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Abstract 

Around the globe, more emphasis is being placed on environmental sustainability and, as such, many organizations 

have started to embrace the idea of a paperless working environment, although it is still largely regarded as an idealistic 

dream. For this research study, the influence of a paperless working environment on the Master of the High Court 

(Master’s Office), in Cape Town, was investigated through the introduction of its Paperless Estate Administration 

System (PEAS) and its Paperless Estate Administration System for Trusts (PEAST). The main objective of this 

research study is to determine the influence of the PEAS and the PEAST on the holistic sustainability of the Master’s 

Office. A mixed methods approach was followed whereby both quantitative data and qualitative data were collected 

through means of disseminating questionnaires to employees based at the Master’s Office in Cape Town. Based on the 

findings made, the PEAS and the PEAST had a positive influence on the sustainability of the Master’s Office in Cape 

Town, as the time spent on and the expenditure incurred on administrative tasks decreased significantly. 

Notwithstanding the latter, it was found that the PEAS and the PEAST can still be further enhanced to optimize the 

sustainability of the Master’s Office in Cape Town. 

Keywords: paperless, work environment, high court, administration, office and management technology, Paperless 

Estate Administration System (PEAS), Paperless Estate Administration System for Trusts (PEAST). 
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Introduction 

 

Despite the popularity of paper in working 
environments, advancements made in technology, 
over the years, have encouraged many 
organizations, in recent times, to shift their focus 
towards a “paperless working environment” 
(Orantes-Jiménez et al., 2015). Albeit the latter, 
previous research studies (Gupta, 2015; Hill, 2015) 
make mention that a paperless working environment 
is still regarded as an idealistic dream. In order to 
understand where the need for a paperless working 
environment stems from, it is important to place 
emphasis on relevant historic developments. 

During the Industrial Revolution (between the early 

1760s and the early 1840s), the use of paper started 

to become popular. The popularity to make use of 

paper was spurred on by the ever-growing need for 

printed money (printed bank notes) and the 

publication of information in the form of, inter alia, 
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guides, reports, newspapers, books, and magazines 

(Williams et al., 1987; Mokyr, 1997; Gladwell, 

2002). As time elapsed, however, especially during 

the Second Industrial Revolution (between the early 

1870s and the mid 1910s), continuous technological 

breakthroughs made it possible to both print money 

and publish information at faster paces (Greenwood, 

1999); particularly attributable to the discovery of 

mass production (Macrae, 1951; Cowan, 1976). 

Although many more innovative technological 

discoveries were made prior to the late 1950s, 

technology became even more advanced during the 

Digital Revolution (between the late 1950s and the 

late 1970s), as the printing of money and the 

publication of information became almost instant 

(Germain, 2007). Moreover, this same technology 

hinted towards the possibility of printing and 

publishing in a virtual dispensation in the nearby 

future (Van Meel, 2011). As a result, predictions 

were made that the use of paper (particularly in 

working environments) would decrease closer to the 

start of the 1980s, realizing the vision of a paperless 

working environment (Bloomberg, 1975). 

Ironically, despite the aforesaid prediction, 

technological enhancements made the use of paper 

to grow even more popular (and convenient) as from 

the early 1980s, particularly in working 

environments (Sellen & Harper, 2002; McAllister, 

2005; Sanders, 2009). Even with the discovery of 

advanced computer-related technology during the 

Information Age (as from the early 1980s), this 
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technology contributed to a paperless working 

environment to a marginal extent only (Mphidi & 

Snyman, 2004), particularly since: 1) computer-

related technology (as it is known today) made 

“instant printing” and “instant publication” both a 

virtual reality and physical reality (Liu, 2008; 

Meyer, 2009) and 2) the cost of paper has not 

increased drastically over the years (Yang et  

al., 2007). 

Notwithstanding the above, the cost of ink increased 

drastically over the years; from US$ 13.00 per ounce 

in the early 1980s to approximately US$ 75.00 per 

ounce in more recent times (Consumer Reports, 2013). 

To place the (potential) cost of ink to organizations in 

perspective, prior research shows that the global 

consumption of paper has been in excess of 140 

million tons since the early 1980s (Sellen & Harper, 

2002). Therefore, it is of no surprise that many 

organizations across the globe have started to place 

more focus on becoming “green friendly” (Gokhale & 

Sharma, 2014) in order to attain relevant 

organizational objectives without causing harm to the 

natural environment (Wilkinson et al., 2001; Bradwell, 

2005). In order to assist organizations to become 

“green friendly”, an array of paperless working 

environment initiatives have been proposed over the 

years which promotes, inter alia: 1) easy access to 

documentation, 2) the saving of storage space in 

offices, and 3) disaster recovery and backup initiatives 

(Brooks, 2014). 

