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Collaborative Governance and Cross-Boundary Information Sharing:
Envisioning a Networked and |1 T-Enabled Public Administration

ABSTRACT

Governments around the world are moving toward gengtobal perspective in their efforts to address
complex social, political, and economic issues. Neguirements for international cross-boundary
collaboration, driven by this global view, demandi@v understanding about how individual nations
respond to public problems and how nations worletiogr in response to transnational problems. In
addition, new forms of government enabled by infation technologies and made possible through new
models of collaboration are emerging. The futurepablic administration is clearly linked to the
development and management of new forms of coliher governance and the use of information
technologies. Globalization is also contributingthe internationalization of the public sectorwhich
cross-boundary collaboration and information shaaviill happen not only within a country, but betwee
nations. This paper contributes to the exchandenoWledge about the future of public administratizyn
presenting a view that considers important tremdpublic management and public service around the
world. As a backdrop we first present a discussibaut the emergence in public administration toward
post-bureaucratic organizations and interorgarinati networks. E-government and cross boundary
information sharing are then introduced as pathefnew context of public administration. We theava

the focus back to the importance of collaboratiod anformation sharing in transnational public
problems and international cooperation and charaetéhe need for new capability in working acrtss
boundaries of organizations, governments, regiand, nations. Finally, drawing on this discussion we
outline four topics of critical importance for iwslion in the public administration classroom tdyful
prepare students to work in the government of thié Qentury; Post-Bureaucracy and Organizational
Networks, Information Technologies and Inter-orgatipnal Information Integration, Collaborative
Governance and Interoperability: Creating policyanamgement, and technology capability, and
Transnational Problems and the InternationalizatbriPublic Administration. The new generation of
public administrators must understand the impodard collaborative governance, information
technologies, and the internationalization of ca@wr®ocial problems for the public administratiorttoé
twenty first century.



Collaborative Governance and Cross-Boundary Information Sharing:
Envisioning a Networked and I T-Enabled Public Administration

1. INTRODUCTION

Governments around the world are moving toward aengtobal perspective in their efforts to
address complex social, political, and economiaeass New requirements for cross-boundary
collaboration, driven by this global view, demandhew understanding about how individual
nations respond to public problems and how natiwork together in response to transnational
problems. In addition, new forms of government éadlby information technologies and made
possible through new models of cooperation andibolation are emerging. The future of public
administration is clearly linked to the developmantl management of collaborative governance
and the use of information technologies to supmmrdination inside these networks of
organizations. This global perspective is also buating to the internationalization of the public
sector, in which cross-boundary collaboration amfbrimation sharing will happen not only
within a country, but between nations.

The growing support for cross-boundary collaboratend information sharing transcends
political partisanship and crosses multiple polagas. It crosses continents, oceans, political
ideologies, and institutions. This support steresnfran increased understanding of the potential
public value of the capability to collaborate artthre information in new ways to meet the
priorities of government; tracking the spread cfedise across regions, paying health benefits to
workers who live and work in different countriegghiting crime, and monitoring air quality in
border regions, among many others. Collaborativeegmnce and information sharing as
priorities are gaining support as a consequenca iéw understanding of the cost to society
when these systems are not in place. The 2004tisi@a®/11 Commission Repofgr example,
presented a sobering characterization of the Uublig sector’'s current ability to leverage
information. It emphasized that a weak system foc@ssing and using information is stymieing
the U.S. government’s ability in leveraging thetasount of information it has access to.

Internet technologies and standards, networks, bdats, data warehouses, and business
intelligence applications provide the technicali®dser information sharing as a strategy for
responding to complex problems. However, insigintenf this and other experiences and the
growing concerns about global health crises havehed collaborative governance and
information sharing, rather than technology, to ¢kater of the debate about preparation for the
next pandemic. At a November 2007 meeting of theldMdealth Organization, interoperability
and transparency were identified as “essential’tite efforts of the member countries to
“increase country capacity in surveillance, eargedtion, diagnosis and reporting of cases —
both animal and human.” The cost of not being pegdo share information, to coordinate
international responses, and to work together,a wnderstood, “If we are unprepared the next
pandemic will cause incalculable human miséry.”

! National Commission on Terrorist Attacks on theteih Statedhe 9/11 Commission Rep@washington, D.C.:
July 2004).

2 Jong-wook, L. (November 7, 200B)leeting on avian influenza and pandemic humanéntha: Opening
remarks Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization.



Within the context of these emerging complex gladnadl regional problems, a networked and
IT-enabled public administration emerges not ordyaapossible vision for a prepared public
administration of the future, but a necessary dre.be prepared we must understand how
information is shared among government and nonsgowental organizations as they come
together in collaboratively governed national amtkernational networks to provide public

services and solve complex public problems. The mgmeration of public servants, in

particular, must understand the changing landscdpsociety and of the new and emerging
complexity underlying the traditional role of thalgic administrator. They must understand the
tensions between traditional bureaucratic orgaiomat and emerging network forms of

organizations as sometimes competing and sometioreplementary mechanisms for carrying
out the role of government and become facile warkmithin these tensions. They must

understand the need for and power of collaboradipproaches and the important role of
information and technology in both creating cormtis for collaboration and as the object of
multi-organizations collaborative efforts. Overdhgy must learn anew what capabilities must
exist within networks of organizations to ensurattlyovernment programs serve citizens
effectively within this evolving context.

