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Since governmental units are inefficient when it comes to public 
spending (Sutherland & Price, 2007), this research aims to measure 
the quality of the level of services provided by the financial 
controller (FC) in Saudi governmental units. The SERVPERF model 
was employed to measure the quality of the level of services of 
FCs, in terms of what beneficiaries’ desire and what already 
obtained. The study sample represents the beneficiaries of the 
services of FCs, specifically the accountants in the various 
government units. A t-test was used for paired samples in order to 
determine whether a fundamental difference exists between the 
level of service the recipient desires, according to the model 
dimensions, and what is actually being obtained. The results 
showed significant differences in the levels of assurance, 
sympathy, and tangibility, suggesting that recipients receive a 
lower level of services than what they desire. On the other side, the 
results showed no significant differences in the levels of reliability 
and responsiveness. These results reflect the nature of the 
traditional role of an FC, which is to ensure compliance with 
governmental regulations rather than the advisory role (Wilson, 
2005). In light of the recent suggestions about financial control in 
government units (Rayp & Van De Sijpe, 2007), this study 
recommends that the advisory role of FCs should be enhanced.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
In the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, the Ministry of 
Finance is charged with the responsibilities of 

government expenditure and revenue raising in 
addition to developing economic policies and 
regulations and preparing the national budget 
(Ministry of Finance, 2019). According to the 
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regulation of the Saudi Arabian public financial 
system, there are three parties that financially 
monitor government unites: the FC (representative 
of the Ministry of Finance), and the internal auditor, 
who is supposed to play the same role as the FC but 
follows the authority under which he works and 
monitors their accounts, and the public accountant 
or the external auditor appointed by companies and 
institutions that have a separated (independent) 
budget from the general national budget. In addition 
to the above-controlling bodies, the General 
Accounting Bureau is an independent body 
responsible for overseeing financial affairs and 
performances of all governmental units and reports 
to the Prime Minister. The system of financial 
representatives (FCs) imposed by Cabinet Resolution 
No. 471 of 06/03/1961 states that for every 
government unit, an FC should be appointed to 
comply with financial instructions, making 
observations, and setting an annual program for the 
inspection of all units under their supervision and 
submitting their report to the Ministry of Finance 
(Ministry of Finance, 1961). The Ministry of Finance 
shall be the authority responsible for their 
appointment, transfer, dismissal, and issuance of 
instructions in the interest of the work. FCs examine 
the disbursement proposals and financial issues and 
their duties also include observing and explaining 
financial instructions on topics that need the 
approval of the Ministry of Finance and submit their 
reports to the Ministry of Finance once every 3 
months. This system emphasizes FCs’ independence 
and, at the same time, provides them with tools and 
authorities to help government units so they comply 
with public financial regulations and enhance 
efficiency and effectiveness of the financial 
performance of all government units. Thus, the 
research question can be phrased as follows: Does 
the financial controller (FC) in the Saudi Arabian 
public financial system provide his services with the 
desired level of quality?  

Satisfaction is a diagnostic indicator that allows 
evaluating the expectations and measures consumer 
behavior (Iacobucci, Grayson, & Ostrom, 1994; Paul, 
Mittal, & Srivastav, 2016; Rezvani & Safahani, 2016). 
Both customer expectations and perceptions about 
their levels of satisfaction are dynamic dimensions, 
this means that government administrations must 
measure them regularly to monitor them and check 
the gap being generated between them (Rodriguez, 
Campdesuner, Vidal, & Vivar, 2017). In basic 
economic terms, goods and services represent the 
primary classifications of products. Both goods and 
services possess inherent characteristics that define 
their quality. In assessing and measuring quality, 
service quality is more difficult to evaluate than 
product quality since its final output is intangible, 
heterogeneous, and inseparable in nature 
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985). Between 
public and private service sectors, the evaluation of 
service quality can pose a major challenge to public 
service sectors given that they are generally under 
the administration of strict governments with clearly 
defined laws and regulations (Ocampo et al., 2019).  

Government units suffer from the problems of 
the inefficiency of public spending, which leads to 
the financial waste of the nation’s savings and major 
problems in achieving the goals of the state’s 
operating budget (Saudi Vision 2030, 2018). These 
may be caused due to the state regulatory agencies 
inefficiently performing its role or not keeping pace 
with the needs of the beneficiaries of these services. 

