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Abstract. This paper compares inter-organizational (IO)raxtdon and inter-
organizational information systems (IOS) in pubdind private sector. The
purpose of the paper is to explore differences sindgilarities between e-
government and e-business focusing IOS and interacthis is done in order
to facilitate learning between the two fields. Tgant of departure is two case
studies performed in private vs. public sectorscomparative study is made
using 10 concepts from industrial markets that abtarize an 10 relationship
(continuity, complexity, symmetry, and formalityhéh concepts that describe
dimensions of such relationships (links, bonds, tes). The results from the
comparative study show that there are several aiitils concerning
interaction in relations between organizationshia two sectors. There are also
differences depending on the level of analysis (gogb level vs. analytical
level). The study shows the need to be expliciardimg organizational value,
end-customer or client/citizen value and the typelgects that are exchanged
in the interaction.

Keywords: B2B, G2G, interaction, e-government, inter-organaal, 10S.

1 Introduction

Inter-organizational (I0) aspects and processes cardral in all organizational

development regardless of sector, with or withooforimation systems (IS)

development in parallel. Inter-organizational imf@tion systems (I0S) have been
identified as a key requirement for effective opieraof 10 relationships [5, 6] and

have several impacts on governance, e.g. on a mkrkel and an organizational

level [21] and are therefore important to study wlamalyzing and developing 10

interaction. 10 aspects have been focused in ozg#on theory, where interaction in
dyads and networks are vital objects for reseacthHakansson and Snehota [16],
who stated that no business is an island). Thiemsnt was later used in order to
characterize governments in a network settirige-government is an island[19, p.



1420]. If we take a look at the private sector,ibess to business (B2B) interaction is
an area of increasing interest when discussindreldc commerce, Internet and ERP.

IO relations are also central when analyzing anglelbping government to
government (G2G) interaction in order to achievg,,euseful one-stop government
arrangements [11, 24]. Schedler et al. [22] claitnat there are three central
statements that constitute the key to a comprebensnderstanding of electronic
government: 1) e-government uses IT, especiallyiriternet, 2) e-government deals
with organizational aspects of public administratiand 3) e-government considers
the interaction of public administration with itsnvéronment (e.g. customers,
suppliers, citizens, politicians).

IO interaction is the main theme addressed in plhiser. A comparative study of
two cases will be presented based on the follownagn research question: In what
ways is private and public 10 interaction similaadahow does it differ depending on
the sector context? The understanding of simikwitind differences is useful as a
point of departure when learning between privaig public sector should take place.
The need of comparative studies of e-business agovernment is put forth by
Barzilai-Nahon and Scholl [3], who argue that saomparative efforts are necessary
but still rare. This paper is a response to thertae of research focusing
comparative (inter sector) studies. This paperainata comparative case study from
the private and the public sectors. The privatéosas represented by a business B2B
relation between a carpentry and a sawmill — bothllsand medium size companies
(SMEs) located in Sweden. The public sector is espnted by a G2G relation
between two agencies, one organization is Swedeoisity Administrations (SCoA)
and the other one is the Swedish Road Administig&RoA).

When a new research field, like e-government, tered or in a phase of rapid
growth there is a clear tendency that “wheels amevented”. Researchers as well as
practitioners in the field tend to identify “too m& unique characteristics or unique
factors related to the studied phenomenon, witkearning from history and previous
studies. On the other hand, there is another mofess opposite tendency; to take
things for granted and, not critical enough, impmrexport ideas, concepts and lines
of thinking from one area, sector or field to amsthwe believe that the IS field,
dealing with e-government and e-business, is nemian in this case. Therefore we
argue that it is important to conduct comparatiasecstudies from different sectors.

The purpose of the paper, based on the researchiguéntroduced above, is to
explore differences and similarities between e-gowvent and e-business focusing
IOS and interaction. This is done in order to ftatié learning between the two fields.
Our analysis will be made based on the 10 condepts industrial markets [16, 17].
Theoretical concepts that characterize an 10 walatiip (continuity, complexity,
symmetry, and formality) and concepts that desadibgensions of such relationships
(links, bonds, and ties) will help us to descrilnel @analyze interaction. The approach
and the concepts are presented below. We haveedpplese theoretical concepts to
the e-government field in a previous study in orediscuss challenges in one-stop
government [2]. In that study the 10 concepts frimaustrial markets were refined
and structured into a conceptual framework of I@rmy relationship dimensions
(ibid.). We will use this conceptual framework irder to structure our comparative
case study analysis.