This paper contributes to this new understandingighilighting these concepts and capabilities
and arguing that the future of public administratie and will be clearly influenced by them. As
a backdrop we first present a discussion aboutthergence in public administration toward
post-bureaucratic organizations and interorgaromati networks. E-government and cross
boundary information sharing are then introducedpast of the new context of public
administration. This section includes a summanraafurrent effort to develop an empirically
grounded definition of inter-organizational infortima integration. These definitions draw
generally from the concept of interorganizationetiworks and information integration and begin
to outline the critical components of collaboraty@vernance and information sharing through
interoperable systems as core capabilities of th#igpadministration of the 2lcentury. More
specific descriptions of these two important eletsenf interorganizational information
integration: collaborative governance and interapaity are then provided. We then draw the
focus back to the importance of collaboration amidrimation sharing in transnational public
problems and international cooperation and chanaet¢he need for new capability in working
across the boundaries of organizations, governmesg#ons, and nations. Finally, drawing on
this discussion we outline four topics of criticahportance for inclusion in the public
administration classroom to fully prepare studéatsork in the government of the 2Century.

2. POST-BUREAUCRATIC ORGANIZATIONS AND INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL
NETWORKS

Traditional hierarchies, as described by Weber 21 @nost a century ago, are increasingly
challenged by the new and complex public problefiiee2£! century. This section draws on
the writings of a number of the scholars who haw&ributed to the discussion about the
emergence of inter-organizational networks in thilig sector as a mechanisms for responding
to these challenges. Many of these scholars sjpethie thew kinds of complex social problems



facing governments and how responses to thosegmmalequires collaboration from different
levels of government, private organizations and-piaiits (W.M. Snyder & de Souza Briggs,
2003; W. M. Snydeet al, 2004). These new collaboration patterns challehgéraditional
hierarchical government organization, creating pesssure to innovate in the structure of
institutions (Gasco, 2004). They challenge govemmeanagers and researchers alike to
understand in a new way the creation of networksubllic and/or private organizations who
need to share what they know about a specific proldomain (Fountain, 2001a; W.M. Snyder
& de Souza Briggs, 2003; Zhaegal, 2002) and to work together in new ways to respond
those new problems. New pressure from citizens d@dmand levels of service they are familiar
with from the private sector is also driving govaent to organize and operate in new and
innovative ways (Kannabiragt al, 2004). Additionally, movements such as the Newlieu
Management or the Reinvention of Government aie adisling pressure to improve these levels
of service (Fountain, 2001b).

Working across the boundaries of organizations;isganformation and resources, to address
these new problems in more collaborative ways leas lhiound to be an effective strategy for
meeting government priorities. Many of the seggitraditionally provided by single
government agencies are now the responsibilityoofflex inter-organizational networks, which
sometimes include numerous government agenciegelaas non-profit and private sector
entities. This network form of organization hasrbédefined as “any collection of actorsX)

that pursue repeated, enduring exchange relatidhsowe another and, at the same time, lack a
legitimate organizational authority to arbitratelaesolve disputes that may arise during the
exchange” (Podolny & Page, 1998, p.59). Networkslmaconsidered as an intermediate or
hybrid form of organization between decentralizeathets and centralized hierarchies, or rather
as separate, different organizational model thaeigher a market transaction nor a hierarchical
firm (Powell, 1990). There are many other termsdbsg this form of organization such as
adhocracy, alliance capitalism, agile enterpriigster, joint venture, meta-corporation, modular
corporation, Moebius-strip organization, organigaorization, small-firm network, value adding
partnership, and virtual corporation (Alstyne, 199:B4).

The distinction between market, hierarchy, and netwriginated in the field of transaction cost
economics. Ronald Coase (1937) was the first ecatavho distinguished hierarchy-based
firms from the price mechanism of markets. Froms #ipproach, transaction costs constitute a
key element to determine profitability and thussghg between doing business through a
hierarchical firm or market mechanisms (Coase, L9@dreover, hierarchically organized firms
replace market exchange if transaction costs gtedhie to uncertainty, repetitive tasks, and
substantial transaction-specific investments thanat easily transferable (Williamson, 1975).

The concept of network organization was introduaean alternative form of economic
organization different from market and hierarchyRowell (1990). According to Powell,
networks are organizations based on relationshipgjal dependency, and norms of reciprocity.
These characteristics make them different from etarkvhich rely on contracts and the price
mechanism as means of communication, and hierachl@ch emphasize employment
relationships and routines. Markets are a remaekdéVice for fast, simple communication,
while hierarchies provide reliability and accounliy and are well-suited for mass production
and distribution. Since the relational featuresetivorks greatly enhance the ability to transmit



and learn new knowledge, network organizationgarécularly apt for circumstances that
require efficient, reliable information and for tagchange of commodities of which value

cannot be easily measured. These relational featugecentral to the sharing of both knowledge
about a specific policy domain, such as public the&lor example, to effectively respond to the
emergence of West Nile Virus most states in thenbl&to create new networks of organizations
to work collaboratively and to share informatiorttbabout the disease itself and about how each
entity would work as part of the network respon$ere A new emphasis on networks and
understanding the role they play in the contextarhplex issues such as biosurveillance is
necessary to prepare public administrators for wgrin the 2 century.

Although born in the field of economics, the cortogfnetwork has been adopted in other fields
such as sociology, management, political sciermee, &and computer science. The study of
networks, a relatively new one in public administna has two traditions (Considine & Lewis,
1999). The first emerged in the policy studiegditare and focuses on collaboration among
bureaucrats, interest groups, and target popukaftmmeffective policy formulation and
implementation. The second tradition, found priryan the organizational studies literature,
investigates the use of non-hierarchical, non-ntdkens of organization in the public sector as
an alternative to the traditional bureaucracy. &into other academic traditions, this second
viewpoint highlights unique characteristics of netkorganizations compared to hierarchical
organizations.

As mentioned above, networks are becoming impoftargublic management given that the
delivery and management of public services increggirelies on complex networks of
interdependent organizations (O'Toole, 1997). Cdinsi and Lewis (2003; 1999) consider
network governance as an alternative to procedwnraaucracy. They claim that network
governance is characterized by rationality based simared organizational culture, co-
production of service by clients, suppliers, anaidoicers, flexible organizational structure, and
services tailored to the need of individual cliestworks constitute a particularly emergent
structure in complex policy fields such as AIDSllgwon control, and city management.