Very few studies have studied the performance of 
FCs in Saudi Arabian government agencies and 
applied the SERVPERF model in the work of financial 
observers in government units in general; to fill this 
gap, this study seeks to implement the SERVPERF 
model in examining whether FCs in government 
units provides their services with the required 
quality. According to the above, the research 
hypotheses are formulated according to the 
dimensions of the SERVPERF model (assurance, 
reliability, responsiveness, sympathy, and 
tangibility) in terms of what beneficiaries want in 
each dimension of this service and compare that to 
the level of service dimensions already present. 

Due to the vast shift in the attitude of the Saudi 
Arabian government toward public expending at 
present, this study aims to contribute to these 
efforts in a number of ways. First, Saudi Vision 2030 
emphasizes the strategic importance of rationalizing 
public expenditures by improving the level of 
transparency and accountability in order to improve 
the efficiency of government spending (Saudi Vision 
2030, 2018). From this perspective, FCs in the 
government system are an important means of 
controlling these expenditures. Thus, this study 
could help by identifying deficiencies in the services 
of FCs in governmental units and then suggesting 
appropriate remedies. This study is also motivated 
by the importance of government expenditures in 
general. Previous studies have confirmed that 
oversight and follow-up have a major role in raising 
the efficiency of public expenditures, as the 
efficiency of government spending is a very 
important matter which is not related to the ability 
of governments, the size of the private sector in the 
state, or the directions and programs of 
governments but is rather essential for achieving 
stability in the economies of countries as a major 
advocate for continued economic growth (Gupta, 
Honjo, & Verhoeven, 1997). Efficiency is influenced 
by several factors, the most important of which are 
organizational factors (Sutherland & Price, 2007), 
and inefficiency in developing economies results 
mainly from administrative practices and behaviors 
and weak oversight (Wilson, 2005). Inefficiency in 
government expenditure is primarily determined by 
governance indicators and structural country 
variables (Rayp & Van De Sijpe, 2007). The 
importance of this study can also be linked to 
educational and training programs, as the results of 
this study can help those responsible for these 
programs to develop their educational programs to 
qualify financial observers. This research is also one 
of the first studies that use this model in the 
accounting services in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 
which could be a valuable contribution. 

The rest of the paper is divided into six 
sections. The following section discusses previous 
studies investigating public spending and controls. 
Then, Section 3 discusses the research methodology 
and Sections 4 and 5 report the research results 
while Section 6 provides the conclusion. 
 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
Despite the importance of the role of the FC in 
raising the efficiency of public expenditures, a 
limited number of studies sought to evaluate the 
work of the FC in government institutions, especially 
in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Most of these 
studies focus on the organizational aspects of the FC 
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without sufficiently addressing the performance of 
the FC. Moreover, previous studies differed in their 
measurement of the efficiency of public 
expenditures from those that focused on concepts 
of efficiency and effectiveness, concerned with the 
methods used in measuring efficiency and indicators 
or focused on measuring the ability of organizations 
to achieve the desired goals of public expenditures. 
For example, Sutherland and Price (2007) reported 
that regulatory factors significantly affect public 
expenditures on education; Wilson (2005) 
emphasized that inefficiencies in developing 
economies result mainly from management practices 
and behaviors and weak oversight. 

Customers can receive services from either the 
organizations of private sectors owned and 
controlled by private businesses or the 
administrations of public sectors that run and 
controlled by the government. Both private and 
public sectors can provide analogous services to 
their consumers but are distinctly different from 
one another (Ocampo et al., 2019). For example, 
while the organizations in private sectors generally 
make decisions in secrecy, the public sectors 
transparently share their plan to the public. 
Moreover, various considerations such as political 
and social responsibility are entailed to the public 
sector being a bargaining-based type of decision-
maker (Nutt, 2005). Accordingly, the public sector 
follows a bottom-up scheme in making decisions, 
while the private sector adopts a top-down decision 
process (Dillion, Buchanan, & Corner, 2010). In a 
case that involves motivation of providing services, 
private sectors strive for a high level of profitability 
whereas public sectors desire to serve the public 
interest, loyalty to duty and the government 
collectively, and patriotism of benevolence (Ocampo 
et al., 2019). 

Dang, Fargher, and Lee (2016) evaluated the 
quality of auditing for companies registered in the 
Chinese stock market and found that there is some 
evidence of high levels of personal appreciation 
when those companies are reviewed by small 
auditing firms. Johansen and Christoffersen (2016) 
evaluated the performance of the auditing firms and 
concluded that customers found no fundamental 
imbalance in-service performance. Waldmann and 
Ratnatunga (2015) examined the SERVPERF scale in 
the field of accounting services and concluded that 
this is one of the most successful measuring tools 
when it comes to the performance of accounting 
services. 

