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Abstract. Governments and companies exchange various kindtatef The
methods to exchange data are evolving and becomiang and more advanced,
supported by the rapid development of informatiod @ommunication tech-
nology (ICT). Although some research has beeneasmut on the adoption of
ICT-based information sharing, there is still veityld understanding of ena-
blers for information sharing arrangements betweéwvate and public organi-
sations. Developing an information sharing arrang@noften requires complex
interactions among parties resulting in negotiad@dngements. This paper
aims to derive factors of information sharing agaments by assessing the im-
portance of factors in shaping information shafign public and private or-
ganisations perspectives. Factors found in previbudies were analysed using
the Best-Worst method by collecting experts’ opisiowhile private sector’s
expert was much focussed on the Perceived Bentsigublic sector’'s experts
considered Trust, Investment, Perceived Costs arati®athip as the most im-
portant factors in shaping the information shadngngement between public
and private organisations. ldentifying which fastare crucial in shaping in-
formation sharing arrangements can help in redupitgntial conflicts during
planning, implementation and usage, and bringineebis to all stakeholders.

Keywords: Information sharing, big data, open data, e-gawemt, Interorgan-
isational Information System (I0S), information shg arrangement, system
architecture, system governance, best worst method

I ntroduction

In the era of big data, more and more emphasiatigip information to support better
decisions [1]. For this reason, information sharinya and interorganisational are
required. Interorganisational information arrangataeare typically more complex
system compared to intraorganisational, because tigangements have to deal with
a variety of stakeholders, multi-level interactipmertically and horizontally, which
makes it is more difficult to reach negotiated siohs [2].

Pardo et al. [3] highlighted the importance of ersianding factors influencing the
adoption of interorganisational information shari@@nsequently, many studies have
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been investigating factors affecting the interorgational information sharing [4, 5,
6, 7], and especially involving public and privatganisations [8, 9, 10, 11].

Work on information sharing have been conductedarous domains, including
supply chain [12, 13], public safety network [14],1disaster management [16, 17]
and financial reporting system [18, 19]. These istm@mphasized several challenges
that complicates the implementation and adoptionnédrmation sharing arrange-
ments. These challenges ranging from organisati@salects, such as difference
viewpoints, goals, organisational structure, arel dkailability of resources, to tech-
nological aspects, such as interoperability, IT plaxity, IT maturity and IT capabil-
ity [20]. Moreover, there is also imbalance of bigeeperceived between stakehold-
ers, one stakeholder might profit, whereas anothight bear the cost, which might
add complexity and could result in unwillingnesgdim the project.

To deal with the aforementioned challenges, a pr@yeangement which can
bridge the interest of the involved stakeholderesdseto be developed. An information
sharing arrangement can be conceptualised by teglay between system architec-
ture for information sharing and its accompanyiogernance [18]. There is a whole
range of factors influencing the shape of an infation sharing arrangement.

The selection of information sharing arrangementdis can be considered as a
type of Multi Criteria Decision Making (MCDM) probin since it influenced by sev-
eral factors. It is crucial to know which factorsflience the shaping of an infor-
mation sharing arrangement to a large extent andhaflactors have less influence.
This paper aims to derive factors of informatiomréfig arrangements by assessing
the importance of factors in shaping informatioarsig collected from previous stud-
ies. To reach that objective, a MCDM method caBest-Worst Method (BWM) was
applied in analysing the expert's opinions. Theegipwere selected from both pri-
vate and public organisations as well as acadehhis. results in a list of weighting
factors from both the public and private sectonrspective.

BWM is a relatively new method in MCDM area [21\WB/ uses a pairwise com-
parison to find the optimal weights of the criteaiad their consistency ratios. BWM
can produce highly consistent and reliable resnltaore efficient way by provides a
pairwise comparison using two vectors instead fafilgpairwise matrix and by using
only integer value [22]. By using these two chagdstics, the result will be reliable
even using a few respondents and easier to intecprepared to other methods that
utilising fractions. According to [21], BWM is ststically better than AHP (Analytic
Hierarchy Process) in term of the consistency ratimimum violation, total devia-
tion and conformity.