In managerial terms, a network organization caddfsed as “a loose federation of informally
constituted, self-managing, often temporary, warksior teams within which there is a fluid
division of labor and which are coordinated throaghinternal market, rather than rules, and
horizontal negotiation and collaboration, rathertimierarchy” (Halal, 1994, p.69). The
traditional view of a manager’s role is changingwvedl following these changes in
organizational forms, focusing less on commandamdrol and more on facilitation and
coordination. In network forms of organizations,nagers engage in team leadership,
negotiating integrated efforts across boundarresiring and promoting organizational learning,
and conceiving and facilitating change (Hales, 2@025).

Four new kinds of tasks for managers within pubBtworks have been identified: activating,
framing, mobilizing, and synthesizing (Agranoff,McGuire, 2001). Activating consists of
identifying participants and stakeholders in thevoek. The process of framing establishes and
influences the operating rules of the network. Maisig induces individuals to make a
commitment to the network. Finally, synthesizinghe enhancement of conditions for
favorable, productive interaction among networkipgrants.



Managerial roles as well as authority for decisiweking are not necessarily possessed by
individuals who hold formal managerial positionat they can be assumed by different
stakeholders belonging to the network. In fact,gberer of managers comes not only from their
formal positions in a hierarchy but also their paa character, expertise, and networking
(Quinnet al, 2003, p.261-270). Network power, also known asas@apital, is obtained

through the knowledge and influence of people whavk and trust a manager and is becoming
increasingly vital in contemporary organizationghesr external environment becomes
complex. In this context, an individual needs tbaeca “broker” whose role is to build and
maintain a network, to negotiate agreement and doment, and to present new ideas. Network
centrality constitutes another important structsmlrce of power in organization (Ibarra, 1993,
p. 476-477). This type of power comes from holdangentral position within emergent networks
of relationships, rather than from a position follsndefined hierarchy.

3. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES AND CROSS-BOUNDARY INFORMATION
INTEGRATION

Some of the most promising benefits from the usafofmation and communication
technologies (ICTs) in government are associatéd svipporting the operation of network
forms of organization and the new ways of collabogathat it requires to solve current complex
social problems through the integration of inforimatacross organizational boundaries
(Caffrey, 1998; Cresswedlt al, 2004; Cresswelt al, 2002; Dawes, 1996; Dawes & Pardo,
2002;. Gil-Garcieet al, 2005). In this way, inter-organizational infortiea integration has
become a priority in many public programs and sewi This central role of information and
communications technologies in the formation aneragon of government programs and
services, and in particular in network forms of gament, requires public administrators to
begin understand more fully the nature of that.rd#ore recently this use of information
technologies in government or what some calledcted@ic government” has become a
prominent strategy for government administratiienra (Fountain, 2001a; Heeks, 1999;
Kraemer & King, 2003). E-government projects cateptally generate a series of benefits such
as increase the quality of government servicessigea financial savings, and improve the
effectiveness of government policies and progra@anfet al, 2002; Garson, 2004; Holmes,
2001; Landsbergen & Wolken, 2001). However, onthefmain challenges still is to fully
understand how to conceptualize e-government (@it(a & Luna-Reyes, 2006; Gronlund,
2005; Prins, 2001; Schelin, 2003). A rich varietylectronic government definitions can be
found in the existing literature. It is possiblesttimmarize most of the current definitions of
electronic government using five basic elementsctebnic government is characterized by: (1)
the use of ICTs (computer networks, Internet, faaes telephones); (2) the support of
governmental actions (provide information, servigesducts, administration); (3) the
improvement of governmental relationships withzatis (through creation of new
communication channels or the promotion of citizagagement in the political or
administrative process); (4) the following of aas#igy oriented to add value to the participants in
the process; and (5) IT-enabled government tramsfton (Gil-Garcia & Luna-Reyes, 2006).



Enterprise-wide views in both public and privatetees as well as technological developments
such as the World Wide Web, data warehousing, @ebdge information systems (GIS), and the
Extensible Markup Language (XML) are technologitahds promoting inter-organizational
information integration (Rocheleau, 2006). Integaotizational information sharing and
integration has become an important topic to pubbmagers and leadership (National
Association of State Information Resource Execsti2900; Pardet al, 2008; Rocheleau,
2006). While private firms share their informati@nmaximize profits and to improve their
competitive position, public sector organizatioeead for information sharing does not respond
directly to competition, but to several factors;lsias the complexity of the problems being
faced by government, the emergence of new orgaomnadtforms such as networks, pressure to
improve service to the citizens or the need tonledoout new information technology (IT). In
this way, all different trends discussed so fariarertwined in a series of reinforcing processes
pushing a growing pattern in most of them. Howetlegre is a need for better understanding of
this phenomenon (Scholl & Klischewski, 2007).

Information sharing and information integration Baften been considered as closely related
but distinct concepts (Gil-Garcet al, 2008). While “information sharing” is the transface of
information from one agency to another, “informatiategration” is a more complex process
which involves data contribution by agencies t@amon data network for use by multiple
agencies and individuals (International Associabbghiefs of Police, 2000; U.S. Department
of Justice, 2003). In many senses, informationgiraon not only involves the transference of
information, but a translation and transformatidémdéormation preparing it for new, joint uses
(Carlile, 2004). Both concepts (information sharamgl information integration) converge when
an integrated information system provides more agefmgnsive data sources shared among
contributors (International Association of ChiefdPwlice, 2000; U.S. Department of Justice,
2003).