Further, regarding the studies that concerned 
the quality of services and the methods for 
measuring them, there are many studies that dealt 
with evaluating the quality of services, and they were 
applied in several different sectors. For example, in 
determining the dimensions of quality of services, 
Zeitham, Parasuraman, and Berry (1985) presented 
quality dimensions represented in ten dimensions: 
reliability, response, efficiency, access to service, 
credibility, communication, safety, tact, tangibility, 
and understanding the customer. Adil and Ansari 
(2012) concluded that there is an effect of quality on 
the customer’s conviction, lack of complaint, and 
loyalty in terms of providing service and increasing 
profitability. This study was preceded by several 
other studies that showed a relationship between 
the quality of service provided and the client’s other 
behaviors (Buttle, 1996; Duncan & Elliot, 2004; Lee & 
Hwan, 2005; Lewis, 1991; Zeitham, Parasuraman, & 
Berry, 1985). Several studies focused on the different 

dimensions of the service, whether tangible or 
intangible (Levesque & McDougall, 1996; Wang, Lo, & 
Hui, 2003). These studies mentioned that most of 
the technical aspects in the field of services have 
become normative by focusing on the impact of the 
customer and the service delivery team. 

Previous studies agree that quality of service is 
abstract and difficult to define and measure 
accurately, because the characteristics are unique to 
each service compared to goods, such as the lack of 
physical presence, the method of production and 
consumption, as well as the inability to store them, 
and a person cannot know the nature of the service 
before receiving it. However, we find that most of 
these studies agree that the concept of quality of 
service is reflected through the evaluation of the 
customer, as he is the beneficiary of the service. This 
evaluation can be observed to a certain degree of 
excellence or total excellence in the performance of 
the service through the fulfillment of customer 
requirements or as the result of the difference 
between the final expectation of the beneficiary 
from the service and his awareness of the service 
performance he is already received (Al-Awlaki, 2018; 
Alabdadlah, 2017; Idris, 2012; Manik & Sidharta, 
2017). 

In the literature, two models are frequently 
used to measure the quality of services: SERVQUAL 
and SERVPERF (Silva, de Moraes, Makiya, & Cesar, 
2017). The SERVQUAL scale is based on a form 
consisting of 22 items that reflect the five quality 
dimensions (tangibility, reliability, responsiveness, 
assurance, and sympathy). The scale consists of two 
groups, each of which contains 22 terms. The first 
group aims to determine the expected service, and 
the second group aims to perceive the actual service 
as follows: quality of service = performance –
 expectations. The higher the perceived service the 
higher the customer’s expectations (Salah Eldean & 
Bartamani, 2018; Hamwi & Ismail, 2011). Despite the 
widespread acceptance of the SERVQUAL scale, it 
was subjected to many criticisms, including the 
complexity of the mathematical operations involved, 
the weakening of its predictive capabilities, and its 
foundation on the model of contentment and not 
trends, in addition to the variance of its ability to 
explain the differences in the quality components 
from one industry to another (Al-Awlaki, 2018; Idris 
& Al-Morsi, 1993). 

These criticisms of the standards of SERVQUAL 
resulted in the continuous efforts made by 
researchers to arrive at a scientific and practical 
model for measuring the quality of service and 
enjoying a high degree of confidence, reliability, and 
applicability. The SERVPERF measure removes the 
gap between performance and expectations and 
focuses only on the actual performance of 
measuring the quality of service and, thus, exceeds 
ambiguity in building expectations. The advantages 
this scale has over the SERVQUAL scale are ease of 
application and measurement in addition to its 
degree of credibility and realism. Adil, Ghaswyneh, 
and Albkour (2013) concluded that the SERVPERF 
scale is one of the best measures to assess the 
quality of service performance. This was also 
confirmed by a study conducted by Vanpariya and 
Ganguly (2010). 