After this introduction, the paper is organizedtle following way: In Section
Two we describe the research design, followed byiritroduction of the case studies.
The theoretical background to IO interaction asdrélation to the comparison of 10
interaction in e-business and e-government, and a@&Sthen presented in section
Three. The empirical findings from the two cases @nalyzed and compared, using
concepts from the introduced interaction approacttSéction Four. The paper is
concluded in Section Five, together with statemahtsut further research.

2 Research Design and Case Study Introduction

The overall research design in this paper is catalé and interpretive [26] and based
on case studies. The fieldwork that we have comdlbas been close to the cases and
the actors within. Based on this we had a goodsacaeinterviewees, written sources,
meetings, etc. The interviews had a semi-structaretisemi-standardized design and
were recorded. The interviewees have been sel@cidier to reach a broad view of
apprehensions. We have asked open questions atwutby understand the notion
of e.g. |0 interaction, 10S, communication, etc.

The empirical data has been analyzed in a quaktainterpretive way, using
theory as a lens (central IO concepts from indaistmarkets [16, 17]) when
analyzing. This is in line with a strategy usingdhy as a “part of an iterative process
of data collection and analysis” [26, p. 76]. Besidusing the concepts as a part of
analysis, we tried to be open minded, investigasgects and discoveries outside
and beyond the theoretical concepts applied. Theescancluded in this paper
represent organizations from the public and theapei sectors that have performed
extensive work with IO dimensions (IO interactid@sS, etc.). This makes them
interesting to analyze and to compare. The cases & course, differences in terms
of size, complexity, sector, management, type ofy$tems, etc. and should not be
interpreted as representing a statistical samgiés i however an asset concerning
the variation, and the ambition to maximize theiatésn. When doing this it is of
course limitations involved concerning the comgaeagnalysis; all aspects of the
cases are not possible or even interesting to caempa

Introducing the E-government Case Study.The G2G case is focused on driving
license issues. We have studied the IO interadigiween two government agencies
(CoA and SRoA) during the issuing of provisionalvilrg licenses. The overall
process and background to this case is that everyoidsweden who want to get a
driving license, first have to apply for a provisé driving license from the regional
CoA. The provisional driving license is approvedhe applicant is judged by the
regional CoA to be able to drive a vehicle in aesafiy. The permit application was,
until an e-service was implemented, a paper foran tas filled in, signed and sent
by mail to the regional agency. The application ttade complemented with a health
declaration, a certificate of good eyesight, anglmaalso an application that, e.g., a
parent will be allowed to act as a private instoucThese documents were received
and reviewed by a case officer at the agency. Hee officer also checked if the
applicant had been punished for any crimes. Thisrimation was registered in a
database, operated by the police, which the cdimeiohad access to through an 10S.



When the provisional driving license had been gdnthe CoA reported this to
SRoA through this 10S. When the applicant has cetepl a driving test and a
theoretical test successfully, she/he receivesvindrlicense from the SRoA.

We have studied the development project that aiatetkbveloping an e-service for
handling the provisional driving license applicato The e-service was intended to
make an automated decision in “green cases” ¢ases that do not call for extensive
handling) and support case officers handling sases. By achieving this, the agency
will in the long run try to save and reallocateawses from handling “green cases”
to more complex errands. An e-service like thiso gisovided an opportunity to
standardize the application handling across theiomatand the 21 county
administration boards.

The E-government Case Study Research Desighihe empirical data generated in
this case has mainly been generated through sewmctwted interviews with

significant actors within the development projaate have in the beginning of the
development project interviewed six persons invdlirethe project. The interviewees
had the following roles: an IT strategist, a depetent project manager, a system
manager, an internal investigator, a case offioeran IT development manager. We
have then interviewed seven persons when evaluptiogress and results in the end
of the development project. Five of these intenges/were within the public sector;
four of them were case officers and one of them wdscal project manager at a
CoA. Two interviewees were external consultants wiooked for the public sector

related to the studied e-government initiative. @hehe consultants was a project
manager supporter and the other person was anerrguent development manager.