The capability to share information across bouretahnias become “one of the basic goals of
modern information management in government” (Riezhe 2006, p.308). Efforts to share
and/or integrate information have been made irouarfields such as GIS (Bamberger, 1995;
Landkamer, 2003), park management (U.S. GeneralcgsrAdministration: Office of
Intergovernmental Solutions, 2002), human serviceS. General Accounting Office, 2002),
health care (Stampiglia, 1997), homeland secubiynfestic security measurelf84; Relyea &
Seifert, 2005), and criminal justice (Gil-Garciaakt 2005; National Association of State Chief
Information Officers, 2003; Roberts, 2004).

In recent years, increasing research attention dess paid to information sharing across
multiple government agencies found to be centralthese problem solving strategies; in
particular the role information and communicati@chnologies (e.g. the Internet) literature
(Scholl & Klischewski, 2007). This research reglylamphasizes that the effectiveness of inter-
organizational information exchanges depends orintegplay of several technology and non-
technology related factors—e.g. quality of the orgational and technological structures that
support information sharing, policy environmentydk of jurisdictional authority to promote
integration and interoperation among agencies, gnubhers (Caffrey, 1998, Dawes & Pardo,
2002, Gil-Garcia et.al, 2007, and Scholl, 2005)



In the border regions of the three countries ofthNldmerica, economic, political, cultural and
social differences create a complex environmentdtiaboration and information sharing.
Distinctive legislation, issues of sovereignty,daage barriers, different working environments
and conditions as well as unique policies regarditgess to information are among a few of the
many factors that contribute to this complexityyBet-Jailly, 2006, Roy, 2005 & 2006). To
ensure that information can be effectively shagedernments require high levels of
interoperability of policy, management and techggleystems including standardization.
Increasingly agreements between the countries sdefic the kinds of information that will

be shared and how that information will be usedrdBr control, as an example, is an area
where much attention is paid to these issues bptirdctitioners and researchers. Border control
is complex and deeply institutional, and requirdsgh level of capability for information

sharing. But capability for information sharing kit border regions is also critical in a number
of other policy domains such as public health amdrenmental management. In these domains
information sharing and collaboration across badieican be more complex due to the
involvement of many more actors within the bordsgions. State or provincial governments are
certainly involved, but so are local governmentd ather non-governmental organizations
working at the local and state or provincial level.

In spite of the increasing interest on inter-orgational information integration, there have been
relatively few systematic studies investigating thhenomenon in the public sector (Gil-Garcia
et al., 2008). In fact, “despite the widespreadnest regarding the topic, integration continues to
be poorly conceptualized” (Barki & PinsonneaultD20p.5) and the term integrated information
systems “means different things to different peapldifferent contexts” (Harris, 2000, p.7-8).
This is perhaps due to the nature of informatidaagration and sharing efforts as an emerging
process that is dynamic and multifaceted in naaumckinvolves fundamental changes in business
practices and various legal and policy issues (Rep2004). The term “integration” has been
used in both technical and non-technical treatmefitise concept and used interchangeably with
other terms such as “interoperation” and “interapdity” in e-government literature (Scholl &
Klischewski, 2007). Scholl and Klischewski (2008)ablish that a clear distinction among these
terms would enhance the clarity of the discourgimfield.

One way to think about integration is to focus tsrsocial aspects, specifically on information
sharing among individuals and organizations (Gitgizaet al., 2008). Davenport and Prusak
(1997) define information sharing as “the voluntacy of making information available to
others” (p.87). According to a research reporth®/then National Association of State
Information Resource Executives (2000)—now the dveti Association of State Chief
Information Officers—governmental information simariinvolves the transfer of information
from a holder entity that is willing, able, andiéet to provide the information to a receiver
entity that is able to demonstrate the need forrtfe@mation, is able to receive it, and agrees to
abide by usage rules set by the holder. Such gheglationships are generally based on mutual
trust which alleviates conflicts and reduces trahea costs and risks between information
sharing entities (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Lane & Bawnn, 1998; Thompson, 2003). The most
common case in the public sector is informationgfar between two government agencies,
however, holder and receiver entities can alsodvemmental units, for-profit organizations,
nonprofit organizations, or individuals.



Other researchers focus on the technical aspeatfoomation integration (Gil-Garcia et al.,
2008). Jhingran, Mattos, and Pirahesh (2002) pmtuat information integration is a process
wherein “complementary data are either physicallipgically brought together, making it
possible for applications to be written to and make of all the relevant data in the enterprise,
even if the data are not directly under their aglhfp.555). The integration of two systems
requires a detailed standard format for all constit components which is agreed by all parties
(Chenet al, 2008; International Organization for Standard@at1999). A closely related
terminology with emphasis on technical aspecténefoperability.” Interoperability can be
defined as “the ability of two or more systems omponents to exchange information and to use
the information that has been exchanged” (Institdit€lectrical and Electronics Engineers,
1990). Information systems interoperability carfim¢her divided into two different types:
“syntactic interoperability” that allows multipl®@&ware components with different languages,
interfaces, and platforms to cooperate at the epjpdin level and “semantic interoperability” that
provides the ability to bridge semantic confliasulting from differences in implicit meanings,
perspectives, and assumptions at the knowledgé(lRaek & Ram, 2004). As suggested by
Carlile (2002), we can add a third type of intergdity at the “pragmatic” level, which
promotes the transformation of local practices,itberoperability of processes, and the
development of new applications from shared infaromaresources.

Finally, a few scholars recognize the socio-teciimature of information sharing (Gil-Garcia et
al., 2008). Integration results from cooperationpenmon cross-organizational strategy and its
implementation, and interoperability, the technitedans which enable information technology
(IT) systems to exchange messages across systelerboKlischewski, 2004). Similarly,
information sharing systems acceptance is “thel lefvprovision of proprietary information to
relevant external parties through information syste(Lee & Rao, 2007, p.2). They examine
inter-organizational information sharing systemsublic sector organizations in terms of socio-
technical factors such as information assurangefofmation sharing partners, sensitivity of
shared information, organizational norms of interagy information sharing, and IT
infrastructure.

4. COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE AND INTEROPERABILITY

As mentioned in the previous section, inter-orgatiamal information integration is a socio-
technical phenomenon encompassing managerial ypald technical aspects. Two of the most
important foundations for cross-boundary informatsharing and integration in government are
collaborative governance and interoperability. lodirative governance provides an inter-
organizational structure to make decisions anddinate efforts across organizational
boundaries. Interoperability allows multiple goveent agencies to share information resources
under the same standards and potentially the safnastructure. Technical advances make
interoperability possible, but research and prategperience tell us that technology alone
cannot solve the challenges of creating interopktsalilhe complexity of creating enterprise
interoperability lies in the interdependence ampalicy, management and technology
capabilities and the gaps between the levels ddlméfes required within an enterprise and the
capabilities that exist. The broad view used heresitlers capability in terms of two closely



related, but distinct components needed for crgatew multi-organizational interoperable
systems:

1) Capability to create effective collaboration acrasganizational and governmental
boundaries
2) Capability to develop new interoperable systemsmndedures.

Making a distinction between sets of capabilitiescritical to understanding the complexity

common to many transformative efforts. The firstnp@nent, collaboration capability, is about

working together and making plans and decisiongein ways. This seemingly simple capability

is often found to be lacking. Collaboration at thdividual level, even at the unit and agency
level is often within the skills and authority obyernment mangers to arrange. However,
creating capability for collaboration in within tipeiblic health enterprise of a country, or across
country lines to create regional programs, requites unique attention and authority of

government leaders.

For example, in 2004, Oregon was one of the lastaneing U.S. states to experience human
cases of the West Nile Virus that began in Northefioa in the late 1990s. Interoperability was
a central part of the response coordination eféordl required new levels of interoperability
within the state and with federal agencies. Onentglevel communicable disease expert
involved in West Nile Virus response efforts fouth@t for agencies to achieve interoperability
on a more systemic and institutional level, theystrunderstand each other's missions and needs.
To achieve this level of understanding, she sagkneies go through several stages of
collaboration. The first stage is "shake hands.®&tvend get to know the people from agencies
you will be working with. The second stage is t@mbnate planning and training with agencies
through exercises and routine responses. Only gfierg through these first two stages can
agencies reach the stage of true interoperabBityding this collaboration capacity takes time
and resources, and only through legislative andwies support can individual agencies begin
to work through the first two stages and be prepdog interoperability when and where it's
needed.

The second component contributes to the buildingystems and inter-organizational processes
used to share and integrate information. Leaderghplvement is required here as well.
Creating new interoperable business processes afmtmiation systems builds on new
agreements about how work will be done to actuaibate interoperable systems. This typically
requires resources to be managed in new ways. Msaurce allocation and procurement
strategies are necessary and as a consequencéingpagencies, control agencies and policy
making bodies must also act in new ways.

Oregon, like many other governments, acknowleddmes tivo categories of capability for
interoperability. However, creating this capabilMythin complex enterprises is constrained by
many factors including technical issues such asa datd technical incompatibility. But
institutional and organizational factors preseneirthown constraints on the ability of
governments to create effective collaboration acoyganizational boundaries. These include:

1. A lack of experience leading in network forms offgmment



2. Insufficient or lacking cross-boundary governanceciure

3. A lack of policies that allow new, innovative resoel allocation models

4. A lack of policies that engender investments in ténciples of scalability and
sustainability of solutions

5. A focus on crisis-oriented response.

The following sections elaborate on the importamiceollaborative governance and
interoperability for effective inter-organizationadllaboration and information sharing in a
networked public administration.

4.1. Collaborative Gover nance

As the delivery and management of public servinessasingly rely on complex networks of
interdependent organizations and the nature ofrgovental work changes from labor-based
production and services to knowledge-based tagtaiank governance is becoming increasingly
important for public management (Agranoff & McGuig®903; O'Toole, 1997). However, there
is little research about the determinants and caratics of an effective governance structure
in multi-organizational settings.

Recent research highlights the policy, managenaemt technological changes required to create
the high-functioning, cross-boundary capabilityessary for cross-boundary information
sharing as among the most complex, deep functemmdinstitutional changes (Cook, 2004;
Fountain, 2001a). Main challenges to create thiglo#ity have been described ranging from
technological in nature such as data and techmcampatibility to more social in nature such
as the lack of institutional incentives to colladterand the power struggles around multi-
organizational settings (Gil-Garcia & Pardo, 20@&ix determinants of the existence and
effectiveness of a collaborative governance stredbave been identified as: (1) knowledge of
information needs, (2) knowledge of the environm&itwillingness to accommodate to the
diversity of participating organizations and thgials, (4) knowledge about participating
organizations, (5) existing legislation, and (6@extive involvement (Pardo et al., 2008).

Different country contexts have been found to pasae additional challenges for information
integration initiatives (Luna-Reyes al, 2007). For instance, the Latin American instaogl
environment poses particular challenges for collatian and integration, given that the state is
perceived as a group of loosely coupled agencitspaorly compensated and unmotivated
personnel at the lower levels, and politicians w&h®more interested in their own benefit at the
upper levels (Gasco, 2004). Additionally, the extiste of other related inequalities triggers
fierce discussions about the social benefit of stiweents in digital government compared to
investments in other social programs.

Collaboration must be institutionalized as a ppheiand facilitated as a management strategy
within our traditional bureaucratic institutions a&ll as within our networks. Unfortunately,
while leaders have the unique power to make thhaeges, experience shows that the policy
environments they have created, or in many caskseritad, often limit the capability of
governments to share authority, to collaboratetarjdintly and strategically manage enterprise-
wide initiatives. To change this, government exeest must understand the link between their
policy decisions and the capability of governmetutscreate the systems necessary to share



information across boundaries. The government @ffiiture must have the capability to engage
in collaborative efforts including decision makimgnd to share information across borders,
jurisdictions, agencies and sectors.