Overall, our review of the literature reveals that 
despite the importance of the role of the FC in 
raising the efficiency of public expenditures, very 
few studies sought to evaluate the work of the FC in 
Saudi Arabian government units, where most studies 
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mainly focused on the organizational aspects of the 
work of the FC without adequately addressing the 
performance of the FC. Further, the literature 
suggests that the SERVPERF scale is one of the best 
measures to assess the quality of service 
performance. Accordingly, this study uses the 
SERVPERF model to examine the equality of the 
services provided by FCs in the Saudi Arabian 
government units. 
 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
The SERVPERF model is characterized by a high 
degree of credibility and appropriateness in 
assessing the performance of FCs. It was previously 
applied in a number of studies measuring the 
quality of services in various types of activities. 
These studies found that this is one of the most 
appropriate models, even more so than the 
SERVQUAL model to measure the quality of 
performance of accounting services (Waldmann & 
Ratnatunga, 2011). The SERVPERF model includes 
multiple dimensions that reflect the quality of 
service dimensions. It measures the importance of 
each aspect of the expected services from the 
viewpoint of the beneficiaries of the service and 
compares that with the service already provided.  

The SERVPERF model assumes that the quality 
of service provided falls into several dimensions, as 
follows: 1) assurance means providing the service to 
the recipient in a manner that is free from errors 
and risks, and this leads to reassurance by the 
recipient; 2) reliability expresses the ability of the FC 
to meet the needs of the recipient of the service, as 
represented by his commitment to the promises he 
made to the recipient of the service; 
3) responsiveness reflects the response of the FC to 
the aspirations of the service recipient and the 
response to his requests and complaints and his 
initiative to provide the service; 4) sympathy 
expresses the FC’s keenness on the recipient of the 
service and notifying him of its importance and his 
desire to build trust between them; 5) tangibility 
reflects aspects relating to physical appearances, 
including equipment and the appearance of the 
financial controller and his assistants. The study 
population represents the beneficiaries of the 
services of the financial controller, namely 
accountants in various government units. 
Accordingly, 48 questionnaires were distributed to a 
random sample from this community; 46 
questionnaires were obtained, and 43 questionnaires 
have been used for this study after excluding 3 
incomplete questionnaires. Data collection was 
conducted in May-July 2019.  

This research might have also been conducted 
using the SERVQUAL model. It is a multidimensional 
research instrument composed of five dimensions: 
tangibility, reliability, responsiveness, empathy, and 
assurance. In the literature, the SERVQUAL model 
has been used to evaluate the quality of public 
services (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988; 
Landrum, Prybutok, & Zhang, 2010; Ocampo et al., 
2019). Also, the use of SERVQUAL has been 
successfully implemented in various fields such as 
health services in government hospitals (AbuEid, 
Darawesh, & Aydah, 2016), educational Services 
(Al-Awlki, 2018; Idris, 2012), public sector banks 
(Paul, Mittal, & Srivastav, 2016), libraries and 
information services (Landrum, Prybutok, & Zhang, 
2010). Nevertheless, this model has been subject to a 
number of criticisms. Buttle (1996) reported a 
number of these criticisms such as problems with an 
operational definition of the expectations to 
construct, administration of the questionnaire, 
dimensional instability, operational definition of the 
expectations construct, the ambiguity of 
expectations construct, face validity and construct 
validity. One of the most important aspects that 
make using SERVPERF is preferable to using 
SERVQUAL is the administration aspect of the 
research instrument. SERVQUAL usually designed to 
be administered after beneficiaries have received the 
services that require them to recall their pre-
experience about the services. This could negatively 
affect the validity of the research instrument. Other 
research methods could also be used to answer the 
research questions such as surveys or interviews. 
Further research might adopt these alternative 
research methods. 
 

4. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS 
 
With respect to the job ranking of the respondents 
as shown in Table 1, the vast majority of 
respondents are from mid-tier positions and others 
from higher positions. Also, 72% of respondents 
hold a bachelor’s degree in accounting while those 
with a master’s degree consisted of 2% of the 
sample. This means that respondents have the 
appropriate knowledge and qualification to respond 
to the questionnaires. 

With respect to their professional qualification, 
it is clear from Table 1 that 23% of the respondents 
have a CPA certificate and 77% do not have 
professional certificates. The average work 
experience of respondents is 15 years or more. 
Overall, respondents have the appropriate 
experience, qualifications, and positions to respond 
to the questionnaire. 

 
Table 1. Respondents’ demographic information 

 

Items Group No. 
Participants in the 

sample (%) 

Career rank 
6th -8th hierarchy in government units* 24 56 
9th -12th hierarchy in government units 23 53 
Non-bachelor holder 11 26 

Qualification 
Bachelor holder 31 72 
Master holder 1 2 

Professional qualification 
Holding professional certificates 10 23 
Not holding professional certifications 33 77 
0–4 years 11 26 

Year of experience 
5–9 years 9 21 
10–15 years 2 4 
More than 15years 21 49 

Note: * In Saudi government units, the highest career hierarchy is 15th. 
 