Recently, the South African Department of Justice 

(2013) took the first step in relation to implementing a 

paperless working environment initiative(s), 

particularly through the introduction of its Paperless 

Estate Administration System (PEAS) and its 

Paperless Estate Administration System for Trusts 

(PEAST). The initial phases of development of the 

PEAS and the PEAST were finalized between 2011 

and 2012; first tested at the Master of the High Court 

(Master’s Office) in Pretoria. After thorough tests were 

conducted, these systems were implemented at 

Masters’ Offices throughout South Africa. Within a 

matter of two years after the national implementation 

of the PEAS and the PEAST, these systems were 

deemed by various stakeholders as “electronic 

blessings”, as it allows for the easy storage of evidence 

which, in turn, can be easily recalled and searched for 

on these systems (Law Society of South Africa, 2015). 

Although the PEAS and the PEAST have been 

reported to have a positive influence on service 

delivery and time management at the Masters’ Offices 

throughout South Africa (Department of Justice, 

2013), a recent report shows that the relevant 

objectives set around these systems, by individual 

staff members,  are not  always achieved owing to 

1) “teething problems” with these systems and 2) a 

“lack of training” with regard to these systems 

(Department of Justice and Constitutional 

Development, 2016a). 

Stemming from the above, this research study was 
conducted to determine the influence of the PEAS and 
the PEAST on the overall sustainability1 of the 
Master’s Office in Cape Town. In particular, the 
primary research objective pertaining to this research 
study which is as follows: 

To ascertain the influence which the PEAS and the 
PEAST have on the attainment of objectives in the 
Master’s Office in Cape Town, for the  
foreseeable future. 

For the sake of clarity, the remainder of this research 
paper is demarcated under the following sections: 1) 
literature review, 2) research design and methodology, 
3) findings and discussions, recommendations,  
and conclusion. 

1. Literature review 

1.1. The historic development of a paperless office 
environment in South Africa. In the context of this 
research study, the advancement from paper based 
record keeping to electronic record keeping is central 
to the historical development of the paperless 
environment in South Africa. 

Public records are valuable resources (State of the 
Archives, 2014) which bring and offer recorded 
evidence and perspective on virtually every aspect of 
South African life, past and present. According to 
Harris (1997), Khoisan rock paintings and patterns in 
dwellings, which extend back to 2500 BC (Beaumont 
& Vogel, 1989), can be regarded as some of the first 
public South African records. Paper-based records 
started to become more prevalent in South Africa 
especially during the colonization of the Cape (Harris, 
2000) which is supported by paper-based records 
which stem from the Dutch East India Company 
(DEIC) between 1652 to 1795 (Gerber, 1987; Verster, 
2007). During the DEIC’s rule of the Cape (TANAP, 
2015), each government office controlled its own 
records which continued during the brief Batavian 
Republic rule of the Cape (1803 - 1806).  

During the second British rule of the Cape (1806 -
1901), the custody of records was the function of the 
Colonial Secretary. In 1876, the Cape government 
appointed an ad hoc commission tasked with 
collecting, examining, indexing and making accessible 
the records of the Colony. This can be viewed as the 
foundation of South Africa’s institutionalized 

                                                      

1The attainment of relevant objectives in the foreseeable future through 
means of attaining relevant social responsibilities, economic responsibilities 
and environmental responsibilities (Bechtold et al., 2013). 
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archival system as an instrument intended primarily 
to preserve records of government (State of the 
Archives, 2014). 

Between 1901 and 1910, former colonies of South 

Africa (the Cape, Transvaal, Orange River and 

Natal) were incorporated to form the “Union of 

South Africa in 1910”, resulting in the formation of 

a single archives service under the Department of 

Interior under the control of a Chief Archivist 

(Harris, 2000). In 1922, the Union of South Africa 

passed the Public Archives Act creating the State 

Archives Service of South Africa (SAS) under the 

responsibility of the Department of the Interior 

(Harris, 2000). The extension of the powers of the 

Chief Archivist in relation to care, control and 

disposition of public records emerged in the 

Archives Act No. 22 of 1953 (State of the Archives, 

2014), as a means of strengthening apartheid 

bureaucracy by the National Party. In 1957, a 

Liaison Section was created at the office of the 

Chief Archivist to manage records archiving 

(Ngulube, 2006). In 1960 (Ngoepe & Keakopa, 

2011), the name of the Section was changed to 

Records Management Section, a name still  

prevalent today. 

Towards the end of 1969, considerable progress had 

been made in the achievement of efficient records 

management (Harris, 2002). However, these were 

soon to face challenges with the increased 

popularity of using computers to create electronic 

records at the start of the 1970s (Ngoepe, 2008b). 