Understanding which factors and how important taeyin arranging information
sharing can be beneficial for involved public amivgite organisations as well as po-
tential users. This can help them to focus on #utofs that matter during the devel-
opment of an information sharing arrangement. Tdwults of this research can be
used as a point of reference to reduce potentiaflicts which may occur between
organisations during negotiating processes. Thisimerease the acceptance and us-
age of the system, and bringing benefits to akedtalders.

This document is structured as follows: the literatreview is presented in the
next section, including the explanation of inforroatsharing between public and
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private organisations, and its arrangements. Fatigwhat, the research methodology
is described. Next, the findings of the researehmovided, followed by the discus-
sion of the findings. Finally, conclusions, whiatnsists of contributions of the paper,
limitations of the research and future researcéatiions are presented.

Literature Review

Information Sharing between Public and Private Organisations

Based on [23], [16] and [10], information sharingfleseen public and private organi-
sations is defined asn act to exchange data through a mutual agreemsétht the
objective to improve public services and organ@afperformances for involved gov-
ernment agencies and private organisatiofeints to be underlined are that enabling
the information sharing requires agreements, aadntiplications of information shar-
ing for public and private organisations shouldco@sidered. Further in this study,
information sharing refers to above definition.

Governments Businesses

nterpretation

Regulations Daily Routines

Report

Fig. 1. High-level conceptualisation of Information Sharimetween Governments and Busi-
nesses

A high-level conceptualisation of information singris presented in theig. 1. In
the relationship with businesses regarding the atatke government has main func-
tion to maintain the market by ensuring competite®s and equal opportunity for
firms. The governments (could be national, regiardbcal level) create regulations,
for example regarding trading or fiscal policy, winishould protect the customers,
the employees, companies and investors. Theseatend are then integrated by the
private organisations in theroutines, in trading activities or other companias:
tions. As an assurance that these businessestiastisomply with regulations, the
companies must report. These reports are then atealland analysed by the public
organisations.
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Information Sharing Arrangement

According to Orlikowski [24], technology adaptatiamd organisation affects each
other. Organisational setting and condition maydnebe restructured by adapting
technology. Organisation, on the other hand, hawevdlege to select some technolo-
gies in accordance with their objectives, in whottuld affect the diffusion of those
technologies in internal organisation and the markerther, study from Tiwana and
Konsynski [25] provided explanation about how théeiplay between architecture
and IT governance ensures the use of IT in supmpdrganisational objective. From
a different perspective, the institutional arrangetproposed by Koppenjan and
Groenewegen [26] which “designed to coordinate ifipeitansactions among multi-
ple actors concerning labour, capital, intermedgdeds, information and the like”
[26, p.246]. For the IOS, this arrangement is intgoatrto facilitate the functioning of
the network.

These three approaches are used to conceptuadisaridngement, which is de-
fined as the interplay between architecture andegwnce of interorganisational
system which facilitate information sharing. Theporntance of information sharing
arrangement has been discussed in previous stuiean example, four essential
components of cross-boundary information sharingligped by Gil-Garcia J.R. [27]
consists of an organised setting between the infretsire, shared and standardised
data, and trusted social network. Another examplinciples in implementing the
IOS proposed by Fedorowicz et al. [28] were algghlighting the need of 10S ar-
rangement which encompasses organisational anddkedical issues.

Further, to have a better understanding of infolmnasharing arrangement, this
study will use several design variables: 1) NetwArkhetype, which comprises the
type of infrastructure used to share informationpData Management, including all
process of collecting, processing, storing andridiging the data for sharing inten-
tion; 3) Process alignment, which related to how tisers aligning their business
process to support the sharing objectives; andyd)e® Governance, which encom-
pass the decision-making structure in the I0S haccbmmunication between users.