4.2. Enterprise-wide I nteroperability

Interoperability is a capability allows for the at®n of connected systems that facilitate better
decision-making, better coordination of governnygograms, enhanced services to citizens and
businesses, and the one-stop delivery of serviwesigh a variety of channels. Interoperability is
a key enabler of the information and knowledge islganecessary for ICTs to deliver on the
promise of government transformation and the fotindaf a citizen-centric society.
Interoperability is not an end by itself; interoplele systems deliver value to the public through
the opportunities they enable. Value is realizeduph better coordination and through new
information uses for decision, strategy and poii@king. The following list provides some
examples in which interoperable systems can cart&ito the creation of public value.

Democracy and Citizen Participation

» Access to information for engaging in politicaliaatactivities such as advocating, debating,
and voting.

» Creation of new electronic forums for citizen engiagnt.

Transparency and Trust

» Access to integrated, holistic views of governmesburces and operations contribute to
transparency and citizen trust in and allegianagoternment.

» Access to information about government processegublic scrutiny influences decision
makers and other officials to pay closer attentmpublic interests and desires.

Citizen and Business Services

» Information about benefits and services availableitizens that they would otherwise be
unaware of or unable to acquire.

» [Easy to use, accessible, and geographically dig&tbcitizen and business services (multi-
channel access to payment services and applicatimhforms).

» Facilitate the connecting of citizens and businegs® the global economy.

» Facilitating the creation of consumer-producer ks and alternative, more sustainable
markets such as Fair-trade.

Government Management and Economic Development

* Internal, modernized infrastructure for governmgmerations to support the back office
processing of citizen and business services.

* Make government much more capable in financial, &munesources, and equipment
management to support government decision-makirgg use of resources, and provide
information for financial transparency and accobiiity.

* Improved government-wide coordination of crisigp@sses.



Government Long-Term Strategy and Policy Making

» Consolidated databases and data warehouses psiratiegic information to support
strategic planning and policy making in government.

» Stimulate local, regional, and national economigatiracting investments through enhanced
reputation for improved government operations agw and innovative services available to
citizens and businesses.

* Geographic Information Systems play a key rolehmgtrategy and policy process
particularly at the regional and local levels.

Although interoperability is a problem itself insighdividual agencies, we refer in this paper to
interoperability across organizational boundaridgency leaders are often well versed in
creating the necessary environment to build interalple systems within their organizations.
However, cross-agency interoperability requires kKwed of leadership and authority only
available at the top most levels of governmentgtiqudarly when the goal is to create
interoperable systems across government levelyer across national boundaries. The reason
for this has much to do with the number and diversf the organizations that need to become
interoperable. We refer to this distinct and inggehdent group of organizations as an
“enterprise.” For example, linking two databased ease management processes within a single
social services agency within a single governmequires one set of capabilities. Creating a
public safety communications network consistingnainy different agencies at several levels of
government, even across national boundaries, vifittreint, but overlapping business processes
using similar, but not standardized informatiormjuiees quite a different set. An enterprise could
be defined as a network of organizations that seginer a policy area (e.g., public health, public
safety, poverty alleviation, and economic developther need to provide services (e.g.,
government procurement and financial managememditheervices, and the administration of
justice) that no single agency or organization fes alone or exclusively. While public sector
officials at all levels of government play importamles in a wide range of interoperability
efforts, government leaders alone have the powealléviate the institutional constraints that
impede these potentially transformative, but highbmplex enterprise-wide interoperability
initiatives. For example, a direct mandate fromskRkent Fox in Mexico in 2000 constituted a
key enabler of the e-Mexico initiative and the abbration of a diversity of government
agencies, private organizations and NGOs.

5. CROSS-BOUNDARY COLLABORATION AND INFORMATION SHARING ASNEW
CORE CAPABILITIESFOR GOVERNMENT

Information is one of the most valuable resourckgavernment. Governments are finding,

however, that the information needed to plan, nad@sions, and act is often held outside their
own organizations, collected for widely differenirposes and maintained in disparate formats
and systems. This is why governments are increlysingning to cross-boundary governance

and interoperability as strategies for maximizihg value of information. Governance provides
ways to coordinate and make decisions in multi-oiggional settings such as networks of
government agencies. Interoperability allows goment managers to work at the same time,
with the same information integrated from multigleurces. It has the potential to support the
transformation of organizational structures and mmmication channels among numerous



agencies working in different locations. Globali@aatcontributes to this situation by presenting
some social problems as transnational in naturepasahg international cooperation as the best
strategy for dealing with them. Government crosgraary collaboration and information
sharing have a great potential in this environment.

The growing support for interoperability as an asfiructure investment transcends political
partisanship and crosses policy areas and institsitas well as continents and oceans. This
support stems from an increased understandingeoptitential public value of more effective
interoperability. Interoperability capabilities, @ available, allow information to be shared and
used in new ways to meet the priorities of govermm® track the spread of disease across
regions, to pay health benefits to workers who lared work in different countries, and to
monitor air quality in border regions. The followigase vignettes are provided to illustrate how
collaborative governance efforts have facilitatée tcreation of the interoperable systems
necessary to share information and to respondlbgproblems in new ways.

Increasing the legitimacy of government through transparency and efficiency. Financial
management systems are key links in the flow oémeres to the government and the flow of
expenditures and services back to the public. Inpgpfinancial management, therefore, has
the potential to produce significant returns inrtsrof both greater internal efficiencies and
enhanced value to the public. These were the giadlse Austrian Federal Budgeting and
Bookkeeping System project initiated in 1997 by Maister of Finance and supported by
the Chancellor. The goal of the project was anrapterable federal government budget and
bookkeeping processes. By 2005, one of the restiltse interoperability initiative was that
the Ministry of Finance successfully consolidatdd ®okkeeping units across the federal
government into one federally owned, but privatgberated, agency. These improvements
reduce the burden of financial support on the pubtaxes, fees, etc.—and can ease the
burden of compliance with rules and policies. Betti@ancial information can make
government budgets and expenditures more trandpaaed thus more legitimate and
acceptable to the public.

