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ABSTRACT

Enhanced information sharing among criminal juséigencies is
a critical concern and a goal of much IT investment
Understanding agencies’ capabilities to achievegbal is central
to successful planning and investments, but indeedifficult
endeavor. The difficulty rests in part on the npiéiand divergent
theory frames for describing and understanding laiéipa This
paper proposes a way of describing and assesspabiities that
goes beyond traditional resource-based models g#nizational
capability to include ideas from institutional apdactice based
perspectives. In this new perspective, capabiliies seen as
multidimensional phenomena that are resource baased
embedded in organizational routines, but we arduey tare
enacted through work practices, located in and tedrby their
institutional contexts. The paper draws on literfiitom strategic
management, information systems and organizatisnalies as
well as practice theories to support this perspectit then
describes how this multidimensional perspective waed to
develop an assessment tool for use in the crimjoatice
information initiatives. This is followed by a bfidescription of
how the capability assessment tool was develop#d avhational
panel of practitioners responsible for justice infation
integration initiatives and then applied within tbentext of one
initiative. The test results illustrate the potahtf the extended
model in building a fuller understanding of the dimions of
organizational capability in practice and the tyilof practical
tools based on these dimensions.

Categories and Subject Descriptors

K.6.1 [Project and People Management]: Life cycle
management techniques (e.g., PERT/CPM), Staffitrgtefjic
information systems planning, Systems analysisdasign,
Systems development, Training

General Terms
Management, Performance, Human Factors.

Keywords
Digital government, capability assessment, jusiitrmation
sharing, collaboration, organizational routinestitations

1. INTRODUCTION

The work on capability assessment reported here gnet of
concern for a specific problem: how to improve mnfiation
sharing among criminal justice agencies in statel &ocal
governments. There are substantial incentivesHesd agencies
to share information more effectively. But theree a@qually
substantial problems of technical and organizatichange they
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encounter in attempts to better integrate inforamaticross their
diverse, often highly specialized work practicesd azultural
differences. As a result, these kinds of organireti and
information technology (IT) innovations are complexd failure
prone endeavors. Before making large organizational
commitments and financial investments in such higsk
initiatives, therefore, it is valuable to know whet the necessary
capabilities are present or can be made availablsystematic
and effective method for assessing capability, ipaerly in
advance of major investments, would therefore impnarospects
for success and assist in planning and designiagettkinds of
initiatives. This paper describes how such an assesst method
was developed and tested, including the theoryogmbr and the
data collection methods uséd.

Capability for successful government informatiochigology (IT)

innovations, is particularly important when colladiion and

information sharing across domains are centralitecess. In such
a context, organizations must establish and mairgallaborative
relationships for effective knowledge sharing. ®hase essential
for resolving the inevitable problems of divergeata definitions
and structures, diverse database designs, highiiabla data
quality, and incompatible network infrastructuren &ddition,

information integration typically requires collalbtive creation of
new work processes and organizational structuréschware in

turn embedded in larger political and institutiomalvironments
which shape goals and circumscribe options. Thasctpability

assessment problem spans many organizational arhical

issues.

The need for a fuller understanding of organizaiaapability is
especially true of information integration initias in the
criminal justice domain and other domains of gowent
requiring multi-organizational and multi-jurisdiotial
coordination. The JNET Project in Pennsylvania, tatesvide
justice information sharing effort that has develdpa secure
network infrastructure, illustrates the kinds of myexities
involved. JNET provides web-based sharing accesssth
things as a portal for access to driver licensetgdyanug shots,
criminal histories and court case data, advancetibgmaging for
investigations, and capacity for email and pagetifioation of
security events or arrests. The Harris County ($pxiustice
Information Management System (JIMS) is even manaplex.