Journal of Governance and Regulation / Volume 9, Issue 2, 2020 

 
127 

5. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS 
 
This model depends on measuring the level of 
performance before and after getting the service. In 
other words, to measure the difference between 
observations recorded twice, we used a t-test. A 
t-test is frequently used to determine whether there 
is a fundamental difference between observations of 
a sample that may be related (paired samples) or 
unrelated (independent) samples. According to this 
model, the null hypothesis being tested states that 
there is no significant difference between the 
observations in the two measurements. 

Since the purpose of the study is to measure 
the differences between the level of performance as 
desired by the beneficiary of the service and the 
level of performance that was actually obtained and 
since the observations recorded in the two phases 
are for the same sample, the t-test model for a 
paired (non-independent) sample is utilized to 
measure these differences. In this statistical model, 
the statistical value of T and the t-distribution 
values and degrees of freedom are essential to 
determine the statistical significance of the results; 
for this statistical test, a number of conditions have 
been satisfied, and Cronbach’s alpha is 87. 

5.1. Assurance dimension 
 
The first hypothesis of the study concerns the 
assurance dimension of the SERVPERF model. To 
measure the difference between what the financial 
services recipient wants for the level of assurance 
and what he actually obtained, the first hypothesis 
was formulated as follows: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is no significant 
difference in the level of assurance that the 
beneficiary of the services of the financial controller 
in government units desires to obtain and the level of 
assurance that he actually received. 

Table 2 shows the results of the paired sample 
t-test. It shows that the differences in the means 
between what the service recipient desires from FC 
at the assurance level (6.215) and what is actually 
obtained (5.889) are significant, where t (42) = 2.276, 
p < .05, ŋ2 = .143; indicating that there is an increase 
in what he wants (mean = 6.215), standard 
deviation = 0.753, sample size = 43), compared to 
what it actually received (mean = 5.888, standard 
deviation = 0.959, sample size = 43). 
 

 
Table 2. Paired sample t-test for the assurance level 

 

Assurance dimension items 

Paired differences  

 95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 

Mean 
Std. error 

mean 
Lower Upper t 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

I expect FC to adhere to his duties as per the financial 
instructions and regulations. 

0.163 0.188 -0.217 0.542 0.866 0.392 
I found FC’s commitment to his duties as in the regulations and 
instructions for FC. 

I would like to have confidence in the work of FC. 
0.326 0.178 -0.034 0.685 1.826 0.075 

I gained confidence in the work of FC. 

I expect that he will provide adequate protection for the 
government unit. 0.349 0.173 0.001 0.697 2.022 0.05 

I saw FC provides adequate protection for the government unit. 

I expect that he will adopt professional standards in the 
performance of his work. 

0.465 0.214 0.033 0.897 2.174 0.035 
I sensed that he adopted professional standards in performing his 
work. 

Desired assurance level (mean = 6.215) vs. Obtained assurance 
level (mean = 5.89). 

0.32558 0.14302 0.03695 0.61421 2.276 0.028 

 
The difference is fundamental as the average 

increase was 0.326 with a 95% confidence level for 
the difference between 0.614 and 0.037 averages. 
Therefore, we rejected the null hypothesis, which 
states that there is no significant difference in the 
level of assurance that the service recipient desires 
and what he obtains from the FC in the government 
units. These results are supported by testing the 
detailed items of the assurance dimension. Most of 
the items of this dimension indicate that there are 
differences between what the service recipient 
desires from the level of assurance and what he 
actually received. 
 

5.2. Reliability dimension 
 
The second hypothesis examines the reliability 
dimensions. To measure the difference between 
what the financial services recipient desires for the 
level of reliability and what he actually obtained, the 

second hypothesis was formulated as follows: 
Hypothesis 2 (H2): There is no significant 

difference in the level of reliability that the 
beneficiary of the services of the financial controller 
in government units desires to obtain and the level of 
reliability that he actually received. 