Traditional paper records (e.g., policy documents, 

memos, letters and reports), legislation and 

historic documents could be stored and accessed 

in an orderly manner (Ngulube, 2003). These 

electronic measures were faced by some control-

related challenges which included concerns over; 

then, modern software being readable by future 

hardware owing to rapid changing computer 

systems (Ngoaketsi, 2003), ‘media deterioration’, 

as well as the National Archives and Records 

Service of South Africa’s (NARSA) limited 

expertise in the area of electronic records keeping 

(Directorate State Archives and Heraldic Services, 

1999), and the custody of certain types of 

electronic records (Ngoepe, 2008b). As a result, 

in 1974, the State Archives Services of South 

Africa advised all state offices and local 

authorities that electronic records, like any other 

records, were also subject to the National 

Archives Act. 

Between 1974 and 1985, the use of electronic 

recordkeeping and electronic archiving became 

even more popular with the introduction of word 

processing systems (Kirkwood & Venter, 1999). 

As such, in 1993, government motivated the use 

of full electronic recordkeeping and electronic 

archiving (Ngulube, 2002). The National Archives 

and Records Service Act No. 43 of 1996 gave 

responsibility for the management of electronic 

records to NARSA resulting in the decision to 

permanently preserve certain types of electronic 

records in the office of origin. It was soon 

realized that this was not feasible unless 

additional staff were hired and trained which 

would have prevented government bodies from 

performing their core duties, hence, the Act was 

retracted (Abbot, 2001). 

In 2000, the NARSA published guidelines for 

managing all formats of records in an integrated 

manner (Mukwevho & Jacobs, 2012). However, 

these guidelines were not simple and NARSA did 

not have the appropriate infrastructure to take 

electronic records into archival custody (Ngulube, 

2006). By 2007, the archiving of electronic 

records remained with NARSA having a small 

and basic electronic archive, while none of the 

provincial archives services had capacity in this 

area (Mukwevho & Jacobs, 2012), as many 

government departments had not customized the 

unclear guidelines (Ngoepe, 2008b). 

1.2. The impact of a paperless office 

environment in South Africa since 2010. Taking 

into account that South Africa has the ability to 

implement electronic record keeping and 

electronic articling, since 2010, it has not yet 

sufficiently developed a way in which the 

effectiveness of electronic interventions can be 

evaluated (Muchaonyerwa & Khayundi, 2014). 

Ngoepe and Van der Walt (2009) share the view 

that even with the NARSA adopting electronic 

records management policies and strategies that 

are benchmarked against international standards, 

the NARSA still lacks electronic records 

preservation infrastructure and, furthermore, its 

staff lack technical skills to manage a trusted 

digital repository. 

Research conducted by Muchaonyerwa and 

Khayundi (2014) reveal that government’s 

commitment to e-government as a strategy for 

improved service delivery has resulted in 

increased generation of electronic records. As a 

result, NARSA has committed to ensuring that 

electronic records remain accessible and 

understandable (Moloi, 2001). In addition, to 

promote generation and preservation of quality 

records the NARSA subscribes to principles that 

apply to the management of electronic records 

which include: 1) classification systems, 2) the 
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appraisal and disposal of records, 3) long-term 

preservation initiatives, 4) metadata maintenance, 

5) version control, 6) authenticity checking, and 

7) back-up and disaster recovery plans (National 

Archives and Records Service of South  

Africa, 2006). 

Though these measures are in place, the recent 

transition from paper-based to electronic records in 

South Africa has not been flawless, as “barrier to 

entry” has been cited as one of the challenges to the 

transition to electronic records, triggered by most 

people previously being accustomed to paper 

records (Weeks, 2014). Kwatsha (2010) notes that 

the transition to electronic records prompted by 

existing problems with paper-based records resulted 

in the attainment of only some of the benefits. One 

of the attributions of this was a lack of enthusiasm 

shown by the users owing to inadequate training 

received. Johnston and Bowen (2005) emphasize if 

the human elements of a system being implemented 

are important, then, special care must be given to 

training and it should be used as part of a change 

management process. Prominent from the above is 

that in order to address previous shortcomings, 

government needs to implement and exercise certain 

measures in the public sector. 

Notwithstanding the above, elsewhere in the 

public sector, the South African Statistical 

Quality Assessment Framework (SASQAF) has 

been developed to establish standards to evaluate 

the quality of records in all forms (including 

electronic), and to generate and present reliable 

information of satisfactory quality for decision 

making (Statistics South Africa, 2010; The 

Presidency, 2009). It is, however, clear that even 

with SASQAF in place, the public sector is unable 

to fully adhere to the guidelines provided, 

resulting in the tempering of the quality of public 

electronic records (Mukwevho & Jacobs, 2012). 