! This paper is based in part on work supportechbyLt.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice Prograntsen NIJ
award # 2002-LD-BX-0004. Any opinions, findings,
conclusions or recommendations expressed in thisriabare
those of the authors and do not necessarily retectiews of
the Office of Justice Programs.
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It was over a decade in development and involves @&blic

agencies in the county (including Houston), andecsvmost
aspects of both criminal and civil justice funcgoThe range of
capbilities needed for such an endeavor is similarbad.

To deal with this depth and complexity, the cappbdssessment
approach described here draws on several sourbeseTinclude
research on and models of strategic managememtmafion

systems and organizational studies as well as Ispcictice

theories. This theory material was used to consaymreliminary
methods for assessment. This was then reviewed fantloer

developed by a panel of scholars and practitioriergustice

information sharing. The panel helped ensure tletmal value
and relevance of the methods and their feasibility use in

project settings. The result of the panel's worls weviewed by a
wider panel of experts and then subjected to fietding in three
active information sharing initiatives. The fieldest results
illustrate the potential of the extended methodsuitding a fuller

understanding of the dimensions of organizatiorglability and
the utility of practical tools based on these disiens. These
results contribute to our understanding about rtegdional

capability generally and provide effective methodsr

practitioners engaged in these kinds of complexitalig
government initiatives.

2. CAPABILITY FOR JUSTICE
INFORMATION INTEGRATION

The main theory problems in crafting a capabiligsessment
method for justice integration are choosing frond amtegrating
material from the several applicable sources. @uneas to tailor
the method as much as possible for relevance topaiticular
context (justice information sharing), but stilladr upon the
widest appropriate range of theoretical materiabréad view of
relevant theory is thus needed to deal with theadbreiew of
capability used as the foundation for the assessmethod.

That view considers capability in terms of two €elysrelated but
distinct components needed for creating new mufianizational
justice information sharing systems: the capability create
effective collaboration across organizational baurmes, and the
capability to develop the new information sharingtems and
procedures. In successful projects the first corepbrenables
working together and making plans and decisions; ghcond
enables the building of systems and inter-orgaioizat processes
used to share and integrate information. These skimd
distinctions among sets of capabilities are comnenmany
complex organizational processes. Constructingva gilding,
for example, requires certain legal, financial, htacal, and
organizational capabilities for planning and demisimaking.
Once these capabilities have been employed to &xethe
necessary contracts and plans, the constructiorabddigs
(excavation, masonry, framing, plumbing, etc.) bareffectively
employed to raise the structure. Lawyers don’t funand
plumbers don’t write contracts, but both capaleiitare necessary
for a successful construction project.

Theory useful for dealing with this compound viefvcapability
can be found in four main bodies of work: the calitgbmaturity
model approach, studies of strategic managemefdrnmation
systems research, and theories of practice. Cdyakfibr
multiorganizational information sharing resemblessome ways
assessing the capability for software developmemtesented in
the well-known Capability Maturity Model [1]. Somef the
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concepts employed in that work informed the develept of the
assessment methods. Strategic management studiesrarerned
with resources and their use in organizationalinegtas a source
of organizational performance or competitive adaget This
resource and routines-based view of capabilityhés gource for
several of the dimensions in the assessment t@ale®® work on
dynamic capability development (e.g., Zollo & Winteis
included in this body of research. These two s@jricewever, do
not adequately deal with the dynamics in orgaroreti structure
and practice changes that are central to multirorgdional
information sharing. We therefore include mategal practice
and organizational change from information systaesearch,
organization, and practice theory.

2.1 Capability and Maturity

The idea of maturity levels that forms the founaiatiof the
capability maturity model (CMM) is a useful but ited starting
point for exploring information sharing capabilitfhat some
forms of capability are foundational for others dhdt capability
can be developed (matured) over time are centréd paboth the
CMM and the capability assessment method. However
underlying logic of assessing capability in termhsnaturity levels
for software improvement does not fit the largeopme of
organizational action of interest here. The facttaken into
account in the CMM and the emphasis on standarcegwres do
not adequately represent the issues of goal alighneocial
relationships, and uncertainty critical to sucoalssffforts at
multiorganizational information sharing. Moreovédret process
management capability reached at the highest Iextak CMM is
rather an early requirement for the developmenhe# cross-
organizational and technical processes for infoionagharing.