Resear ch M ethodology

This paper aims to assess the importance of inflefactors in information shar-
ing arrangements. Prior research from Pradityd. ¢18] provided 26 factors catego-
rized using Technological, Organisational and Esrwinent (TOE) framework from
[29]. Some factors, for example management supuattievel of adoption, were left-
out since they were not relevant for influencing tippe of arrangements. Some other
factors were combined, including firm size, firmrusture, firm governance, firm
strategy into organisational compatibilities; stamlised data, amount of data and
number of transactions into types of data; andealhnological factors grouped into
IT Capabilities, and IT Compatibility and Interopbility. There are also some factors
added based on recent development in the resdarchxample, perceived benefits,
perceived costs, perceived risks, experience aedoirganisational relationship. This
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resulted in 16 factors which grouped into factoetohging to the internal organisa-
tion, to the interorganisational and to the techrlievel as shown iRig. 2

PP m s m == e -
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| | P> Resourc '
. - . _ "
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. . "
1 . ;
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| . .
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Fig. 2. List of factors influencing information sharinga@ngements (modified from [18]).

The BWM was applied as the main method in thisystodiind the weight of each
factor. Data were collected via four expert intews conducted from April 3%to
26™ 2017. Each interview took between 45 minutes twdr. The selected respond-
ents have at least 5 years’ experience workinghé ibformation sharing system.
From the interaction during the interviews, thesgegts showed their broad
knowledge regarding the system, especially thatalid analyse the problem from
multi-level and multi-contextual perspectives. Tdwerview of the profile of each
respondent is presentedTiable 1. Based on this selection, this study takes into- co
sideration various viewpoints in prioritising trefors.
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Table 1. Profile of the Experts
Variables | A B C D
Position Consultant Researcher Researcher IT Architect
Experiencg E-Government| Open Data Infra- Data Sharing Information Sys-
Projects structure and Infor- | Mechanism to tems in Private
mation Sharing solve Societal Organisations.
Mechanisn Problems
Regior South Americ | Europe Europ Europ

Interviews were conducted using the steps provime8WM [21]. However, this
study did not follow all the BWM steps because stigdy aims to weighting the fac-
tors, and not to find the best alternative.

The steps to determine the preference and the tvefgiach factor in this method
were as follows: First, a set of criteria (or faspowas defined. In this step, factors
that should be used to arrive at a decision weexitgsl. In the second step, the best
and worst factors were selected. In this studyheaspondent had to select the most
important and least important factor in all catég®r Because of in this study the
factors divided into three groups, it was also seaey to select the best and least
important category.

In the third step, each respondent was asked ¢otsble preference of the best fac-
tor over all the other factors using a number betwene (no preference) and nine
(extreme preference). Then, step four was aimetbtermine the preference of all the
criteria over the worst criterion using the simieay with the previous step. This step
performs a role in checking the consistency of oegents’ preferences. From these 4
steps, data were collected, and added into ‘MidtdSrcel’ as the calculation tool.
Hence, the weights of factors were determined.

The categorisation aims to simplify the data cditet and analysis in the BWM.
Instead of comparing 16 factors in one phase, whiely confuse the interviewees,
this study was divided into two phases. The fitsige aimed to determine the weight
of factors in each category, or local weighting.th¢ end of this phase, the weight of
each category was determined. The local weightachdactor then multiplied with
the weight of correspondent category to deterntieegiobal weights. An average of
the global weights of the four experts was usethadinal results. The result of each
phase, the consistency ratio and the patterns riaticans in the personal weights of
the experts are presented and discussed in theseetdn.

Results

As already mentioned in the research methodoldyy,first step in the first phase
aimed to assess each factor locally, or in eacbgoay, per expert. Later, the im-
portance of each category is evaluated per exfsrshown in thelTable 2, each ex-
pert has their own opinion regarding the importaoiceach factor as they have expe-
riences in different situations.
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L ocal Weighting