Yuba (2013) concludes that issues such as staff 

shortage, high staff turnover, low salaries, and the 

undervalue of NARSA by governmental bodies 

are sufficient factors to lead to the conclusion that 

NARSA, as the body tasked with proper 

management and care of records of all 

government bodies, has neglected  

records management.  

This failure to resource the NARSA has led to the 

failure to develop the necessary infrastructure for the 

preservation of electronic records, thus, culminating in 

the government’s accountability being compromized, 

and the heritage of governance in the democratic South 

Africa being jeopardized (Ngoepe & Van der Walt, 

2009). Failure by governmental bodies to integrate risk 

management and records keeping as necessary has led 

to the failure to identify business risks, as well as 

opportunities (Ngoepe, 2014). Owing to their 

underwhelming use, public records have failed to 

regularly enhance government operations. Evident 

above are government failures to utilize electronic 

records to their advantage.  

1.3. Overview of the Master’s Office in Cape 
Town. The Master’s Office is a South African 
government department that falls under the 
Department of Justice and Constitutional Development 
(DoJCD) – each of the nine provinces in the country 
has its own division (Department of Justice and 
Constitutional Development, 2016b). 

The history of the Master’s Office can be traced back 

to 1674 and its predecessors can be found in the 

archives of some European countries long before Jan 

van Riebeeck arrived in the Cape in 1652 (Calitz & 

Boraine, 2005). After 1652, the administration of 

insolvent estates (a function of the Master’s Office), 

was in the hands of a “Sequester”; an official who was 

a member of the council of justice and tasked with the 

administration of between 300-400 estates (De 

Villiers, 1923). In more recent times, however, the 

Master’s Office has the powers granted by the 

following legislation: 1) Administration of Estates Act 

No. 66 of 1965, the Insolvency Act No. 24 of 1936, 

the Companies Act No. 61 of 1973, the Close 

Corporations Act No. 69 of 1984, and the Trust 

Property Control Act No. 57 of 1988 being some of 

the most important. Apart from regulating 

insolvencies, the Master’s Office has the following 

functions (Calitz & Boraine, 2005): 

 Controlling the administration of deceased estates, 

including the acceptance and custodianship of 

wills. 

 Controlling the registration and administration 

of both testamentary trusts and trusts inter vivos. 

 Management of guardians’ funds which are 

entrusted with the funds of minors, mentally 

challenged persons, unknown and/or absent heirs 

and creditors for administration on their behalf. 

 Supervising estates and acting as custodian over 

minors and mentally challenged persons. 

 Acting as an office of record. 

In terms of the Prevention of Organized Crime Act, 
certain powers and duties are also bestowed upon  
the Master. 

Most of the functions of the Masters’ Office are 

carried out by the two departments, namely the 

Deceased Estate Department and the Trust 

Department. For this research study, employees based 

in the Deceased Estate Department and the Trust 

Department, in Cape Town, were approached for data. 
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1.3.1. Deceased Estate Department. Department of 

Justice and Constitutional Development (2016c) 

discloses that the purpose of reporting a Deceased 

Estate is to ensure the appointment of an 

executor/Master’s representative to wind up the 

financial affairs of the deceased, and further the 

protection of the financial interest of the heirs. An 

executor/Master’s representative administers and 

distributes the estate of a deceased in terms of the 

deceased will or if no valid will, in terms of 

Intestate Succession Act No. 81 of 1987. 

1.3.2. Trust Department. The Master appoints trustees 
in the Trust Department (Department of Justice and 
Constitutional Development, 2016d) who administer all 
trusts which are governed by the provisions of the Trust 
Property Control Act No. 57 of 1988. An inter vivos 
trust (created between living persons) and a 
testamentary trust (derives from a valid will of a 
deceased) are the two types of trusts. 

1.3.3 Staff at the Master’s Office. South Africa (2013) 

reveals that the year 2013 was significant for the 

Master’s Office in Cape Town as it; relocated into new 

premises in an effort to make it accessible to the public, 

and implemented the PEAS and the PEAST systems in 

order to improve service delivery. Subsequently, staff at 

the Master’s Office who are in regular contact with 

attorneys, chartered accountants, insolvency 

practitioners, inter alia, are called upon to work with 

those not previously exposed to the functions and duties 

of the Masters’ Offices Department of Justice and 

Constitutional Development (2016a).  

The Master’s Office in Cape Town employs more than 

150 employees with varying job titles, inter alia, 

Assistant Master, Senior Registry Clerk, Estate 

Controller, Administration Clerk, Deputy Master, Chief 

Registry Clerk, Accounting Clerk, Assistant Director 

and Estate controller. Some of these employees are 

based in the Deceased Estate Appointment, Deceased 

Estate, Examination of VAT Distribution Account, 

Guardian Fund, Trust, Curatorship, and Insolvency 

sections of the Master Office. Several of the positions 

occupied by these employees generally have Grade 12 

as one of the minimum requirements, while only 

persons with prescribed legal qualifications can be 

appointed as Master, Deputy Master or Assistant Master 

(Calitz & Boraine, 2005). Currently, 99% of Estate 

Controllers, the Deputy Master and Master have  

legal qualifications. 