2.2 Capability and Resources

Organizational and economic treatments of capglbktgan with
what has come to be called the resource based (RBVY).
Richardson’s [2] seminal description of an orgatiizds
capability in terms of the “appropriate knowledgxperience,
and skills” (p. 888) introduced the concept in dtsrent form,
which is based in part on Penrose’s [3] resourcedanalysis of
firm performance. Penrose suggested that the optinsavth of
the firm involves a balance between the exploitatibits existing
resources, or “bundle of potential services” (p),2&nd the
development new resources and capabilities. The vegor
propositions that underlie the foundation of theorece-based
model are: (1) resources and capabilities possdsgdilms are
heterogeneous because of market imperfections anthdse
differences in resources and capabilities have-lasting effects
on firm competition, providing a few competitive ged over
others [4-6].

In the RBV, resources are defined as “stocks ofl@via factors

that are owned or controlled by the firm.” (p. 34) These stocks
include an organization's physical assets, such phgsical

infrastructure, equipment, and location, as welh&ngibles such
as trust between management and workers, orgamaaitulture,

and the ability to acquire resources externally nvheeded [8].
Enacting this capability includes the ability tgpbey resources to
effectively achieve some end results [7, 8]. Suapabilities are
information-based, process-oriented, and developesgr time

through complex interactions [7]. As such, thesadgi of

capabilities are not necessarily stable, since ttaeybe affected
by changes in an organization’s internal and esfeznvironment
[9-11].
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The resource-based view attributes differencesrgarizational
capability to differences in the distribution ofategic resources
among organizations [12]. But the resource basesv vof
capability does not hold that any particular mix, level, of
resources produces a corresponding capability Hattuvariations
across diverse mixes of resources produce capabifferentials
[13]. Such an approach is useful in accounting differential
performance among a class of organizations butofed use in
predicting whether any particular group of orgatiora will be
able to successfully share important information.

This limitation makes the resource-based modetsgdnizational
capability less than fully appropriate for the patdector context
of interest here. The strategic management focusmofbt
resource-based views of capability deals primarilyith
accounting for competitive advantage of firms. Tieisus is only
partially relevant to the work of government. Moren efforts to
enhance information sharing across justice agendigsends
heavily on inter-organizational collaboration andoin§
development of IT systems, not competition. Soncemework is
more relevant, employing a broader view of rescsiremd
capability that include relations among organizaioresources,
capabilities, and knowledge. The research use@weldping this
assessment method use an extended idea of organaat
performance, including organizational innovatio][1llearning
[7, 15], and some capability development procef&eks-18].

2.3 Capability and Organizational Routines
Some recent work takes a broader view of resourred
capabilities, using a combination of economic, éral and
cognitive approaches [7, 19-22] to show inter-iefet between
organizational resources, capabilities and knovdefit9, 23].
This work goes beyond a static view of capability ibclude
organizational innovation [14], learning [7, 15]daapability
development processes [8, 15-18]. Winter [24],eoample, sees
organizational capability as a

“high-level routine (or collection of routines) thaogether
with its implementing input flows, confers upon an
organization’s management a set of decision optifams
producing significant outputs of a particular tygp” 991).

Similarly, Andreu & Ciborra [15] suggest that cajities are

developed by using resources with the aid of ommiunal

routines in a certain organizational context. Thurgianizational

routines are central to capabilities [25, 26]. dRehn and Pentland
[27] define organizational routines as “repetitivecognizable,
patterns of interdependent actions, involving rpldtiactors” (p.

96). Organizations can develop and refine partiauatines to be
very efficient and effective [15].