Table 2. Results of Weighting Factors per Category

Factor A B C D Factor A B C D
-] O 0.4t | 0.31 | 0.2£ | 0.57 R 0.1£ | 0.12 | 0.27 | 0.1z
% 10 0.4t | 0.5¢ | 0.4z | 0.2¢ g PB 0.37| 0.17 | 0.27 | 0.5¢
s T 0.0¢ | 0.11] 0.32 | 0.1 2| PC 0.37 | 0.11 | 0.21 | 0.0¢
© Ksi* 0.0C | 0.0z | 0.0¢ | 0.0C .g PR 0.0C | 0.5z | 0.2C | 0.0t

P 0.2¢ | 0.1C | 0.1¢ | 0.22 8 OC 0.1z | 0.0t | 0.11 | 0.0t
@ T 0.17 | 0.4€ | 0.0¢ | 0.1t | E 0.0C | 0.0¢ | 0.0¢ | 0.1¢
-% | 0.0z | 0.1¢ | 0.4z | 0.11 Ksi* 0.37 | 0.1¢ | 0.0€ | 0.1¢
g IOR 0.37 | 0.11 | 0.0¢ | 0.0t @ TD 0.0¢ | 0.7C | 0.32 | 0.0¢
% DoU 0.0z | 0.0¢ | 0.07 | 0.0¢ |5 Car 0.2¢| 0.1C | 0.3% | 0.3z
g IP 0.0¢ | 0.0€¢ | 0.0¢ | 0.0¢ %g Cl 0.62 | 0.2C | 0.32 | 0.5¢
§ S¢S 0.0z | 0.0t | 0.0t | 0.3% |~ Ksi* 0.2£ | 0.1C | 0.0C | 0.0t

Ksi* 0.21| 0.1z | 0.1£ | 0.1C

For theOrganisational factors, the perceived benefits is considered as the most
important factor for almost all experts, excludegert B which considered this factor
as the second most important factor after percengd. On the other hand, per-
ceived risks and organisational compatibilities sekected as the least important fac-
tors.

For thelnterorganisational factors, the experts have different opinion regarding
the most influential factor. Interorganisationalatmnship is selected by expert A;
trust is selected by expert B; investment is setkbtly expert C; and shared strategies
is selected by expert D. This suggests that tteene idominating factor in this catego-
ry.

Regarding thél' echnological factors, expert A and D have similar opinions, they
consider compatibility and interoperability as tin@in factor, while expert B select
type of data as the most important factor. For ¢hiegory, expert C found it difficult
to select the best criteria and gave all factoesstime importance.

In the last step of local weighting, all expertsrgvasked to rank the importance of
the category. All experts agreed that technolodmetiors are less important for influ-
encing the information sharing arrangement. Expedand C selected Interorganisa-
tional as the most influential category, while exxd® picked out Organisational. In
this step, expert A considered both Organisatiandl Interorganisational as the most
important category.

In addition, the BWM results of this local weigtdialso shows the consistency ra-
tio (CR) of each expert in each category. CR i®meined by dividing the Ksi from
the BWM results (inTable 2) with the maximum possible of Ksi for the numbér o
factors (consistency index) (ifiable 3). The CR is ranging from 0 to 1. The lower
CR means more consistent of the comparisons, hewce reliable results. The CR



8 I3E2017, 091, v2 (final): ’Assessment of Factors Influencing Information Sharing Arrange. ..

for this research is shown in tAable 4 below. The average CR per expert shows
that, in general, all experts has CR close to nérich means the BWM results used
in this research are consistent and reliable.

Table 3. Consistency Index based on the number of critefa [3

a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Consistency Index | 0.00 | 0.44 | 1.00| 1.63]2.30{ 3.00 | 3.73 | 4.47 | 5.23

Table 4. Consistency Ratio of each expert

Consistency rat | A B C D

Organsationa 0.1z | 0.0€| 0.0z | 0.0¢
Interorgansationa | 0.0€ | 0.0% | 0.04] 0.03
Technologice 0.2£]0.1€|0.0C| 0.0¢
Average 0.11]0.06 | 0.04 ] 0.03

The local weights of all factors and the weightshef categories then will be used
to calculate the global weights of all factors. 3éae@esults are presented in the next
part.