The majority of employees that interact on a daily basis 

with the PEAS and the PEAST systems are from the 

Deceased Estate, and Trust sections of the Master’s 

Office. In the Deceased Estate Department, employees 

are divided into groups according to the nature of their 

duties. Each group comprises of 8 employees with 

similar job titles: Assistant Master, Registry Clerk, 

Admin Clerk, and Estate Controller (Department of 

Justice and Constitutional Department, 2016a).  

2. Research design and methodology 

The research design of this research study pertained to 
that of empirical research (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). In 
particular, survey research was used (Collis & Hussey, 
2009) whereby a questionnaire-tool was developed in 
order to obtain both quantitative and qualitative 
primary data from relevant respondents. The 
questionnaire-tool comprised of the following types of 
questions: 1) six multiple choice questions 
(quantitative), 2) nine Likert-scale questions 
(quantitative), 3) four yes/no questions (quantitative), 
and 4) five open-ended questions (qualitative). Hence, 
taking into account the aforementioned, the research 
methodology that was deployed throughout this 
research study was strongly relative to mixed-methods 
research (Remenyi, Williams, Money &  
Swartz, 2009). 

This research study placed emphasis on the PEAS and 
the PEAST in the Master’s Office in Cape Town. It 
was decided to make use of non-probability sampling 
methods (Collis & Hussey, 2009) – purposive 
sampling – in order to select a representative sample 
size from a specific targeted population. The chosen 
targeted population was those employees of the 
Master’s Office in Cape Town that made direct use of 
the PEAS and the PEAST who, in turn, had to adhere 
to the following delineation criteria: 

 Employees had to be based in either the Deceased 
Estate Department or the Trusts Departments at 
the Master’s Office in Cape Town. 

 Employees had to have at least 6 months’ working 

experience in the Master’s Office in Cape Town. 

 Employees had to have interacted with either the 

PEAS or the PEAST before. 

A total of 32 positive responses were received and all 

respondents: 1) were safeguarded from physical harm, 

2) were guaranteed of the confidentiality of 

information provided, 3) were guaranteed of 

anonymity, and 4) participated in this research study 

on a voluntary basis. 

3. Findings and discussions 

All relevant findings and discussions are covered 

under the following headings below: 1) demographical 

information of respondents, 2) evaluation of the PEAS 

and the PEAST, and 3) respondents’ views of the 

PEAS and the PEAST. 

3.1. Demographical information of respondents. 

Stemming from the findings made, 100% of 

respondents adhered to the developed delineation 

criteria of this research study. In particular, it was 
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found that: 1) 78.13% of respondents were based in the 

Deceased Estate Department, while 21.88% of 

respondents were based in the Trust Department, 2) 

78.13% of respondents made use of PEAS, while 

21.88% of respondents made use of PEAST, and 3) 

100% of respondents were employed at the Master’s 

Office for at least 6 months.  

When respondents were asked about their age(s), the 
following dispensation emerged in Table 1: 

Table 1. Frequency distribution table of 

respondents’ age(s) 

Value label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 

percent 
Cum 

percent 

Between 18 years 
and 25 years 

1 1 3.13 3.13 3.13 

Between 26 years 
and 35 years 

2 12 37.50 37.50 40.63 

Between 36 years 
and 45 years 

3 10 31.25 31.25 71.88 

Older than 45 
years 

4 9 28.13 28.13 100.00 

Total 32 100.0 100.0 
 

Stemming from the results in the Table above, it 
appears that the age of the average respondent 
(68.75% of the time) ranged between the ages of 26 
years and 45 years. The inference can, therefore, be 
made that employees were largely classified as 
members of Generation X – a generation which is 
believed to treasure: 1) a sense of belonging, 2) a 
sense of teamwork, 3) the ability to learn new 
things, 4) independence, 5) (job) security, 6) (time) 
flexibility, and recognition (Jurkiewicz, 2000). For 
this very reason, it is highly probable that 
respondents may have had a negative attitude 
towards the PEAS and/or the PEAST, since these 
systems were implemented in order to “automate” 
and “speed-up” operations. 

In addition to the aforesaid, and in relation to 

gender, a total of 90.63% of respondents were found 

to be female, while the remaining 9.38% were male. 