These routines can become the primary way an agton
carries out much of its daily activities as well rapositories of
knowledge [28-31]. Nelson and Winter [30] note thatutines
play the role [in organizations] that genes play biological
evolutionary theory” (p. 14). They embed organizaai
knowledge that is historically acquired throughriéiag [28, 30,
32]. Developing organizational capability therefomevolves
learning how to use, combine, and recombine orzgdioinal
resources with a set of organizational routine$.[16

This routine-based aspect of capability can accdantsome
major problems in creating new interorganizatigmalcesses and
sharing routines. The interplay among an orgaronai
resources, routines, and capabilities is a dyngmacess that
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evolves over time [15]. Since routines are respiitocal learning
processes, organizational capabilities are patlemdgnt [4, 5, 25,
30] and highly specific [4, 15, 33] historicallypdally, and
relationally to an organization. Because of patheshelency and
specificity, capabilities are transferable to ottmganizations
only to a limited extent [4, 5, 34].

3. DEVELOPING A CAPABILITY
ASSESSMENT METHOD

The available body of knowledge about organizaticapabilities
reviewed above provides a useful but incompletendation for
building an assessment method for this problem ecantThe
foundation is incomplete in two main respects: i1jloes not
include a way to relate these various conceptscitijreto
capability in the justice information sharing coftfeand (2) it did
not show how to assemble and analyze valid andiudeta on
which to base specific capability judgments. Twpasate but
related strategies were used to fill these gape. fiflst was to
identify dimensions of capability that were related both the
existing theory and knowledge base as well asddrtktitutional
setting of justice information sharing. The secovad to develop
data collection methods based on those dimensiothg®unded
in the institutional practices of this context. Tirst step was to
tentatively identify the dimensions of capabilitylevant to the
institutional problem setting. Those dimension wetieen
reviewed by and tested against the judgments ofoper
knowledgeable about the practice of developing igast
information sharing systems. Those results were thged to
develop and test a data collection tool based encttmbined
practitioner and research based dimensions. THeptowides a
practice-based foundation for judging the capabilifor
interorganizational information sharing in the jostdomain.

3.1 Dimensions of Capabilities

The dimensions had to be relevant to justice in&diom sharing
but sufficiently broad to serve for many kinds oitiatives. Our
identification of the dimensions of organizatiosapabilities was
similar to Leonard-Barton’s [35] categorization arfyanizational
capability, though other dimension descriptions sireilar [19,

35]. These include various dimensions of capabidigntified and
described in work on strategy, innovations and Hieg in

organizations [14, 36].

SKILLE ARD

EYSTEME

Figure 1. Leonard-Barton’s [35] Capability Dimensians

Leonard-Barton’s framework (Figure 1) is similar aar initial
knowledge-based approach. This framework identffies broad
dimensions of organizational capabilities: (1) emype
knowledge and skills, (2) technical systems, (3)naggrial
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systems, and (4) values and norms associated withvikdge
management and processes of knowledge creation. ndet
fundamental among these four
knowledge and skills that are created or acquirkobugh
effective human resource management practices, ladupith
knowledge embedded in technical systems [19]. Eifec
managerial systems are critical for the evaluatiand
transmission of knowledge and skills in an orgamizaand are
linked to the structure of organizational incengijg]. They are
also important for collaborating and coordinatiragks among
various functional parts of an organization [19heTfirst three
dimensions are deeply rooted in the organizaticakllre, which
interacts with the management and development afh su
capabilities [35].

