POLITICS I NOVEMBER 2007

TABLE 1

Tbe Tbree-Level Assessment of Local E-Government Sopbistieation

Level

Billboards

Inle ract ive
Democracy

Service
Delivery

Definition

To evaluate tbe performaoce
of government and tbe electcd
officials, government wcbsites
providea wide mnge of
govenullcnt-rclatcd jnfonnation
to thc local resident.

To facilitate and encourage
communication with and
involvement in govcmmcnt
and community organizations,
government websitcs offer
fOnIl1lS and opportunities for
infonned policy discussion
£lIn participation in government
(lnd the community

To serve JIlultiple constituents,
government websitcs offer city
residents, businesses, visitors
and others tangible benefits
through online services.

Indicators

News and Notices
Council MeetingAgendas
Council Meeting Minutes
Board/Colllmillee Agendas
Boord/Conunittee Minutes
Regnlations and Ordinances
Fi'~lnces and Budget
Background of Elected

Ollicials
E.mil Address for Elected

Officials

Email Notification
E-Commcnt Forms

Discussion Fomms
E-Polling
Voter Rcgistrdtion
Facililate Volunlary Serviccs

Employment Opportunities
P,ly1ncnt ofTaxes
Payment of Utility
Payment of License Fees
Payment of Fines
Request for Services
Request for Records
Pcrmil AppIicationlRenewal
Property Registrdtion

SOlllce: Author's calculations.
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ANALYSIS

Interesting panems emerge regarding website presence at the lo­
cal level relative to both population size and form of government. As
expected the prevalence of municipal websites generally increases for
those localities included within the larger population categories. Based
on the sample, towns between 100 and 1,000 citizens have no website
presence, while only 22 percent of those municipalities between 1,001­
2,000 people ofler and maintain a website. Tllis trend of low website
presence reverses for cities with a population larger than 2,00 I. From
that point on, the Internet presence oflocal government tends to increase
steadily and all cities with a population of more than 30,00 I offer web­
sites to residents and visitors alike (see Table 2).

In addition to the size of municipalities, the form of government
maners and yields expected panems. Only 9.1 percent ofthe towns but
50.0 percent of the mayor-council municipalities in Oklahoma have
websites respectively. As illustrated in Table 3, the website presence

TABLE 2

Website Presence by Cit)' POJlulation Category

Website Presence

City Population
Category No Yes Total

100-1,000 15 (100.0%) 0(0.0%) 15 (100%)
1,001-2,000 7 (78.0%) 2(220%) 9 (100%)
2,001-6,000 2 (25.0%) 6 (75.0%) 8 (100%)
6,00 I-I 0,000 2 (33.0%) 4 (67.0%) 6 (100%)
10,001-20,000 1(12.5%) 7 (87.5%) 8 (100%)
20,001-30,000 1(20.0%) 4 (80.0%) 5 (100%)
30,001-50,000 0(0.0%) 4 (100.0%) 4 (100%)
50,001-70,000 0(0.0%) 2 (100.0%) 2 (100%)
More than 70,000 0(0.0%) 3 (100.0%) 3 (100%)

Total 28 (47.0%) 32 (53.0%) 60 (100%)

Source: Author's calculations.
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TABLE 3

Website Presence by Form of Government

Form of Go\'crnrncnt

Mayor Council
Town Council Manager

No Website 20 (90.9%) 5 (50.0%) 3 (10.7%)
Website 2(9.1%) 5 (50.0%) 25 (89.3%)

Total 22 (100%) 10 (100%) 28(100%)

Source: Author's calculations.

Toilli

28 (47.0%)
32 (53.0%)

60 (100%)

increases to 89.3 percent for municipalities governed by the council-man­
ager system. Moreover, the use oftbe Internet by local governments as a
means to provide a variety of information, services, and opportunities to
interact with government or get involved in the community reflects the
leadership position of the council-manager form of government.

Table 4 reveals that the billboards level is the most developed area
at the local level compared to the more sophisticated service delivery
and the intemctive democracy levels. Accordingly, municipalities offer
a variety of services, mnging from informalion about the history of the
municipality and government structure to information ahout the missions
and services provided by the municipal departments. The most prevalent
information provided via the Internet include council agendas and min­
utes, news and notices, other board and committee agendas, regulations
and ordinances, and elected officials' email contacts. Common among
the council-manager cities with a mean billboard score of 11.0, these
information services are rarely provided by the towns and mayor-council
communities with mean scores of 0.4 and 3.4, respectively.

The service delivel)' and interactive democmcy levels are the least
developed relative to all forms of government. Table 4 illustrates that
none of the towns and only a small fraction of mayor-council munici­
palities offer specific online services and interactive democracy tools.
In contrast, council-manager communities generally score higber
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TABLE 4

Billboards, Sen'ices, and Interacth'c Democracy bv Form of Government

Form of Co,'crument

Mayor Council
Town Council Manager

Billboards
Council Agendas I (4.5%) 3 (30.0%) 22 (78.6%)
Council Minutes I (4.5%) 0(0.0%) II (39.3%)
Board/Comminee Agendas I (4.5%) 3 (30.0%) 20 (71.4%)
Board/Committee Minutes I (4.5%) 0(0.0%) 10 (35.7%)
Finance aud Budget 0(0.0%) 1(10.0%) 13 (46.4%)
News ~nd Notices 0(0.0%) 3 (30.0%) 21 (75.0%)
Regulations and Ordinances 0(0.0%) 2 (20.0%) 18 (64.3%)
Background of Elecled Officials 0(0.0%) I (10.0%) 9 (32.1%)
Email Address for Mayor 0(0.0%) 2 (20.0%) 16 (57.1%)
Email Address for Conncil Members 0(0.0%) 2 (20.0%) 14 (50.0%)
Billboard Mean Score 0.4 34 11.0