When respondents were asked about their ethnicity, 

the following dispensation emerged in Table 2: 

Table 2. Frequency distribution table of 

respondents’ ethnicity 

Value label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 

percent 
Cum 

percent 

African 1 10 31.25 31.25 31.25 

Coloured 2 11 34.38 34.38 65.63 

Indian 3 1 3.13 3.13 68.75 

White 4 10 31.25 31.25 100.00 

Total 32 100.0 100.0 
 

From the Table above, it appears that the diversity 
of employees in the Master’s Office in Cape Town 
was quite suitable, especially when taking into 
consideration applicable employment legislation 

(e.g., Employment Equity Act No 55 of 1998, 
Employment Equity Amendment Act No 47 of  
2013, etc.). 

Lastly, when respondents were asked about their 
working experience, based on number of years, 6.25% 
of respondents indicated “between 6 months and one 
year”, 18.75% indicated “between one year and two 
years”, 6.25% indicated “between three years and four 
years”, and 68.75% indicated “more than four years”. 

3.2. Evaluation of the PEAS and the PEAST. In 
order to understand respondents’ perceptions 
pertaining to the PEAS and the PEAST, they were 
asked to evaluate a total of seven statements through 
means of a four point Likert scale2 (1 = strongly agree, 
2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree). A 
summary of the results is presented in Table 3 below: 

Table 3. The evaluation of respondents of the PEAS 
and the PEAST 

Statement 
Strongly 

agree 
Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Mean 
Std 
dev. 

The system has 
improved the 
retrieval of 
information 

6.25% 68.75% 15.63% 9.38% 2.28 0.73 

The system 
allows me to 
respond quickly 
to customer 
enquiries 

12.50% 43.75% 40.63% 3.13% 2.34 0.75 

The system 
allows me to 
make accurate 
decisions 

3.13% 43.75% 50.00% 3.13% 2.53 0.62 

The system 
allows me to 
search for 
information, 
easier 

9.38% 75.00% 9.38% 6.25% 2.13 0.66 

Based on the results in Table 3, it appears that 
respondents were largely in agreement that the PEAS 
and the PEAST improved the retrieval of information 
(mean score of 2.28), as well as making the search for 
information easier (mean score of 2.13). In addition, 
respondents were only partially in agreement that the 
PEAS and the PEAST allowed them to respond 
quicker to customer enquiries (mean score of 2.34), 
while respondents were more in disagreement that the 
PEAS and the PEAST allowed them to make accurate 
decisions. Stemming from the above, the inference can 
be made that the PEAS and the PEAST did add value 
to respondents. Hence, using the aforesaid as basis, the 
inference can be made that the PEAST and the 

                                                      

2Although a five-point Likert scale could have been used, respondents 

were asked to rate statements with the main intent to determine whether 

the PEAS and the PEAST were better alternatives to the old paper 
working environment. 
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PEAS had a positive influence on the overall 
working environment of respondents, especially 
since it saved respondents’ time in relation to basic 
administration, particularly the search and retrieval 
of information. In  relation  to   the   earlier  
inference  made   that respondents may have had 

a negative attitude towards the PEAS and/or the 
PEAS (see section 3.1), a cross tabulation was 
performed  between  the ages of respondents  and 
their evaluation of  statements  pertaining to the  
PEAS and the  PEAST. The latter is shown  
in Table 4. 

Table 4. Comparing the age of respondents and their evaluations of the PEAS and the PEAST 

Evaluation 
Between 18 years and 

25 years 
Between 26 years and 

35 years 
Between 36 years and 

45 years 
Older than 45 

years 
TOTAL 

The system has improved the retrieval of 
information (strongly agree) 

- 6.25% - - 6.25% 

The system has improved the retrieval of 
information (agree) 

21.88% 18.75% 3.13% 25.00% 68.75% 

The system has improved the retrieval of 
information (disagree) 

3.13% 6.25% - 6.25% 15.63% 

The system has improved the retrieval of 
information (strongly disagree) 

6.25% 3.13% - - 9.38% 

TOTAL 100% 

The system allows me to respond quickly to 
customer enquiries (strongly agree) 

6.25% 6.25% - - 12.50% 

The system allows me to respond quickly to 
customer enquiries (agree) 

21.88% 12.50% - 9.38% 43.75% 

The system allows me to respond quickly to 
customer enquiries (disagree) 

3.13% 15.63% - 21.88% 40.63% 

The system allows me to respond quickly to 
customer enquiries (strongly disagree) 

- - 3.13% - 3.13% 

TOTAL 100% 

The system allows me to make accurate decisions 
(strongly agree) 

- 3.13 - - 3.13% 

The system allows me to make accurate decisions 
(agree) 

15.63% 12.50% - 15.63% 43.75% 

The system allows me to make accurate decisions 
(disagree) 