3.2 Capability in Information Systems

Research

Dimensions of capability should be relevant to infation

systems development, which is central to creatingw n
information sharing processes. Information systemesearch,
informed by the RBV, is a source of possible dinmms This

research has identified IS/IT resources and capabjl their

configurations, and how they contribute toward sige
organizational performance [37, 38], [39],[40]. $ke are
consistent with the idea that capabilities are ues® based,
multidimensional and process oriented [41, 42]h#E also been
shown to have a role in developing dynamic orgditnal

capabilities [15]. There are very few micro-leveldies showing
relationships among organizational capabilitiessoteces, and
routines. One useful work is Montealegre’s [43]diindinal case
study of the electronic commerce formation strategyd

implementation at an Ecuadorian stock exchangesé&hesults
show how capability development in support of a rstrategy is
a gradual process, cumulative, expansive, and deperon the
unique ways resources and human actions come &ygeth
specific times.

3.3 Capability in the Public Sector Context
Characteristics of the public sector locus of pestinformation
sharing further shape the choice of dimensions. pasicular
public sector characteristics include: (1) goaldeirms of public
interests, i.e., if the benefits or losses are camahor individual,
(2) public access and openness of facilities, mes®y and
information, (3) agency, i.e., public organizaticacding in their
own interests or on behalf of the public as a whgid]
Government agencies are more subject to political ather
institutional influences, such as external scrutingnd
accountability. Their goals are numerous, complaxd often
ambiguous [45] and they tend to have elaborateatikies [46].
Also, managers in public organizations have limisadonomy
due to constraints such as civil service rules.[46]

3.4 The Practice-Based Strategy

Connecting the various components of capabilittheocontextual
considerations for justice information sharing rieegh a linking
strategy. For this we looked to the idea of pragtia both the
theoretical and practical senses. That is, we ddughdentify how
components of capability might impact justice imfiation
sharing initiatives by examining the practiceshafge engaged in
those initiatives. In the practice setting, capfbd come together
with the demands and problems of building a paicinitiative.
Understanding how to assess these capabilitiestafisults, we
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dimensions are employe

argued, should be in the context of where and Hoavwtork is
done.

The transformation of practices is central to thisblem area.
Capability is manifest in transforming practices time ways
necessary for establishing new information shaiirtgractions
across organizations. That is, the meaning of dafyam this
context is based on novelty: producing informatinteractions
among organizations that did not previously exis. achieve
these new interactions, those engaged in the projest adapt
existing practices in some ways, and often create ones. This
is equivalent to Lavie's [47] model of capabilityconfiguration.
This reconfiguration is particularly difficult beese the
participants face three distinct but related kinfiproblems. First,
the desired information transactions will requireewn
interorganizational relationships, with attendasks, barriers to
communication & collaboration, and issues of redowg
divergent practices. These are the typical problemsreating
network forms of organization [48] [49-51]. Secondew
information sharing practices require new orgamnizet
arrangements, practices, and technical resoureesjrinovations
that typically engender resistance. Third, projeatticipants do
not initially know in advance all the tools or resces needed or
how to acquire them, or precisely what configurated old and
new capabilities will be needed to achieve projectals.
Therefore knowledge acquisition, sharing, and disop are
likely to be important elements in capability. Krledge sharing
and creation are important elements in practicedamalyses of
IT development, both from the perspective orgaional studies
[52-56], and also in IS research [57-59].

In theoretical terms, this strategy brings togetherresource and
routine based views of capability together with Wk practices
and institutional influences of a specific contekhis strategy is
related to Feldman’s [60] institutional view of argzational
resources and consistent with the works in infoimnasystems
and organizational studies based on structuraBdh ¢nd social
practice theories [62]. From an institutional pexjve, resources
are dependent on the configuration of organizatifielas and the
utility of resources change as the relationshipsoragn the
participants in the field change [63, 64]. Thisatilnal aspect of
resources are critical to understand the mutahilityesources in
the enactment of organizational routines in eveyydeork
practices [60]. Further, an institutional approastiudes attention
to the range of cultural-cognitive, normative, areulative
elements in the practice setting [65].