Global Weighting

The global weighting of each factor calculated byitiplying the weight of each
factor and the weight of its corresponding categditye final calculation of global
weighting is shown irmable 5. Dark grey indicates the most important factof(s)
each expert, while light grey indicates their top¥fportant factors. The results show
that the importance factors of each experts vanibith might be explained by the
variety of experiences with the IOS and their backgd. The variations can be seen
in the selection of Top-5 influential factors peck expert and the weight per factor.

Table5. Results of the Global Weighting Phase

Factor:

Cl 0.0¢ 0.0z 0.11 0.0¢ 0.07
R 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.0¢€
PR 0.0C 0.1¢ 0.0¢ 0.0¢ 0.0¢
TD 0.01 0.0¢ 0.11 0.01 0.0
Car 0.0¢ 0.01 0.11 0.0t 0.0t

SE 0.0z 0.02 0.0z 0.0¢ 0.04
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IP 0.04 0.0: 0.04 0.0z 0.0
OC 0.0¢ 0.01 0.0¢ 0.0¢ 0.0
E 0.0C 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.0z
DoU 0.01 0.0z 0.0¢ 0.0z 0.0Z

The average weights of criteria from all experteveh that perceived benefits,
trust, power, investment method, perceived costsrarganisational relationship, and
compatibility and interoperability are the most mnfant factors influencing infor-
mation sharing arrangement. These factors areothesfof the next section.

Discussion

The objective of this paper is to assess the impo# of factors influencing infor-
mation sharing arrangement. BWM provided a strectiapproach to weighting each
factor based on experts’ opinions. Based on theagee calculation of global
weighting by each expert, seven most importanofacivere selected: two factors are
included in organisational, four factors are framerorganisational and one factor is
from technological. Three of the top-ranking fastare related to economic aspects,
including perceived costs, investment and perceibedefits; although perceived
benefits could also be measured by other paramétkeesother three factors are about
the intangible factors, including power, trust aimtierorganisational relationship.
Only one factor categorized as technological factwhich implies the experts rate
this category is not as challenging as the otherfagtors.

Perceived benefits is selected as the most impdiidator of the information shar-
ing arrangement. This factor has often been found significant factor in IT adop-
tion [31, 32], including in the adoption of EDI [B3he expert from private organisa-
tion was heavily prioritising this factor even thybuit is not straightforward to quanti-
fy perceived benefits. This may reflect the maintiwaion of private organisation in
the economic aspect of technology adoption. Infassi-and-government 10S, some
benefits might have perceived as less prominenbusinesses in comparison to in
business-and-business 10S. Example of such bereétshe strengthening customer
and business partner relationship [33].

I0S depends on the power relation between involsats [34]. A powerful party
can dictate on how the infrastructure should bestimed and what kind of govern-
ance should be created for the 10S. In the busiardgyovernment setting, govern-
ment agencies may be considered as the powerfygnslabut also market leaders or
big companies might have more power. Power may @dg@ndent on the investment
method being used. Usually, higher investmentsespondent with the higher power
in system-related decision-making. Power can bel useaccelerate the decision-
making process; however, this may also lead to lingmess of some potential users
to involve in the information sharing. The importanof power in the information
sharing arrangements or 10S is widely recognizee, for example [35], [36] and
[37].
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Interorganisational trust is defined as €ompany's belief that another company
will perform actions that will result in positiveuttomes, as well as not taking unex-
pected actions that would result in negative outesfior the compafiy38, p.522]. It
is considered as a control mechanism of interosgdioinal relationship [39]. Trust
influences the information sharing arrangementsf@mple in the development of a
decentralised system. This network archetype reguirgher-level trust compare to a
centralised system. In the implementation of Steshdgusiness Reporting (SBR) as
an example, trust is reflected in the strong cbation of involved users in the deci-
sion-making process [18].

The choice of network archetype can be influencgthb investment method. For
example, using the public-private partnership foaiicing the implementation pro-
ject may lead to centralisation, which makes theestment easier to manage. In
many cases of 10S implementation, the main inveistthe government. Because of
the government has strong resemblance in centiatisahis may lead to the adoption
of centralisation system. The importance of investtrmethod in the 10S adoption is
consistent with the findings from [40] and [41].