Table 3 shows the results of the paired sample 
t-test. The results show that the differences in the 
means between what the service recipient desires for 
the level of reliability (5.93) and what he actually 
received (5.74) are insignificant, where t (42) = 1.293, 
p ˃ .05, ŋ2 = .144, indicating that there are no 
differences in the level of performance between 
what the financial services recipient desire in terms 
of reliability and what he actually receives. It shows 
no change in what the service recipient desires 
(mean = 5.93, standard deviation = 0.789, sample 
size = 43) compared to what he actually received 
(mean = 5.744, standard deviation = 0.777, sample 
size = 43). 
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Table 3. Paired sample t-test for reliability dimension 
 

Reliability dimension items 

Paired differences 

 
 

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 

Mean 
Std. error 

mean 
Lower Upper t 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

I would like to rely on FC to address the problems of the 
government unit in which he is present. 

0.000 0.191 -0.386 0.386 0.000 1.000 
I got the ability to rely on him to tackle the problems of the 
government unit, he is in. 

I expect that FC will get the job is done right the first time. 
-0.163 0.208 -0.582 0.256 -0.784 0.437 

I felt the job was done correctly the first time. 

I hope that FC will complete the task at the agreed time. 
0.429 0.208 0.009 0.848 2.063 0.045 

I saw the task completed in the agreed time. 

I would like to have confidence that the work assigned to FC will 
end in its time. 

0.465 0.224 0.013 0.917 2.075 0.044 
I got the confidence that the work assigned to him will be 
completed in his time. 

I expect that FC will have sufficient experience to help him 
follow up the needs of the government unit. 

0.326 0.220 -0.118 0.770 1.480 0.146 
I found FC has sufficient experience to assist in following up the 
needs of the government unit. 

Desired reliability level (mean = 5.93) vs. Obtained reliability 
level (mean = 5.74). 

0.186 0.144 -0.104 0.476 1.293 0.203 

 
The difference is not significant since the 

average increase was 0.186 with 95% confidence for 
the difference between the average of 0.476 and the 
average of 0.104. Therefore, we accepted the null 
hypothesis, which stipulates that there is no 
significant difference in the level of reliability that 
the beneficiary of the services of the FC in 
government units desires to obtain and the level of 
reliability that he actually received. These results are 
supported by testing the detailed items of the 
reliability dimension, as most items of this 
dimension indicate that there are no differences 
between what the service recipient desires from the 
level of reliability and what he actually received. 
 

5.3. Responsiveness dimension 

 
Responsiveness refers to the FC’s reaction to the 
aspirations of the service recipient, his requests and 
complaints, and to the financial controller’s initiative 
to provide the service to them. To measure the 

difference between what the financial services 
recipient in the government units would like for the 
responsiveness level and what was actually obtained, 
the third hypothesis is stated as follows: 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): There is no significant 
difference in the level of responsiveness that the 
beneficiary of the services of the financial controller 
in government units desires to obtain and the level of 
responsiveness that he actually received. 

Table 4 shows that there is no significant 
difference in the means between what the service 
recipient desires for the level of responsiveness 
(6.03) and what he actually obtained (5.78). As it 
turns out, t (42) = 1.528, p ˃ .05, ŋ2 = .164, indicating 

that there is no difference in the level of 
performance in terms of the responsiveness aspect 
between what the receiver of the FC desires 
(mean = 6.03, standard deviation = 0.903, sample 
size = 43) and what he actually received 
(mean = 5.779, standard deviation = 0.934, sample 
size = 43). 

 
Table 4. Paired sample t-test for the responsiveness dimension 

 

Responsiveness dimension items 

Paired differences  

 95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 

Mean 
Std. error 

mean 
Lower Upper t 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

I hope the FC will respond to the requirements of the 
government unit. 0.023 0.206 -0.393 0.440 0.113 0.911 

I saw FC’s response to the requirements of the government unit. 

I hope FC understands the needs of the government unit. 
0.372 0.191 -0.014 0.758 1.946 0.058 

I felt FC’s understanding of the needs of the government unit. 

I hope FC deals with the government unit effectively. 
0.395 0.216 -0.041 0.831 1.830 0.074 

I found that he deals with the governmental unit effectively. 

I expect FC to respond to the needs and interests of the 
government unit. 

0.209 0.204 -0.202 0.621 1.026 0.311 
I touched his response to the needs and interests of the 
government unit 

Desired responsiveness level (mean = 6.033) vs. Obtained 
responsiveness level (mean = 5.778). 

0.250 0.164 -0.080 0.580 1.528 0.134 

 
The difference is not material as the average 

increase is 0 .250 with a 95% confidence level for the 
difference between the average of 0.580 and the 
average of 0.080. Thus, we rejected the null 

hypothesis, which stipulates that there is no 
significant difference in the level of responsiveness 
that the beneficiary of the FC’s services in 
government units desire to obtain and the level of 
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responsiveness that he actually received. These 
results are supported by testing the detailed items 
of the responsiveness dimension. Most of the items 
of this dimension indicate that there are no 
differences between what the service recipient 
desires from the level of responsiveness and what he 
gets. 
 