12.50% 18.75% 3.13% 15.63% 50.00% 

The system allows me to make accurate decisions 
(strongly disagree) 

3.13% - - - 3.13% 

TOTAL 100% 

The system allows me to search for information, 
easier (strongly agree) 

3.13% 6.25% - - 9.38% 

The system allows me to search for information, 
easier (agree) 

21.88% 21.88% 3.13% 28.13% 75.00% 

The system allows me to search for information, 
easier (disagree) 

3.13% 3.13% - 3.13% 9.38% 

The system allows me to search for information, 
easier (strongly disagree) 

3.13% 3.13% - - 6.25% 

TOTAL 100% 
 

From the results in Table 4, after offsetting the 

positive and negative evaluations of the PEAS 

and/or the PEAST by respondents between the 

ages of 26 years and 45 years, it appears that they 

were in disagreement with the statements made 

that the PEAS and/or the PEAST allowed them to 

make more accurate decisions (21.88% disagreed, 

while 15.63% agreed), and allowed them to 

respond to customer enquiries quicker (18.76% 

disagreed, while 18.75% agreed). In relation to 

the two remaining statements, respondents 

between the ages of 26 years and 45 years mostly 

agreed (at least 74.99% of the time). 

Hence, although most respondents (68.75%) were 

part of Generation X, the inference can be made that 

they had mostly a positive attitude towards the 

PEAS and the PEAST based on their evaluations of 

these systems. When emphasis is placed on the 

evaluations of all remaining respondents, the 

holistic conclusion can be made that the PEAS and 

the PEAST added value to respondents in relation to 

their administrative tasks, in most cases. 

3.3. Respondents’ views on the PEAS and the 

PEAST. Taking into account the above, it was 

important to understand how respondents viewed 

the PEAS and the PEAST from a personal point of 
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view. The latter was achieved through means of 

asking respondents a total of four yes-no questions, 

each followed by four open-ended questions. The 

results pertaining to the yes-no questions are first 

shown in Table 5 and interpreted thereafter, 

followed by the findings made in relation to the 

open-ended questions posed: 

Table 5. The views of respondents on the PEAS and 

the PEAST 

Question Yes No TOTAL 

Are you satisfied with the PEAS and/or 
the PEAST? 

31.25% 68.75% 100% 

Did you receive training on the PEAS 
and/or the PEAST? 

40.63% 59.38% 100% 

Have the PEAS and/or the PEAST 
helped to improve previous 
organizational shortcomings? 

68.75% 31.25% 100% 

Are the PEAS and/or the PEAST easy 
to use? 

68.75% 31.25% 100% 

Stemming from the results above, it appears that 
despite the positive evaluation of the PEAS and/or the 
PEAST (see section 3.2), 68.75% of respondents were 
not satisfied with the use of these systems. In order to 
make more sense of the response of respondents, they 
were asked the following open-ended question: “Why 
do you say so?” The following was mentioned: 

 “There are still problems with the system such as 
not being able to log on to the system, or the 
system just freezes. There are only short periods of 
time when the system is fast” (Employee A). 

  “The system has a slow response time, it is not 

always up to date, and there are a multitude of 

errors which pop up frequently such as date 

incorrectly captured even it is correctly captured 

” (Employee B). 

 “No. The system is still not completely paperless, 

as it is still dependent on proof of paper 

documents” (Employee C). 

When respondents were asked about whether they 
have received training on the PEAS and/or the 
PEAST, 59.38% indicated that they have not received 
training to date. This statistic is quite disconcerting, 
since 68.75% of respondents have worked at the 
Master’s Office for four years or longer. 
Notwithstanding the aforesaid, those respondents who 
received training were asked the following open-ended 
question: “How effective was the training that you 
received?” Only one comment was received: 

 “Although proper training was given, training 

constituted only a brief explanation of the system” 

(Employee C). 

When taking into account that training was merely a 

brief explanation of how the PEAS and/or the PEAST 

works, it is highly likely that informal training takes 

place among staff members at the Masters’ Office – 

peer learning. This is particularly supported by the 

statistic that 68.75% of respondents regarded the 

PEAS and/or the PEAST as easy to use. 

Notwithstanding the aforementioned, although most 

respondents were not satisfied with the PEAS and/or 

the PEAST, due to technical issues mostly, 68.75% of 

respondents indicated that these systems improved 

previous shortcomings in the Master’s Office. In order 

to place the latter statistic in better perspective, 

respondents were asked to motivate their answer (as 

open-ended question). The following responses  

were received: 

 “…clients can check the information on the 

website, they do not have to query at our 

offices” (Employee D). 

 “…now the documents can easily be retrieved 

online by clients and employees …” 

(Employee E). 

 “We no longer have to look for files. Once the 

information is on the system, it is easily 

accessible” (Employee F). 