Sen'ice Dclil'cry
Payment of Taxes 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
Payulent of Utilities 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 7 (25.0%)
Payment of License Fees 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
Paymenl of Fines 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 3(10.7%)
Employment Opportunities 0(0.0%) 2 (20.0%) 22 (78.6%)
Request Services 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) I (3.6%)
Request Records 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
Permit Application 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
Property Registration 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
Voter Registration Semch 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
Service Delivery Mean Score 0.0 0.4 2.4

Intcnlcti\'c Democracy
Enabled Links 0(0.0%) 4 (40.0%) 20 (71.4%)
E-Comment Founs 0(0.0%) 2 (20.0%) 7 (25.0%)
E-Notification 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 1(3.6%)
Voter Registration 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 1(3.6%)
Discussion Forums 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%)
E-Polling 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) I (3.6%)
Facilitate VoluntaI)1 Service 0(0.0%) 1(10.0%) 13 (46.4%)
Interactive Democracy Mean Score 0.0 1.4 3.0

Source: Author's calculations.
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n:garding service ddivery and interactive democracy with mean scon:s
of 2.4 or 3.0, n:spectivdy. Accordingly, a number of council-manager
cities post employment opportunities and allow n:sidents to pay both
utility bills and fines. Council-manager communities an: also in the early
stages of nourishing interactive democracy by allowing n:sidents to
"'arn about and get involved in civic organizations like churches, youth
organizations, historical societies, and other volunteer-based organiza­
tions in the community.

The multip'" n:gn:ssion analysis pn:sented in Table 5 further sup­
ports some of the pn:vious tn:nds. Overall, the modd estimating the
inflUenCe of forms ofgovernment, organizational resources, and socio­
economic characteristics on the "'vel ofe-government sophistication in
terms ofbillboards, service ddivery, and interactive democracy yidded
inflUential and statistically significant coefficients. The n:sults shown in
Table 5 suggested that organizational resources measured by number
of full-time employees and socioeconomic characteristics measun:d by
the median household income accounted for some significant variation
in the overall modd estimations. The town government, while insignifi­
cant, had a consistent negative impact on e-government sophistication.
Accordingly, the most important variab'" contributing to incn:asing
e-government sophistication, especially with n:Spect to the billboards
and ServiCe delivery "'vds was the council-manager forn1 of govern­
ment. Except for the interactive democracy levd, the council-manager
variab'" explained most of the variations in the billboards and service
ddivery moods and n:mained significant at the p<O.O I "'vd across the
thn:e "'vds of e-government sophistication.

CONCLUSION

111is study repn:sents one of the first extensive and systematic
analyses of municipal govemment websites in the state of Oklahoma.
Guided by the literatun: on e-government sophistication and based on
a disproportionate stratified samp'" of 60 municipalities, this paper as­
sesses the ability of local governrnents to provide information, services,
and democracy--.:nhancing tools via the Intc:rnet. The study hypothesizes
a positive n:lationship bc:tween the council-manager form ofgovernment,
organizational n:sources, and socioeconomic characteristics on the one
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Table 5

The Determinants of Local E-Government Sophistication

Service Intcrdctive
Billboards Delivery Dcmocmcy

Town -.096 -.072 -.171
(1.701) (.488) (.573)

Council Manager .460 .451 .330
(1.841)** (.528)** (.620)**

Full-time Employees .266 .094 .360
(.004)* (.00 I) (.001)**

Median I lousehold locome .134 .281 -.046
(.000) (.000)* (.000)

Constant -1.548 -1.439 1.008
(2.509) (.720)* (.845)

R Squme .640 .535 .536

Adjusted R Square .613 .500 .501

F 23.553*** 15.245*** 15.293***

N 60 60 60

*p<0.05 **p<O.OI ***p<O.OOI

Source: Author's calculations.

ote: The numbers are the standardized least squares regression coefficients,
with the standard error in parentheses. The number of asterisks indicates the
level of statistical significance. Tolerance statistics show thallhere is no mul­
ticollinearity in the model.
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hand and local e-government sophistication on the other. The descrip­
tive and multiple regression analyses mostly support the hypothesis
but also find mixed results depending on the level of e-government
sophistication.

As suggested by the literature, many government sites associated
with larger municipalities, endowed with more organizational resources,
and governed by the council-manager system attained relatively high
levels of e-government sophistication. These municipalities, in con­
trast to their smaller counterparts and those governed by the town and
mayor-council systems, did particularly well in terms of providing
a wide array of infornlation concerning the structure, function, and
operation of government. Beyond this information-driven billboards
level, local e-government performance regarding online service deliv­
ery and interactive democracy declined substantially. A relatively small
proportion of municipalities provided online services or facilitated a
meaningful involvement of residents in government and in the com­
munity, as defined by the service delivery and the interactive democracy
levels. Nevertheless, across the levels of e-government sophistication
the council-manager municipalities clearly outperformed the town and
mayor-eouncil communities.

As demonstrated by other scholars, the find ings clearly suggest that
local governments have adopted the Internet to inform their residents.
With respect to providing online services and enhancing democratic
engagement through the new information communication technologies,
local governments in Oklahoma are in the early stages of implementa­
tion. As such, despite the advances made in information communication
technologies in recent decades, local governments in Oklahoma, similar
to many municipalities across the country, have not fully embraced and
implemented the range of possibilities associated with e-government.
This research encourages other scholars to discuss the delivery ofonline
services and the meaning ofe-democracy at the local level while at the
same time comparing the level of local e-government sophistication
across municipalities in the United States as well as other countries.
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