Introducing the B2B Case Study.The B2B case consists of the relation between two
private owned firms in the wood industry; a sawnaifld a carpentry. The studied
sawmill is a family-owned company, established he early 1900s. The business
employs approx. 30 people. The sawmill exists irokatile and competitive market,
where raw materials are scarce and prices incrgaSiacuring the supply of raw
material or logs is in focus. The carpentry manufias a central component for
houses; the stairs. The first product was manufedtalready in the 1930s and since
then production has continued in various forms ajaaization. 30 people are
employed in the organization today including fivémanistrators and the two joint
owners. Since a couple of years, the firm enjoysy vgood profitability. The
carpentry’s business concept has remained the same the beginning. The firm
manufactures their product piece by piece, eactiymdbeing unique.

The B2B Case Study Research Desigihe two studied firms are a part of an
industrial network that we have studied in a lomgjibal multiple case study. The
most significant unit of analysis was the firms dhelir business relations. Altogether
21 people in different positions were interviewadhe two focused firms, generating
empirical data that is used in this study. Rolegeced are e.g. owners, managing
directors, administrators, controllers, productinanagers and mechanics/carpenters.
Besides the empirical interview data we have atsdlisd documents (e.g. firms’
business strategies), artifacts (e.g. productgjymtion layouts, logistic and 1S) and
made observations as empirical means for rich data.



3 Theoretical Background

This section of the paper presents core concepis fhe so called Uppsala School —
“the industrial/business network approach” (IMPt¢imational/Industrial Marketing
and Purchasing] approach) and notions of how I@rattion can be compared in e-
business and e-government settings.

3.1 The Business Network Approach

The IMP approach [1, 15, 17], is a mature line binking that supports the
understanding of interaction in business networkderaction is an aspect of
reciprocal action or interplay; it is not the casfeone organizatioracting and the
other organizatiorreacting [17]. This is an important standpoint in the netko
approach. If we take a closer look at the intecactietween organizations we can
find several characteristics of relationships. (9ntinuity refers to the relative
stability that tends to characterize supplier andta@mer relationships. (2) The
complexityin a relationship can among other things compttieenumber, type and
contact channels for those from each organizatitwo \&re involved in relations
between customer and supplier. Also, contacts eay from level to level between
organizations. It is typical for relations in indial networks for customers and
suppliers to besymmetrical(3) in terms of resources and initiatives on eside. In
those cases where asymmetry does occur, the custends to be bigger than the
supplier is. The relationships often demonstrateva level of formality(4). Even
though contracts exist, they are seldom referredasoit is often pointed out that
contracts are an ineffective way of dealing withcentainty, conflict or crises in
relationships which are going to survive for sommet [17]

Another important aspect to study, when looking iateraction between
organizations, is different dimensions of relatiogisch adinks, bondsandties The
various links, bonds and ties between organizatiorem organizational network are
important to consider when studying relationshibs17]. The wordink refers to the
connections that exist in the activities betweegaaizations, so-called activity links.
An activity is defined as: “a sequence of actsaled towards a purpose” [17, p. 52].
Activities can be of various types, for example higical, administrative or
commercial. The links between activities reflecé theed for co-ordination which
affects how and when various activities are carrad. Matching one actor’s
resources with others’ and dividing out the taskes examples of an aim towards
purchasing and marketing functions within an orgation. This, in turn, has
consequences for both the costs for carrying autattivities and their effectiveness
[17]. The links between activities make up a certstructure within the respect of
organization at the same time as it also createaiggatterns in the network.

Bonds between the actors in a network can be of variypes, for example
technical, social, time- based, knowledge-basedjiridtrative, economic or legal
[17]. Bonds arise in relationships as two relatetbis mutually acquire meaning in
their reciprocal acts and interpretation [17, p/][18onds can have various aims, an
example being to achieve co-ordination as a mednsaving resources. To gain
access to suitable co-operators and maintain aiegrosition in the network are other



examples of the importance of handling bonds. “Actact and develop bonds; at the
same time they are a product of their bonds” [1204].

An 10 relationship affects the way in which the angations use their personnel,
equipment, know-how, and financial resources, ¢alynention a few. A relationship
between two organizations can comprise pooled resswf these kinds, so-called
resourceties The relationships between organizations are ugitg way of assuring
access to resources, they are also a way of gefttingus types of resources to meet,
confront and combine [17], and to develop, createsfine.