5.4. Sympathy dimension 
 
Sympathy dimension refers to the keenness of the 
FC toward the recipient of the service by showing 
the importance and desire to build trust between 
them. To measure the difference between what the 
financial services recipient in government units 
desires for the level of sympathy and what he 

actually obtained, the fourth hypothesis is 
formulated as follows: 

Hypothesis 4 (H4): There is no significant 
difference in the level of sympathy that the 
beneficiary of the services of the financial controller 
in government units desires to obtain and the level of 
sympathy that he actually received. 

Table 5  shows the results of the paired sample 
t-test for the differences in the means between what 
the service recipient desires from the level of 
sympathy (6.13) and what he actually obtained 
(5.69), where the results show that there is a 
significant difference t (42 = 3.099, p < .05, 
ŋ2 = .140), indicating that there are differences in 

the level of performance between what the financial 
services recipient desire in terms of sympathy and 
what he actually obtained. 

 
Table 5. Paired sample t-test for the sympathy dimension 

 

Sympathy dimension items 

Paired differences 

 
 

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 

Mean 
Std. error 

mean 
Lower Upper t 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

I expect that FC will have the desire to serve the government 
unit. 0.372 0.173 0.023 0.721 2.151 0.037 

I sensed that the FC’s desire to serve the government unit. 

I expect that FC will have personal care and concern for 
government unity. 

0.326 0.175 -0.028 0.679 1.858 0.07 
I felt the concern and personal attention of the FC for the 
government unit. 

I hope the FC will respond quickly to the needs of the 
government unit. 0.465 0.217 0.028 0.902 2.148 0.038 
I found a rapid response to the needs of the government unit by FC. 

I want him to embrace the defense of the needs of the 
government unit. 

0.465 0.209 0.044 0.886 2.228 0.031 
I found that he adopted the defense of the needs of the 
government unit. 

I expect FC’s presence and easy communication with him. 
0.535 0.201 0.13 0.94 2.666 0.011 

I found his presence and the ease of communicating with him. 

Desired sympathy level (mean = 6.128) vs. Obtained sympathy 
level (mean = 5.692). 

0.43256 0.1396 0.15084 0.7143 3.099 0.003 

 
The results show an increase in what he desires 

(mean = 6.13, standard deviation = 0.657, sample 
size = 43) compared to what he actually observed 
(mean = 5.693, standard deviation = 0.886, sample 
size = 43). This difference is substantial, and the 
average increase is 0.433 with a confidence level of 
95% for the difference between the average of 0.714 
and an average of 0.15. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis stipulating that there is no significant 
difference in the level of sympathy desired by the 
financial services recipient from the FC in 
government units, and the level of sympathy that is 
actually obtained is rejected. These results are 
supported by testing the detailed items of the 
sympathy dimension. Most of the items of this 
dimension indicate that there are differences 
between what the service recipient desires from the 
level of sympathy and what actually received. 
 

5.5. Physical appearance dimension 
 
The physical or tangible dimension expresses the 
physical manifestations, including the equipment 

and the appearance of the financial controller and 
his assistants. To measure the difference between 
what the financial services recipient in government 
units desires from the FC for the physical level and 
what he actually obtained, the fifth hypothesis was 
formulated as follows: 

Hypothesis 5 (H5): There is no significant 
difference in the level of physical appearance that the 
beneficiary of the services of the financial controller 
in government units desires to obtain and the level of 
physical appearance that he actually received. 

Table 6 shows the results of the t-test for a 
paired sample. It demonstrates that the results are 
found to be significant where t (42) = 3.276, p < .05, 
ŋ2 = .166, indicating that there are differences in the 

level of performance between what the recipient of 
the services of the FC desires in terms of physical 
appearance and what he actually gets.  
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Table 6. Paired sample t-test for the physical appearance dimension 
 

Physical appearance dimension items 

Paired differences 

 
 

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference 

Mean 
Std. error 

mean 
Lower Upper t 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

I expect that he will use modern technology to perform his duties. 
0.698 0.261 0.171 1.224 2.673 0.011 

I saw that he uses modern technology. 
I would like the work of the FC to be orderly and in good 
appearance. 