Increasing the value of government to citizens through enhanced services. Canada’s
Service New Brunswick (SNB) is well-known interrmatally for its expertise in providing
multi-channel single window citizen access to gawegnt services, as well as for developing
and maintaining geographic information databasBi8'Saward-winning approach provides
one-stop-shopping for different government servioesehalf of provincial and municipal
government agencies. It also provides a linkagthéoCanadian Federal Government in a
joined-up government model. As a crown corporatiparating outside of, but in partnership
with Canadian governments, SNB was to create newletaofor sharing resources and
managing programs.

Transforming government through modernized, integrated, and world-class practices.
The Merkava Project in the Government of Israetroesured the financial, logistics, and
human resource components of government-wide adtration into an interoperable
system. An interoperability framework was used asywo implement a much more
standardized and modernized government operatiod am enhanced management
infrastructure on which to build improved services.



Transforming government health services through integrated medical records. Health
services in Mexico are provided to the populationtwo large systems of clinics and
hospitals, IMSS and ISSSTE. The first of them puesi services to insured employees in the
private sector, and the second one offers serticgsvernment employees. In collaboration
with these two important health systems, some f@iv@ospitals and higher education
institutions, the Ministry of Health has been waowkin a project to create a Single Electronic
Medical Record. The project has involved the dgwelent of systems and standards for
health records to support hospital and drug admnatisn. Although in its initial stages,
initial systems have improved in an important wiag service provided to the users of the
public health system, and they have developed aosex standard for interoperability
among the two main public systems. Consolidatedrin&tion is envisioned to serve the
strategic needs of public managers by identifyiaglth problems and trends in the Country.

Interoperability as a priority is also gaining sofgpas a consequence of new understanding of
the cost to society when interoperable systemsnatein place. This new understanding has
come through the examinations of several natiomal @ternational crises that required
governments to coordinate and work together bothiwiand across governmental boundaries
and with civil society organizations and the préevaector. A post-tsunami lessons learned report
released by the Government of Indonesia and theéetdriNationd noted the many missed
opportunities for coordinated response among naktiand international responders. The
consequence of this was a myriad of coordinatiooblems resulting in each responder
providing what they could based on an internalirsgtiof priorities rather than a shared
understanding of needs.

The Information Sharing Complexity Matr{Gil-Garcia et al., 2005) provides a mechanism for
characterizing a cross-boundary interoperabilitijative and identifying the level of complexity
to be expected in creating interoperability andoinfation sharing capability. The first
dimension refers to the focus of the initiative,iebthcan be meeting a specific need or problem
or building systemic capacity. The second dimengsakes into consideration the associated
level of organizational involvement with three gaiges of involvement: intra-organizational,
inter-organizational, and inter-governmental.

% Post-Tsunami Lessons Learned and Best Practicestap; Report and Working Groups Output, Jakarta,
Indonesia, May 2005, Government of Indonesia, dinNations.
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From a global and local perspective we know tharupresents many challenges. The president
of an association of U.S. local government healtficials, speaking before U. S. State
Legislators in early 2004, testified that “while wan't predict future challenges, we know they
will be there. We know they will be difficult, suiping in complexity, and growing in frequency
and severity.” He emphasized that the infrastrctoir local public health units needs to be
further strengthened to meet the increasing chgdlenand emerging public health
responsibilities in our communities. Information shibe shared in new ways and systems must
work together at new levels.

6. FOUR TOPICSOF CRITICAL IMPORTANCE FOR THE PUBLIC
ADMINSTRATION STUDENT OF THE 215" CENTURY

Working through collaborative mechanisms acrossvokds of organizations to create a policy,
management and technology infrastructure that esajpbvernments to work together and with
other organizations in the interests of citizenghis challenge that lays ahead of the public
administration professional of the 2&entury. A quote from a U.S. Local Government Rubl

Health Official characterizes the challenge in théy, “While we can't predict future challenges,
we know they will be there. We know they will beffdult, surprising in complexity, and

growing in frequency and severity.” To be preparedieal with these challenges, we argue,
students of public administration must examine térgsions between traditional bureaucratic



organizations and emerging network forms of orgations. Tensions which emerge as the two
forms come together; as sometimes competing aneétsoes complementary mechanisms for
carrying out the role of government. Students musderstand the need for and power of
collaborative approaches within this context an@ tmportant role of information and
technology in both creating conditions for colladtoyn and as the object of multi-organizational
collaborative efforts. They must understand whaiabdities must exist within government and
in government partners when operating as a hieyaochas a network to ensure that they are
effectively leveraging information and informatitechnology to serve citizens within this new
and evolving context. The following sub-sectionglioa four topics of critical importance for
inclusion in the public administration classroomvé are to fully prepare students to work in the
government of the Z1Century.

6.1. Post-Bureaucracy and Organizational Networks

Public administration students must learn how tdeustand and operate within the new inter-
organizational environment of the public sector.fliel this effort we must first develop more
understanding about this emerging form, and ini@pder how networks and hierarchies work
together in the government context. More researcam@ing networks in the context of
government and in particular, how networks anddn@ries work together in carrying out both
traditional service delivery in new and innovatwmays but also in leveraging networks and
hierarchies in the context of more complex and gmulgcally, rather than jurisdictionally
oriented, issues such as public health and emeygeasponse is needed. Case studies which
highlight the role of networks across a range dfcgodomains and levels of government are
necessary. These case studies should highlightchiaienges of network formation and
operation, in particular as it relates to creatiiegv governance capability. They could be used to
illustrate the role of public policy in enablingdanonstraining the ability of governance agencies
to operate fully as network organizations. For eplmcurrent resource allocation models tend
to limit the ability of networks to share or blengsources toward a common interest. Further,
case studies could be used to show the critical sdmifting role of executive authority and
leadership in network forms of organizations. Cdsas across policy domains such as public
health, emergency response, and human services)d wilustrate how some of the
characteristics of network formation and operatawa universal, others are context specific.
Student must understand the differences and bemepgo work within each form as well as to
bridge them.