We can identify several motives for applying thebeoretical concepts when
analyzing and comparing our two cases. The B2B isasbviously an illustration of
an industrial network. The G2G case does also pessharacteristics of 10
interaction. The Swedish model for public admiriBtm implies that cooperation
between agencies in Sweden relies on similar foiowa as cooperation between
private organizations, i.e., there is a large anhafirsemi-autonomous agencies that
have to find ways to cooperate and coordinate fb@it development projects. Thus,
we propose that 10 relationships between agencés lsome characteristics in
common with business relationships in other networAnother reason is that
cooperation in the public sector sometimes invofugancial exchange, which makes
cooperation similar to cooperation in a businessvokk. This implies that the
network approach would be able to extend to thdipsbctor.

3.2 Comparing IO Interaction in E-business and Egovernment

Historically, IS research has been argued to bs ksccessful in developing
cumulative research [4]. For most phenomena beundjexd, a new theoretical frame
has been put forward instead of careful analysial@fady existing frames. Strong
theoretical frames with real value are, thus, [a. This is something Heeks and
Bailur [12] also emphasize as weak or confusedtipasn in e-government research
dominated by over-optimistic and a-theoretical workhich do not add much
practical guidance to e-government. Our ambitionthiis paper is to adopt core
concepts from the mature IMP approach on the BAB@GRG cases in this paper. It
is, thus, an attempt to apply and analyze an ajreaisting theoretical frame instead
of inventing a new one.

There are few research studies focusing on congratietween e-business and e-
government issues [23]. Instead, these two fietdse#ther seen adosely related(if
focusing on IT aspects) totally different(if focusing on funding mechanisms, some
governance aspects and other organizational djividoth these standpoints might be
harmful since they imply that knowledge either tantransferred between the fields
in an uncritical way or that no lessons can benledrbased on comparisons. In this
paper we assume that increased understanding oB2Bvand G2G interaction are
alike and different can help improving both field$is assumption is confirmed by
Barzilai-Nahon and Scholl [3] who argue that bdtk private and the public sector
would benefit from a better understanding of sintikes and differences regarding e-
business and e-government. They present a studyidbeatifies several areas of
similarities between e-business and e-government; process improvements, back-
end integration, cost savings, information shariagrtical and organizational e-



systems integration, increased responsiveness amice quality, standardization
efforts, and the criticality of senior leadershipport. They distinguish some areas of
differences as well; i.e., the drivers and motiwasi for e-business and e-government,
stakeholder expectations, and resource availalfibtg.). All in all, Barzilai-Nahon's
and Scholl’s [3] findings show that there seemdonfany aspects where we can find
similarities, but we also need to understand thiéerdinces in order to avoid
exaggerated knowledge reuse. Their study does,\reweot focus on IO interaction
in any detail, which implies that our study fillsgap in this respect. Several e-
government scholars emphasize that the e-governtieddt has disregarded 10
aspects even though these seem to be a major foausany problems [20, 25]. This
supports our objective to explore how knowledge lmatransferred between B2B and
G2G fields.

3.3 Inter-organizational Information Systems

IOS are information systems that in some senses @gganizational boundaries and
are shared by two or more organizations [21]; sepport B2B, G2B or G2G
interaction. There are several studies covering #d@%lopment and use. Early and
seminal studies are performed by different schdle3s18, 28]. These and other early
studies have been used as point of departure foy nf@lowing studies of 10S.
Kumar’s and van Dissel’s theory [18] has e.g. begpanded by Fahy et al. [7]. Roles
of the organizations cooperating via an IOS are ldhsis for another framework
proposed by Hong [14]. There are also studiesexfritical foundations of 10S [21].

IOS exists in a dialectic relation with businesegasses and the structure of
organization or relationship between organizatiohshigher level of structure and
formalization can be a result when using 10S inih@raction [18]. Formalization
exists e.g. when there are tightly coupled 10S tleafuire extensive relationship
specific investments [9]. Tightly coupled 10S amsaciated with reduced flexibility
[10]. EDI was an early example of this. Internet axtranet solutions on the other
hand have made data interchange, interaction amanemication easier to perform
cross organizations. Enterprise systems are ghiftiom internal to external focus
and |0 operations are increasingly important todtef6]. However, such solutions
will require integration with internal IS in ordar work efficiently [6, 29].