Looking at interorganizational information sharimgtiatives as

the creation of new practices provides a way tocriles how

resources and routines link to capability in terafseffective

action. Practice, in this sense, is the set ofvidiets in which

resources and routines are used purposively teeela goal. The
practice perspective merges social and technigatcas of the
activities. This idea of practice is consistent hwitave and
Wenger's [66, 67] description of what happens imownities of

practice as informal groups engage in shared legrand work
activities. In such communities, “social structarel meaning are
continually negotiated through participation” [6@). 152). Such
communities may extend across organizational baiggla
facilitating information sharing.

This practice perspective is also found in workt tfacuses
specifically on information technology use and depment as a
social and technical phenomenon. Orlikowski’s fragniof a
practice perspective [69], for example, treats nedbgy use in
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terms of organizational structuration following Gahs [61].

Related work by Lyytinen, [70] Levina [71], and &z and

Orlikowski [49] shows how technology resources amthted

practices emerge and affect organizational acfidns practice
perspective prompts examination of the reflexivéatienship

between technologies and social structures. Thaieither social
structures nor technology structures are treatediessrmining

causes of practice, but rather interacting in muftuence and
restructuring. The role of feedback in these dymanfias been
shown to be important in capability for IT systedevelopment
[47, 72]. This view of practice is similar to theflexive nature of
social and technical structures in Bourdieu’s vawpractice [62].

In this view practice is neither social nor teclahibut action that
is both influenced by and influencing the social aechnical

dispositions in which it is embedded.

To develop the assessment tools it was necessadigkidhese
concepts of practice and capability to the spedifiactices in
justice information sharing. For that we used dpsons of
successful projects and direct participation inmirsg and testing
dimensions of capability by justice professiondlke successful
project descriptions were collected through inems with
project participants and document review. Thesecrg®®ons
were collected from projects in US justice agenties

For direct participation of justice professional® wngaged a
panel of domain experts to help identify and refiset of

dimensions and indicators. The panel, composed @f

practitioners from state and local justice agenaiesearchers, IT
developers, and other government officials, mehnee two-day
sessions over an 18 month period to develop theriak. In the

first two meetings they reviewed and developed dimension

descriptions judged to represent the important luitipes and a
set of possible indicators for each dimension. Phatess elicited
16 dimensions with between seven and sixteen itatiedor each
(180 indicators in total). In the third session el reviewed
and revised the assessment methods proposed bresbarch
team for collecting capability assessments usirgdimensions
and indicators. The sixteen main dimensions atedig Table 1
below, along with how they relate to the main tlyedimensions
described in Figure 1 above. The overall assessapgrbach was
then reviewed by additional practitioners and fiddted in three
information sharing initiatives: one county-levebject and two

state-level initiatives.

4. Field Testing the Capability Assessment
Toolkit

The draft toolkit was tested in four separate sesinarios. The
first was a review of the document by a panel gfegts from the
Integrated Justice Information Systems InstitutdIS), an
association of justice information systems vendoasd
consultants. They were asked to review the draft darity,
construct validity, and feasibility. Following thieeview and
related revisions, three field tests were conducteder separate
conditions. Participants in the Pennsylvania JNEfojqut
reviewed the toolkit for feasibility in their praje setting and
suggested changes to improve usability. Secondarzelpof
officials from the Cook County (including Chicaggystice

2 The results of this part of the research can badat
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/reports/efiee_strateg
ies.
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integration initiative agreed to test the groupilhtion and
rating scheme used in the tool kit as applied &rtproject. The
CTG team meet with this panel for a day-long sessioChicago
and observed the rating process and gathered regBwnents.