6.2. Information Technologiesand I nter-organizational Information Integration

The complexity government agencies face in creaiimigroperability to support information
sharing across the boundaries of organizations aappt® increase proportionally with the
number of boundaries crossed, the number and tiypgasmation resources to be shared, and
the number of technical and organizational proce$sde changed or integrated increases. To
create an IT enabled public administration capalblsharing information across boundaries in
support of public programs and priorities, studeitpublic administration must be exposed to
these complexities and to the dynamic nature otctralitions which create these complexities.
The capabilities of any network to be successfudramting interoperable systems in support of
information sharing depends on the collective aochmlementary capabilities of the involved
organizations. How networks of organizations indally and collectively manage their
technology and information resources matters. 3iisdef public administration must be aware



of the issues of information technology investméatision making and planning, they must be
aware of the mechanisms through which these desisiboe made. These decisions impact all
aspects of government programs; they are not Jiistiécisions”. Students must understand the
complexity of cross-boundary information sharinge topportunities created by technology
innovations, as well as the factors which deternthree capability of government agencies to
effectively deploy a technology infrastructure teatbles information sharing and integration.

6.3. Collaborative Governance and Interoperability: Creating policy, management, and
technology capability
The distinctions outlined above between capakslitiee critical to understanding the complexity
common to many collaborative governance and intgadplity efforts. Students of public
administration must be exposed to the conceptsolbdlorative governance if they are to be
effective operating within networks as well as tr@athe conditions in which networks will
succeed; in particular, the policy, managementtaoknology conditions. Organizations that are
highly capable in terms of collaborating and comioating may have limited capability in
terms of their information policy and technologypertise. Orienting students to the potential
complementary roles that organizations can plalguitding information sharing capability and
learning to identify and leverage those strengthegcessary. Factors that influence the success
of governance within networks and how those factaight be contrary to or complementary to
traditional structures is necessary. Research as® tudies outlining the dynamic and
complementary nature of capability within netwoiks a backdrop for creating collaborative
governance can provide a foundation of knowledges.h€reating an IT-enabled public
administration requires attention to the valuendbimation sharing and collaboration and to the
capability of individual actors and organizatioms dontribute to that value creation process.
Students must be exposed anew to questions ofcpudllue and mechanisms for identifying
sources of value within the context of interorgatiznal information sharing networks and
monitoring those sources for actual value. Collabee governance and information sharing
come at a high price; they are time and resourtemsive, if value is not being delivered through
the investments being made in management, pol@y.technology capabilities, then this same
governance structure must be capable of stoppingedirecting investment efforts. Public
administration students of the 2&entury must be prepared to make understand a@Gtepin
terms of these distinctions and new priorities.

6.4. Transnational Problems and the I nternationalization of Public Administration
Globalization priorities are driving many countri¢gs work together in new ways. New
partnerships are being formed around common ecanami social issues as well as shared
challenges. Current efforts to create transnakipracesses in the European Union and in North
America that facilitate benefits management fossrborder workers are examples of these new
modes of operation. However, efforts to collabonaithin national border regions face unique
challenges such as diverging national, as wellta®,sprovincial, and local agendas, different
legislation and regulation systems for providingve®s, accessing, and sharing both citizen and
government information, cultural differences (dapguage barriers, resistance to technological
innovation), and technological problems relatedthe integration of the deployed systems
(Navarretteet.al.,2008).



Despite significant advances in knowledge abowt phienomenon within the context of a single
country, we still know little about the factors @mlying inter-governmental collaboration across
borders. The shortage of research studying infaomatharing in the transnational context has
also been discussed in a recent report releasdtiebZenter for Technology in Government
(CTG). This study reports that research on tramsnal efforts in e-government comprises only
4% of the total research in e-government (Heédigl,. 2007). Findings also suggest that existing
studies have been mostly conducted by EuropeannUsiiates (Lethet.al., 2004, Luna-Reyes
et.al., 2007). Research is this domain overallaarty scarce and an analysis of the interactions
of political, economic and cultural contexts ancde tinformation needs of cross-border
interoperable systems is fully missing. Creating®enabled public administration requires us
to consider in new ways how networks which bridge borders of countries can create
collaborative governance and information sharirgpbdity.

Preparing students to work in this context require® focus on the international context. The
individuals responsible for developing collaborativecision making processes to guide
information sharing in border regions are foundhe local and state agencies in those regions.
Students, regardless of their intended level ofegoment or regional location must with
understand this context. Providing students watbearch and case studies of the international
efforts to manage air quality in the U.S. Mexicaldn.S. Canada border regions, for example,
will provide insight into the challenges governmeagiencies are facing as they seek to work
together in new ways on transnational problemseOgfforts related to border security, mobile
workforces, and public health provide similar ogpaity. Reaching out beyond the traditional
framework of the Public Administration curriculumm ¢éngage scholars from the fields of public
health and education might provide case examplé®wfgovernments are collaborating across
borders in new ways to connect systems and shémemation. Encouraging students to engage
in studies of government efforts to work acrossdbos to resolve transnational problems will
provide new knowledge about this phenomenon. Coatipar studies of cross-border
information sharing are necessary as well to ilhete this new phenomenon. Drawing on the
experiences of the United States, the Europeanriamal other regional integration efforts will
provide students with insights into how collaboratigovernance efforts have created in
capability for interoperability and information shey.
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