4 Analysis

In Table 1, below, the overall relationship chagsaistics will be analyzed in the cases
from the two sectors using core concepts from i@ pproach [1, 15, 17] presented
earlier in the paper. First we will analyze the maerelationship characteristics
(continuity, complexity, symmetry and level of faoaiity) followed by the
relationship dimensions (links, bonds and tiese &halysis is structured according to
a conceptual framework of 10 agency relationshimetisions [2]. IOS is not
explicitly highlighted in the central concepts that have applied based on theory. In



the concluding section we will use complementagotly, besides the IMP approach,
in order to discuss the I0S dimension of B2B anG@#eraction.

Table 1. Relationship and interaction analysis — a comparatudy of B2B and G2G cases.

Relationship
Dimensions

Relationship
Categories

Business (B2B) Case

E-government (G2G) Case

Overall
Relationship
Characteris-
tics

Continuity

Stable and mature (long term) relationship. The sawmill
experiences a certain responsibility as a major supplier
of wood to the carpentry.

Stable and mature relationship, which seems to be less challenging
than the opposite. The relationship and the division of labor is
regulated in law.

Complexity

There is a low level of complexity in the relation. The
communication process and the overall exchange
process are uncomplicated and straight forward. A small
number of actors have contact with each other between
the organizations.

The relationship consists of many agency actors and many citizens’
applications. There are diverse conceptions about the components of
the complexity but the overall complexity is regarded as high.

Symmetry

The carpentry has a clear initiative in the relationship
and the relation is in that sense asymmetrical. The
sawmill has a strategy to adjust to (changing) customer
demands and initiatives.

Goal conflicts between several overarching roles, responsibilities and
missions exist between the agencies. The SRoA is the dominating
part in the relationship in terms of resources, knowledge (concerning
e.g. e-services, project management, IT). SCoA is more diversified
and divided. The relation is considered as asymmetrical.

Level of
formality

Low level of formality. There are variations in the
corporate culture, history, etc., but the companies have
a lot in common (the regional relation, the SME
character, activity in the wood industry, etc.).

A high level of formality concerning the division of labor exists
between the parties regulated by the government. This certainly has
an influence on the relationship. Differing apprehensions about
division of labor and responsibility occur. Variation in project
management approaches/cultures also exists.

Links

Technical

Not an “advanced” I0S. The sawmill has created a view
in their stock IT system so that they can expose the
products that are unique for the carpentry. These
products are also put into a special destined physical
space in the factory building.

The SRoA supplies the 10S (the Road Traffic Register [RTR]) that the
21 CoAs use as an important tool for handling the applications. Data
from the traffic register is used n the new e-service for handling
applications; i.e. systems integration exists.

Administrative

Rather simple and individual patterns of communication
and cooperation. Disintegrated processes within the
firms, but (individually) integrated between firms.

Disintegrated process with many contacts and deliveries between
agencies. The agencies have responsibilities for different phases in
the process of handling provisional driving licenses.

Complicated patterns of communication and cooperation exist.

Activity

Sequential interdependencies between activities in the
two companies (e.g., in order and delivery processes).
The sawmill, to a large extent, adapt their activities to
this customer’s needs.

Information and goods exchange.

One aspect of activity links identified in this relation is the level of
adaptation to the other party. The SCoA has to adapt to the IT system
supplied by the SRoA; but has some possibilities expressing
requirements on design of the IT system and the use of the system.

Information and service exchange.

Commercial

The sawmill has invested in a dedicated production
equipment in order to satisfy demands from this
important and demanding customer.

Not applicable in this case.

Bonds

Actor

Flat,  non-hierarchical ~ organizations, ~with  few
organizational levels. Actor bonds rely more on a
personal (social) dimension between the firms, built up
from the long-term relationship.

A gap between participants in working groups on different hierarchical
levels (so called action groups; one at the operative level and one at
the strategic level) within and between agencies.

History influences opinions about present and future division of labor
between agencies often criticized and discussed. Implicit actor bonds.

Economic

The sawmill depends a lot on the demand from the
carpentry (in production volume and economic terms).
The ROl is higher at the carpentry than at the sawmill.

Complex principles for compensation related to the performance of
activities; some tasks are resource demanding but uncompensated.