Table 1. Challenges and Capability Dimension

Challenges
Uncertaint :
) ) Mobilizin y& Aligning ggﬁtﬂ
Dimensions g Knowledg  Routines Py
Resource € & Coordinat
S Acquisitio  Practices ion
n
5. Business
Model & X X
Architecture
Readiness
6. Collal_)oration X X
Readiness
7.  Data Assets & X X
Requirements
8.  Provisions for X X
Governance
9. Infqrmation X X X
Policies
10. Leaderg& X X
Champions
11. Organizational X X
Compatibility
12. Performance X X X
Evaluation
13. Project X X
Management
14. Resource X X
Management
15. Sec_ure X X X
Environment
16. Stakeholder
Identification X X
& Engagement
17. Strate_gic X X
Planning
18. Technology X X
Acceptance
19. Technol_ogy X X
Compatibility
20. Technology X X X
Knowledge

Finally, a more complete test of the data collectwocess was
made possible by a member of the toolkit develogrpanel who
was engaged with a large county-level justice imftion sharing
initiative. The county is a local transportatiorbhpart of a major
agricultural region, and near a major populationtee It has a
population of approximately 1.5 million, approxiralst one-third
of which resides in the capital city. The justiagformation
sharing issues in this mixed urban, suburban, aadalr
environment would be similar to those in many otleras of the
US. Therefore the toolkit developers requested thiat county
initiative undertake a field test of the assessnaemnt the official
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agreed to take the lead in conducting the asse$smais county
initiative.

The county official felt that a capability assesameould be a
valuable experience for the current informationristtginitiative

and might provide much information about the utilitf the

toolkit. Because he was already familiar with tbelkit he agreed
to manage its use among participants in his copntyect. He
arranged for the administration of the toolkit ®ys to key
participants in the county initiative and sent thsulting data to
the toolkit development team for analysis. A memtbfethe team
then prepared a report and presented it to theuixecwommittee
and other participants in their administrative «#8, where they
were able to review and discuss the results.

In determining how to conduct the assessment, eéhd bfficial
and toolkit developers agreed to focus on the tlm@emittees
with responsibility for the initiative: an executivcommittee
composed of elected officials responsible for oVeranduct of
the initiative, a management committee composedthaise
responsible for day-to-day operations, and a techmiommittee
composed of those responsible for computing systemd
infrastructure. There were members on each conerfitten each
of the county agencies engaged in the initiativemf law
enforcement, courts, corrections, prosecutors,gamegral county
government.

The survey material for all 16 dimensions was mgrapriate for

all committee members, so the lead official selbctigbsets of the
dimensions for each committee, with the more gemknaensions

applied to all. Overall 20 committee members resiedn to

various parts of the surveys. The local officialected the paper
forms with the responses and sent them to the Glaen tfor

analysis. A selection of the results is presentee ho illustrate
the form such results can take and how they cdnein€e action
and capability in an initiative.

The assessment results come in two main formsonsgs to a 5-
point Likert-type scale, which produces a rating éach of the
180 sub-dimensions in the assessment tool. Therealde
opportunity for annotation of responses and addég to the
survey. This added text was added to the repodingsults back
to the project participants. In this case, as no@eil above, not
all respondents received the same mix of dimensting items,
so the overall results reflect these differencese $election of
results reported here are from aggregation of mesgoto selected
rating scale responses.

The analysis resulted in a series of charts showihg
relationships among the rating scales, similar hos¢ shown
below, and some text interpreting the findings.teAfreviewing
the results, the executives in charge of that ptajevited a team
member to present the results and discuss themawitieeting of
project managers and county officials. That pres@nt
generated a long and detailed discussion of resals
recommendations for management changes discusked be

5. LESSONS FROM AGREEMENT AND
DIVERGENCE

The main points of interest for the managers dsogsthese
results focused on areas of agreement and disagnéeamong
management areas: executive committee, project geament,
and technology committee. The assessment resutgeshareas
of both agreement and divergence of opinion ambegitabout
capability levels. One of the areas of strongest@gent was in
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the governance dimension results, shown in Figubelaw. All

participants rated overall authority and structiteens (charter,
existence of a governance and body, and authaiationships)
as high capability. They also agreed that moreumss were
needed. The only divergence indicated that the nioly

committee was concerned about under representation
governance. This high level of agreement across rttaen

stakeholders was a source of encouragement anddeonoé

among the participants.