0.512 0.177 0.154 0.869 2.886 0.006 
I found that the work of the FC is organized and in good 
appearance. 
I hope that he will use the appropriate means of communication to 
work clearly. 

0.419 0.189 0.037 0.8 2.216 0.032 
I saw that he was using the appropriate means of communication 
to work clearly. 
Desired physical appearance level (mean = 6.267) vs. Obtained 
physical appearance level (mean = 5.713). 

0.5426 0.1657 0.208 0.877 3.276 0.002 

 
As in Table 6, there is an increase in what he 

desires (mean = 6.256, standard deviation = 0.854, 
sample size = 43) compared to what he actually 
obtained (mean= 5.713, standard deviation = 1.118, 
sample size = 43). The average increase is 0.543 with 
a confidence level of 95% for the difference between 
the average of 0.877 and the average of 0.208, 
suggesting that the beneficiary of the services of the 
FC in government units desires more than what he 
receives with respect to the level of physical 
appearances. Therefore, we rejected the fifth null 
hypothesis suggesting that there is no significant 
difference in the level of physical appearance that 
the beneficiary of the services of the FC in 
government units desires to obtain and what he 
actually observes. These results are supported by 
testing the detailed items of the physical appearance 
dimension, as most items of this dimension indicate 
that there are differences between what has been 
desired by the service recipient and what is actually 
obtained. 
 

6. CONCLUSION 
 
This study aims to apply the SERVPERF model in 
answering the main question: Does the financial 
controller in government units provide his services 
with the desired quality? This study applied the 
SERVPERF model to a sample of the beneficiaries of 
the services of the FC in government units. The 
study population is the accountants in government 
units in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The 
questionnaires were distributed to a random sample 
of this community, and the response rate was 90%. 
Forty-three questionnaires were usable. 

A paired sample t-test was used to determine 
whether there are statistically significant differences 
between the means of what the receiver of the 
financial services in government units desires in 
terms of the five dimensions of the SERVPERF model 
and what is actually obtained according to these 
dimensions. The results of the study indicate the 
existence of significant differences in three of these 
dimensions: assurance, sympathy, and physical 
appearance; the desires of the recipient of the 
financial service exceed what was obtained. On the 
other hand, the results do not show significant 
differences between what the service recipient 
desires and what has already been achieved on the 
levels of reliability and responsiveness, as the 
averages are very close. The nature of the work of 
the FC in government units can explain these results. 
The FC, as a supervisory body appointed by the 

Ministry of Finance, operates according to specific 
financial regulations and rules. It is expected that 
his work will concentrate on the reliability and 
responsiveness of the government units according to 
the regulated policies and regulations. Therefore, 
these results reflect the traditional nature of the 
work of the FC. From the reliability aspect, he should 
seek to reconcile the work of government units with 
financial regulations and rules. This is the essence of 
FC’s work. In terms of responsiveness, he seeks to 
ease the financial work of government units by 
observing financial regulations and responding to 
the needs of government units. The desires of the 
receiver of the financial services of the FC in 
government units might be beyond the scope of 
these traditional aspects of the work of the FC. 
Although this might be reasonable, considering 
other dimensions of the work of the FC in 
government units may enhance the control 
environment in government organizations. 

Accordingly, this study recommends increasing 
focus on other aspects of the qualification of the 
financial controller, which represents the recent 
trends in the work of FCs. The FC or financial 
auditor works in a system. Promoting the success of 
this system raises the levels of sympathy and 
assurance between those associated with this system 
from regulatory agencies and auditees subject to the 
quality control system. Also, educational programs 
to qualify FCs can enhance their position by 
increasing their qualification in the use of 
technology and other material means. With the 
scarcity of studies dealing with the role of the FC in 
government units, this study also encourages 
studies dealing with the role of the FC in 
government agencies, especially with the directions 
of Saudi Vision 2030 to rationalize government 
spending. 

Like other studies, this study has some 
limitations that should be taken into account when 
evaluating the results. In terms of the sample, 
despite the care being taken in distributing and 
collecting questionnaires, the absence of specific 
lists for the population of the study must be taken 
into account, for example, not covering all recipient 
categories of the services of the FC. Also, the 
SERVPERF model used in this study has been 
modified in proportion to the function of the FCs in 
Saudi Arabian government units. Previous studies 
that used the SERVPERF model have also made 
similar modifications to match the reality of the 
situation. Nevertheless, the results of this study 
should be read within this modification. 
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