Taking into account the above, the inference made 

previously that peer-education takes place in the 

Masters’ Office surrounding (informal) training 

on the PEAS and/or the PEAST is justified. This 

may be a probable reason why management does 

not see the need for additional training on the 

PEAS and/or the PEAST, especially since these 

systems are regarded as easy to use. 

Albeit the above, inferential statistics were 

performed in order to ascertain whether there 

existed statistically significant relationships 

between the productivity and of employees and 

the 1) training received on the PEAS and/or the 

PEAST, and 2) easiness of working the PEAS 

and/or the PEAST. In order to determine the 

aforementioned, a regression analysis was 

performed. A summary of the results are shown in 

Table 6. 

Although R2 shows that there existed a 

“moderate” association between variables 

influencing “improved productivity” (R2 = 0.42), 

stemming from the results, there existed only one 

direct significant positive relationship, namely 

that between staff members’ productivity and the 

training they received on the PEAS and/or the 

PEAST (β =0.43). As a result, a statistically 

significant prediction can be made that if staff 

members receive training (be it formal or 

informal) on the PEAS and/or the PEAST, they 

would be more productive in terms of fulfilling 

their respective job descriptions (p=0.001). 
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Table 6. Summary of regression analysis 

Dependent variable 
IMPROVED 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Independent variables 

R2 0.42 

F 10.45 

Sig. 0.000*** 

TRAINING RECEIVED 
β 0.43 

Sig. 0.010* 

EASINESS TO WORK 
β 0.34 

Sig. 0.038 

From this observation, clear tangent planes emerge 

that even if the PEAS and/or the PEAST were easy to 

use, staff members may still have difficulty in 

navigating through the PEAS and/or the PEAST 

(learning on the job) without receiving training on it, 

be it formal or informal. When staff members did not 

receive any training on the PEAS and/or the PEAST, it 

had an adverse influence on their overall productivity. 

Lastly, respondents were asked the open-ended 

question: “In your opinion, what should be done to 

improve the PEAS and/or the PEAST?” The following 

was mentioned: 

 “We need an in-house IT person, as we log many 

queries with Helpdesk, but their response time is 

slow” (Employee G).  

 “…faster response time is needed. Downtime of 

the system is also a huge problem. Furthermore, 

there should be an “autosave” option built in, as 

data are often lost during the capturing thereof. 

This happens frequently when the system freezes 

or shuts down” (Employee H). 

 “Bigger servers are needed to accommodate for 

the amount of employees that are using the 

system” (Employee I). 

 “The IT team should meet with us regularly in 

order to discuss system shortcoming and actively 

implement our suggestions” (Employee F). 

These responses shed light on the technical issues 

which were raised before, which is the predominant 

reason for staff members’ dissatisfaction with the 

PEAS and/or the PEAST. 

Recommendations 

To better meet its current and future needs, the 

Master’s Office can consider implementing some of 

the recommendations made by the employees in order 

to enhance the performance of the systems. Larger 

servers are required in order to accommodate the

large amount of employees using the systems and to 

address the speed of the systems identified by the 

employees. The need of an in-house IT person was 

also identified by the users. This would aid in 

ensuring that issues such as slowness and errors 

around the system can be immediately addressed. 

Lastly discussions should take place between the IT 

team and employees to discuss the systems 

shortcomings in order to further improve the 

systems. This is especially the case where staff 

members received training on the PEAS and/or the 

PEAST; though they are more productive after 

receiving training (based on the regression analysis), 

they need support from the IT team when required 

(be on standby).  

Conclusion 

From the findings made and recommendations, it is 

evident that the PEAS and the PEAST added value 

to respondents, as it allowed them to respond to 

customer enquiries quicker and also perform basic 

administration such as search and faster retrieval of 

information. Improvements made to the previous 

organizational shortcomings have similarly added 

value to the Master’s Office. 

However, the employees are dissatisfied with the 

inconsistencies of the systems. System slowness and 

errors were identified as some of the reasons why 

the employees were dissatisfied with the system. 

It is worth noting that although employees are 

dissatisfied with the system, it was found that the 

system is easy to use. This has led to the initial 

conclusion that the lack of training was due to the 

easy nature of the system. Upon further testing, it 

was found that even if staff members did not receive 

formal training, which constituted mostly a brief 

explanation of how the PEAS and/or the PEAST 

works, they made use of peer-learning to receive 

informal training from one another. This is 

particularly true, since there existed a statistically 

significant positive relationship between the training 

received by staff members (be it formal or informal) 

and their overall productivity. 

Future operations at the Master’s Office can be 

built upon the value currently added by the 

systems and also by utilizing some of the 

recommendations made by the employees on how 

to further improve the systems.  
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