Governance Items by Committee

Average Capability Rating

‘D Executive B Steering @ Technology @ Total ‘

Figure 2. Capability Ratings on Governance Indicatrs by
Committee

Some other areas were less positive. In particihlar elected
officials and managers were surprised and concédmetivergent
views of capability between them and the technologmnmittee
members. These differences were highest in thesaxda
collaboration readiness, strategic management.ativexecutive
leadership, and system security. An example of sbale of
differences on some of the collaboration readinediators is
shown in below.

Collaboration Ready Selected Items
by Committee

(=2}
=
=5
©
4
> — !
= .
=
©
o
©
(@]
(O]
[=2]
©
S
[}
>
&
< & &8 &
& & e‘s\%
a o o
2 N S
Q:Q ,\Q:
S « o
Q/’Zr

‘D Executive = Steering @ Technology @ Total ‘

Figure 3. Capability Ratings on Selected Collabottion
Readiness Indicators by Committee

There were other differences in areas of knowlesiye resource
sharing and compatibility of organizational -culturélost
importantly, the technology committee’s ratings timese and
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several areas were consistently below those of utxec and
management committee members, often by nearly tirtpon a
five point scale.

The participants took these results seriously. Taesepted the
validity of the results and did not question thgnfficance of
either the positive or negative ratings. In paittc, the executive
committee members took the consistently lower gatinf the
technology committee members as evidence of passdpability
problems and ineffective communication. There wadetailed

review and discussion focused on the technology nuittee’s

lower ratings. The discussion focused on infornmaeeking and
clarification, rather than challenges to the tedbgy committee
members or the results themselves.

The capability assessment prompted more than discusA

short time following this initial presentation, thead official who
administered the assessment reported changes {rativei

management. The executive committee decided togehdmeir
reporting and meeting procedures to improve comaoaiion

between managers, policy makers, and with the tdoly

operations. Additional time was allocated to tedbgy

committee reporting in the regular executive corteritmeeting
agenda and additional changes in reporting to nexsagere
developed. Though not a major realignment of atiite

management, these changes illustrate how even ploratory

application of this kind of capability assessmemnthancements in
capability can result.

6. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

Understanding organizational capability is cenkrath to overall
theory about organizational action as well as tgroving
organizational performance. The concept of capggbiin the
terms employed in this paper, provides a way tagomaterial
from some divergent research areas (organizatighabry,
strategic management, and IS research in thisnosjaon a
particular problem domain. This is not a syncredffort, but
rather one of testing and applying the insightsilabke in
different perspectives, not arguing for their sarily or
convergence. We argue instead that an eclecticoappr to
understanding and applying ideas about capabiity ydeld both
interesting paths to new theory development anfulipeactical
results. In particular, the practice-based stratpgyved quite
useful in framing the diverse mix of capability cepts into an
assessment tool with a meaningful theory foundadiuh practical
utility.

The research and application of this new approactapability
has been extended to another domain in digital powvent: that
of digital preservation of government records. lgsthe same
approach of a combined expert panel and literatesearch, a
similar set of dimensions and assessment methods blean
developed [73, 74]. It is available to the governtmarchive and
library communities and plans for field testing application are
under development.

As outlined in the paper, the existing theories amalys of
describing organizational capability are not wellited to
capability assessment in a governmental informatstiaring
context, and digital government research in gendtak lack of
fit derives in part from the grounding of currerteories in
strategic management and information systems. HEseurce-
based view of capability, common in this literatuseuseful but
of limited relevance to the work of government. Gaxpanded
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framing of capability provides a way of describiagd assessing
organizational capabilities that goes beyond tiawlitt resource-
based models to include ideas from institutionatl gmactice

based perspectives. This is both necessary andluseimove

forward the current research on organizationall@nidnovations

in government.
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