Legal

Written frame contracts occur, but are seldom referred
to. Legal bonds are implicit in the relation and in the
interaction between actors from the two firms. Bonds are
instead created based on mutual trust and a long-term
business relation.

The agencies have several external assignments and both superior
and inferior roles towards each other. The SCoA has an explicit
mission from the government to develop e-services. The SRoA has
the overall responsibility for the national road traffic issues sanctioned
by the government. This fact also influences the bonds between the
parties and the asymmetry (above) in the relation.

Ties

Resource

A number of pooled resources are jointly connected to
the product (the customized wood material) and the
production. Know-how is also transferred from the
carpentry to the sawmill in order to increase the level of
refinement in the product.

The studied parties pool resources (personnel and know-how) in
order to develop e-services in a joint development project. At the
same time there are an asymmetry in incentives for the joint project
influences and the amount of resources spent on the project, e.g.,
due to the fact that the SRoA has an in-house IT development staff
and the SCoA lacks this in-house competence.

Knowledge is both a resource used in the project and an outcome
from the project; i.e. competence development on individual and
organizational level.




5 Conclusions and Further Research

In the introduction of this paper we asked in whatys private and public 10
interaction is similar and how it differs. The amnm has been to understand
similarities and differences in order to exploreewhand how the e-business and e-
government fields can learn from each other reggrdiO interaction. The
contributions of our study are both presented astified similarities and differences
in the studied cases and as suggested, exploragfiaements of the conceptual
framework used for analytical comparisons of B2B &?2G interaction.

Differences.Our conclusions, based on using the IMP approachq116, 17], show
that there are differences between the interadtiothe studied cases from the two
sectors. If we take a look at the overall relatfdpscharacteristics there are
differences, at the empirical case level, but theegories that support the analysis
work in an appropriate way. Important factors fragiithe interaction and the
relations are, e.g., present in the G2G case wheréhave the Government that
regulates e.g. the present processes, actorsiodii§ labor. In the B2B case we also
have laws and regulations, but on another levgl,(eoncerning accounting, different
types of permits, etc.). From the empirical datahage also identified differences in
the level of formality, asymmetry, technical (eiipe use of an I0S), organizational
structure (actor bonds), economic bonds and adtratiige links (in Table 1). Legal
and actor bonds (content) also differ between Hses.

Links, bonds and ties are also possible to use wbetparing interaction between
organizations in different sectors. The differerinethe use of the link category
“commercial” between the two sectors made us awdérthe need to discuss and
analyze the “value” category as an alternative. ©ae also discuss which role the
size of the studied organizations has had when adnmgpthe empirical data. The size
of the organizations has some effects on how thiggrize processes and hierarchy
levels. But in the same time the size and struabfithe private vs. public sector are
given by the market and the overall structure efghblic sector on a national level.

Barzilai-Nahon and Scholl [3] distinguish some are&differences between B2B
and G2G sectors; i.e., the drivers and motivatifmnse-business and e-government,
stakeholder expectations, and resource availaljdfty8]. All in all findings [3] show
that there are many aspects where we can find agitiels, but we also need to
understand the differences in order to avoid imprdgmowledge reuse.

Similarities. Our conclusions based on using core concepts fhaTiNMIP approach
[1, 15, 16, 17] show that there are similaritiebameen the cases from the two sectors
both at an empirical level and at an analyticaleleithe used categories). For
example, both relations are stable and mature ifagtyt), have disintegrated
processes (administrative link), sequential intpeshelencies (activity link) and
pooled resources (resource link) (see Table 1)dfar this paper we assumed that
increased understanding of how B2B and G2G intenactre alike and different can
help improving both fields. We argue that we nowehahowed that this is the case,
in line with [3]. However, we need to separate d@halytical levelfrom theempirical
level Our study shows that we can use the same sdtefaries when we analyze
B2B and G2G relations and the present interacfitwe. result of using the same set of
categories, however, can differ due to what type oofjanizations (firms or



government agencies) that are analyzed, based atextoal factors. We can

conclude that our study also shows that there ereral areas of similarities between
e-business and e-government, as identified abowereTis a reported need to
continuously improve intra- and 10 processes, bauk-vs. front-end integration, cost
savings (efficiency), vast communication and infation sharing, the need for IT

integration, increased responsiveness and servalityy standardization efforts, and
the criticality of senior leadership support [3heTlast aspect, however, more implicit
in the rather non hierarchical SME’s in our emg@itidata. The reported study [3]
does, however, not focus on 10 interaction, whioplies that our study adds value.