Perceived costs were found as a significant faictdOS adoption [33, 42]. Per-
ceived costs is not only determined during the an@ntation project, but also during
the use and maintenance of the system. Higher ousysbe perceived in the imple-
mentation of centralised system, especially if dhganisation need to improve their
internal IT system in order to be compatible whk tOS. However, during the use of
the system, centralisation may imply less costss Kimd of trade-off need to be con-
sidered carefully by the involved parties.

To achieve objectives which may transcend the asgéinnal boundary and diffi-
cult to resolve by individual organisation, it isagssary to develop and maintain the
interorganisational relationship [43]. Related tw tinformation sharing and 10S
adoption, the established interorganisational imrahip plays an important role as
discussed by Praditya et al. [18]. In the caseBR 8nplementation, the interorgani-
sational relationship between Tax Office and itditaes influences the adoption of
previous system’s governance to the new systenvergance. The adoption of pre-
vious system’s governance was beneficial in redutire conflict which potentially
occurs, especially, during the early phase of imgletation project.

Compatibility and interoperability were found aseaf the significant factor in the
adoption of information sharing and 10S [44, 45heTimportance of this factor can
be seen in the implementation of SBR. Standardisaif data, technology and pro-
cesses are needed to deal with the heterogeneitiharfragmentation of existing IIT
systems owned by involved users [18]. This comasiland interoperability within
the system can resulted in the decision of usingicenetwork archetype.

Conclusions

This study aimed to derive factors of informatidraisng arrangements by assessing
the importance of factors influencing informatidragng between public and private
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organisations identified from previous study. Tdiaue the objective, BWM was
applied in the experts’ opinions analysis.

From the seven most important factors: two facéwesfrom the organisational cat-
egory; four factors are from interorganisationakegary; and one factor is from tech-
nological category. These factors are: perceivedefits, trust, power, investment
method, perceived costs, interorganisational kalatiip, and compatibility and in-
teroperability. The results of this study also shdwthe different opinions from ex-
perts which may influenced by their background arperience in information shar-
ing. While other experts selected various of imaatrfactors, the expert from private
organisation emphasized the importance of percdiesfits above the other factors.
Further, the results are found to be consistertt thi¢ prior studies in the interorgani-
sational information sharing and I0S adoption.

The results of this study can be used in multipdgsv First, the users and develop-
ers of the system can understand which factorsatearelatively important and en-
sure they are fulfilled during the developmentrdbrmation sharing system. Second,
the differences between private and public orgaioiss’ viewpoints can be used as
inputs for developing a strategy, for example, teate different narratives when
providing information to a particular organisatidrnird, scientifically, the results can
be used as an input for future studies if, for examthe factors are tested using other
MCDM method or other statistical analysis. Differstatistical analysis may capture
the possibilities of mutually influence and depamdes between factors, for example,
between trust and power or between perceived dostefits and investment.

However, there are also some limitations. Althotigln BWM does not require a
minimum number of respondents, there might be sueisegarding the generality and
reliability of the results. The results could bdtbeif the stakeholder analysis were
also applied. Hence, comprehensive viewpoints flmth businesses and govern-
ments would be better captured. Another limitat®ithe absence of alternatives, as
one of the main elements for MCDM, and this reslite the BWM was not being
fully utilised.

References

1. Janssen, M., H. van der Voort, and A. Wahykgictors influencing big data decision-
making qualityJournal of Business Research, 204 .p. 338-345.

2. Treku, D.N. and G.O. Wiredunformation Systems Implementation and Structural
Adaptation in Government-Business Inter-OrganizatRD16.

3. Pardo, T.A,, et alModeling the social & technical processes of intgemizational
information integration in System Sciences, 2004. Proceedings of the 37thalnnu
Hawaii International Conference 02004. IEEE.