Mutual Learning in B2B (e-business) and G2G (e-govement). After having
analyzed the interaction in our B2B and G2G caséeguthe IMP approach, we argue
that the use of the relationship characteristicd #re relationship dimensions are
useful when structuring, describing and analyzmgriactions — regardless of focused
sector. However, we believe that there are aspgbatscan be made more explicit.
There are also indications that a mutual learnmghe two fields can occur when
taking its differences and similarities into accolef. 3]. Based on the comparative
analysis we also suggest that the conceptual framiewf IO agency relationship
dimensions [2] can be further developed. Orgaropnati size, culture and value can
be made more explicit as well as the aim to createe for an end-customer (end-
client or citizen). We also identified a need to dlicit regarding the exchange
object (services, products, information, etc.)thié interaction in is supported by an
IOS as an example of a technical, administrativé activity link these aspects are
also important in order to create organizationad amd-customer or client/citizen
value. Such applications can be viewed as backefiystems, but has an effect on
what joint value organizations can create. In otdetompensate for the weak focus
on IT (10S), will we comment upon that in the fallimg section.

IO Interaction and 10S. In the B2B case, a “non-advanced” I0S was usee; th
sawmill has created a view in their stock IT systmcustomer unique products can
exposed (a technical link in Table 1). This imprawand simplifies the interaction
between the two firms, without being expensive aedource demanding as an
investment [5, 6]. This type of application is tiedthis particular key customer, using
a remote login solution, but can, hypothetical Bedufor several customers. It is not
technological issues that limit the 10S; it is marguestion of trust. Trust based on a
stable and mature (long-term) relationship betwéertwo parties. The 10S is tightly
coupled, but we would not argue that it has reguegtensive relationship specific
investments [cf. 9]; at least not in direct IT isttment terms — rather in mutual trust.
In the e-government case we have studied a develaipproject that aimed at
developing an e-service for handling the provisiahi&ving license applications. The
e-service was intended to make an automated dedisitgreen cases”. This system
has 10 parts and is integrated with systems atrabwa¢her government agencies in
order to exchange data concerning e.g. crime recassidential information, etc.
Links to the RTR are important in the daily workndéing applications for
provisional driving licenses. The 10S improves aimdplifies the interaction (even if
it is mainly unidirectional) between the studiecages [cf. 5, 6]. The 10S is tightly
coupled, and has required extensive relationshgrip investments [cf. 5]. The
dependency that the technical link representspaibably decrease flexibility [10].



Further Research. Further research is needed in order to compaferdift types of
organizations in the two sectors. Further rese&@aidso needed covering G2B and
B2G relations. The sample of organizations, andréations, can be enlarged and
chosen based on differences in business type,timelkidocal government, state, size,
types of services, etc. This would add further us@ading of the possibilities to
achieve mutual learning about 10 interaction in B&Bl G2G. Choosing the cases
that are present and analyzed in this paper mwitalion, as we pointed out above, but
the variation represented here is also an oppaytudased on the comparative study,
we have identified that even if an organizatioraipart of a particular sector the
organizations in a certain sector are not homogemedhe character of the
organization can be made more explicit when anatyits relations. Our comparison
indicates that the identified characteristics ttaat be made more precise compared to
the presented relationship characteristics and mbioas (links, bonds and ties) [15,
17] as well as the conceptual framework of I0S ageawelationship dimensions [2].
The identified characteristics concerns: organizeti size, value and culture, the
exchange object (services, products, informatisejyice level, end-citizen/customer
value, and the use of IT or e-services (IOS) aseamample of a technical,
administrative and activity link. These indicatiocen be related to the existing body
of knowledge and analyzed more in detail. Howettds is out of the scope of this
study and an issue for further research. Anotherasting area for further research is
how to deal with public-private partnerships (PPPudying PPPs could challenge
the categories above further. In such cases, wirérate and public sectors meet, the
kind of results that we report on appears to beialde. To learn more about 10
interaction between a private and a public orgditimawould be beneficial for
understanding both sectors. The issue of trustnisingportant part of the IMP
approach [15, 17], but can also be highlightedgisasearch focused on trust as such.
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