4. Samaddar, S., S. Nargundkar, and M. Daleter-organizational information sharing:
The role of supply network configuration and partgeal congruenceEuropean Journal
of Operational Research, 20064(2): p. 744-765.

5. Dawes, S.S.Interagency information sharing: Expected benefitgnageable risks.
Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 19%3): p. 377-394.

11



12 13E2017, 091, v2 (final): ’Assessment of Factors Influencing Information Sharing Arrange. ..

12

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Barrett, S. and B. Konsynskinter-organization information sharing systenl€lS
Quarterly, 1982: p. 93-105.

Landsbergen Jr, D. and G. Wolken Realizing the promise: Government information
systems and the fourth generation of informatioch®logy. Public Administration
Review, 200161(2): p. 206-220.

Yang, T.-M. and T.A. Maxwell,Information-sharing in public organizations: A
literature review of interpersonal, intra-organizatial and inter-organizational success
factors.Government Information Quarterly, 202B(2): p. 164-175.

Gil-Garcia, J.R. and D.S. SayogBpvernment inter-organizational information sharing
initiatives: Understanding the main determinantssotccessGovernment Information
Quarterly, 2016.

Yang, T.-M. and Y.-J. WuExploring the determinants of cross-boundary infation
sharing in the public sector: An e-Government casedy in Taiwan.Journal of
Information Science, 20140(5): p. 649-668.

Sayogo, D.S. and J.R. Gil-Garcidnderstanding the determinants of success in inter-
organizational information sharing initiatives: naés from a national surveyin
Proceedings of the 15th Annual International Confere on Digital Government
Research2014. ACM.

Olesen, P., et alframework for Information Sharing in a Small-to-Meuti Port System
Supply Chain in Advances in Production Management Systems. Innevatind
Knowledge-Based Production Management in a GlobakLd¢orld, B. Grabot, et al.,
Editors. 2014, Springer Berlin Heidelberg. p. 25426

Engel, T., et allnvestigating Information Sharing Behavior in Sypfilhains: Evidence
from an Embedded Single Case StudySystem Sciences (HICSS), 2014 47th Hawaii
International Conference o0r2014.

Fedorowicz, J., J.L. Gogan, and C.B. William, collaborative network for first
responders: Lessons from the CapWIN c&evernment Information Quarterly, 2007.
24(4): p. 785-807.

Kozuch, B. and K. Sienkiewicz-Matyjurelnformation sharing in complex systems: a
case study on public safety managememcedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2015.
213: p. 722-727.

Crowther, K.G.,Understanding and Overcoming Information Sharingl#as. Journal

of Homeland Security and Emergency Management, .2014): p. 131-154.

Lee, J., et al.Group value and intention to use—A study of muérecy disaster
management information systems for public safBgcision Support Systems, 2011.
50(2): p. 404-414.

Praditya, D., M. Janssen, and R. Suladd&terminants of Business-to-Government
Information Sharing Arrangement&lectronic Journal of E-Government, 2013(1): p.
44-55,

Bharosa, N., et al.Developing Multi-sided Platforms for Public-Privataformation
Sharing: Design Observations from Two Case Studid2roceedings of the 14th Annual
International Conference on Digital Government Resea2013, ACM: New York, NY,
USA. p. 146-155.

Praditya, D. and M. JansseBenefits and Challenges in Information Sharing Betwee
the Public and Private Sectoris Academic Conferences Limite2D15.



I3E2017, 091, v2 (final): ’Assessment of Factors Influencing Information Sharing Arrange. ..

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

13

Rezaei, J.Best-Worst Multi-Criteria Decision-Making Metho@mega, 201%3: p. 49—
57.

Rezaei, J., et alA supplier selection life cycle approach integrgtitraditional and
environmental criteria using the best worst methimiirnal of Cleaner Production, 2016.
135: p. 577-588.

Gil-Garcia, J.R., S.A. Chun, and M. Janss&uavernment information sharing and
integration: Combining the social and the technidaformation Polity, 200914(1,2): p.
1-10.

Orlikowski, W.J., The duality of technology: Rethinking the concefpteghnology in
organizationsOrganization science, 199&23): p. 398-427.

Tiwana, A. and B. Konsynski,Complementarities Between Organizational IT
Architecture and Governance Structuteformation Systems Research, 2020(2): p.
288-304.

Koppenjan, J. and J. Groenewegénstitutional design for complex technological
systemslinternational Journal of Technology, Policy andidgement, 20055(3): p.
240-257.

Gil-Garcia J.R., P.T.A., and Burke G.BConceptualizing Information Integration in
Government in E-Government: Information, Technology, and Transfation H.J.
Scholl, Editor. 2010, M.E. Sharpe: Armonk, NY. §91202.

Fedorowicz, J., et alDesign observations for interagency collaborati@overnment
Information Quarterly, 201481(2): p. 302-316.

Depietro, R., E. Wiarda, and M. Fleischdihe context for change: Organization,
technology and environmerithe processes of technological innovation, 19909(0): p.
151-175.

Rezaei, J.Best-worst multi-criteria decision-making method:nf&o properties and a
linear model.Omega, 201654: p. 126-130.

.lacovou, C.L., |. Benbasat, and A.S. DextEtectronic data interchange and small

organizations: adoption and impact of technoloyS quarterly, 1995: p. 465-485.
Akbulut, A.Y., et al.,To share or not to share? Examining the factortaricing local
agency electronic information sharingnternational Journal of Business Information
Systems, 20094(2): p. 143-172.

Chau, P.Y. and K.L. HuiDeterminants of small business EDI adoption: an ieicgd
investigation.Journal of Organizational Computing and Electro@@mmerce, 2001.
11(4): p. 229-252.

Boonstra, A. and J. de VrieAnalyzing inter-organizational systems from a poaed
interest perspectiventernational Journal of Information Managemer@Q2. 25(6): p.
485-501.

Hart, P. and C. Saundepwer and trust: Critical factors in the adoption ande of
electronic data interchang@®rganization science, 1999(1): p. 23-42.

Chang, C.L.-h.The relationship among power types, political gangesne players, and
information system project outcomes—A multiple-cstsely. International Journal of
Project Management, 20131(1): p. 57-67.

Nicholls, A. and B. HuybrechtsSustaining Inter-organizational Relationships Acos
Institutional Logics and Power Asymmetries: The Cas$eFair Trade. Journal of
Business Ethics, 201635(4): p. 699-714.

13



14

13E2017, 091, v2 (final): ’Assessment of Factors Influencing Information Sharing Arrange. ..

14

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

Neergaard, H. and J.P. Ulhggovernment agency and trust in the formation and
transformation of interorganizational entreprenalri networks. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 20080(4): p. 519-539.

Gil-Garcia, J.R., et alTrust in Government Cross-Boundary Information Shgri
Initiatives: Identifying the Determinants System Sciences (HICSS), 2010 43rd Hawaii
International Conference 0r2010.

Han, K., R.J. Kauffman, and B.R. NauRglative importance, specific investment and
ownership in interorganizational systemsformation Technology and Management,
2008.9(3): p. 181-200.

lubatti, D., F. Masciarelli, and A. Simbolinter-organizational design: exploring the
relationship between formal architecture and ICT stweentsin Evolving towards the
internetworked enterpris010, Springer. p. 163-174.

Lin, H.-F., Understanding the determinants of electronic supggin management
system adoption: Using the technology—organizagmwironment framework.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 283:4. 80-92.

Cheng, J.-H.,Inter-organizational relationships and informatiosharing in supply
chains.International Journal of Information Manageme@] 2.31(4): p. 374-384.
Premkumar, G., K. Ramamurthy, and M. Crubeterminants of EDI adoption in the
transportation industryEuropean Journal of Information Systems, 1982): p. 107-
121.

Tornatzky, L.G. and K.J. Kleinljnnovation characteristics and innovation adoption-
implementation: A meta-analysis of finding&ngineering Management, |EEE
Transactions on, 198EM-29(1): p. 28-45.



