Chapter 5 Online Appendix

This appendix provides greater guidance on issues raised in Chapter 5 of Managing and Implementing eGovernment.

Longer Group Activities

Activities marked [I] are seen as most suitable for in-class group work. Activities marked [A] are more likely to need some period of assigned activity outside of class.

Section 5.1

[I] Divide the class into four groups. Allocate the decentralized position to one group, centralized to another, hybrid to another, and outsourced to the fourth in the context of either a hypothetical or actual public sector organization. Each group should prepare a five-minute presentation putting the case for the IT function to be located at their position. Discuss conclusions about the location of the IT function in public agencies.

Section 5.2

[I] Divide into small groups; then divide into each group into sub-groups: A and B. Undertake two role plays. In the first, sub-group A takes the role of HR or IT manager for a public agency. They develop and present a short recruitment pitch/presentation to sub-group B, who take the role of a job-seeker. In the second, sub-group B take the managerial role. They develop and present a short retention pitch/presentation to sub-group A, who take the role of a dissatisfied IT staffer in the agency. At the end, discuss experiences and conclusions about recruitment and retention for e-government.

Section 5.4

[I]Take the contents of Box 5.5 in the main text seriously. Pick a hypothetical or actual e-government project. Then work out how you would manage that project as if it were a political campaign.

[A] Divide the class into three groups. Allocate the rational approach to one group, behavioral to another and hybrid to the third in the context of either a hypothetical or actual public agency. As a homework assignment, each group should prepare a five-minute presentation putting the case for e-government project management to follow their approach. Following presentation, hold a plenary discussion on the three approaches.

[I] Work in pairs. Each member should select a different but fairly simple topic for negotiation: help with an assignment; the location for some out-of-class activity; a financial loan; etc. (Alternatively, pairs can role play e-government-related issues.)  Pair members should then have a discussion to identify their individual objectives and values in relation to the topic, and to identify their individual preferred communication style and content as suggested by Box 5.6 in the main text. Taking turns, each pair member should then undertake two short negotiations with the other pair member. In the first, they should focus on features, ignore the other person’s objectives and values, and select an deliberately inappropriate communication style and content. They should then undertake the negotiation a second time, now focusing on benefits, taking the other person’s objectives and values into account, and selecting an appropriate communication style and content. The pair should then reflect on best practice in negotiation, and report back and discuss in plenary.

Section 5.5

[I] Work in groups of four and divide into two pairs. Each pair should select a different but fairly simple topic for influence: help with an assignment; the location for some out-of-class activity; a financial loan; etc. (Alternatively, pairs can role play e-government-related issues.)  Each pair should then identify the categories of power (using the seven different types listed in the main text) they have at their disposal and the techniques of influence they wish to use. Each pair should undertake a short interaction with the other pair. The group should then reflect on the role of power and influence.

5A.1 Outsourcing

(This section links from Managing and Implementing eGovernment, Section 5.1.)

Many aspects of the IT function in public agencies can be outsourced, with the following functions listed in descending order of commonality of outsourcing in the public sector: back office applications, web applications, integration/networks, corporate systems, IT datacenter, and desktop support (Arnott, 2003). This section looks at guidelines for good practice on outsourcing.

Generic Advice

We begin by looking at some generic advice relating to public sector outsourcing.

The first step in outsourcing is to select the outsourcing supplier. Suppliers are typically selected via some mix of rational and political criteria such as (ibid.; Computing, 2004):

· cultural fit with the public sector;
· past experience of working with the public sector and past client satisfaction ratings;
· cost (which tends to rate fairly low down in criteria listed by public sector IT managers);
· level of service and service quality provided;
· informal relationship with public staff and officials; and/or

· lack of alternative options.
Once a contractor has been chosen, a good contract is required. Good contract specification will normally include (adapted from NCC, 1993; Langford and Harrison, 2001; INTOSAI, 2003) (see also Box 11.2 in the main text to Chapter 11):

· an unambiguous description of activities and skills required;

· details of timetable, deliverables, and incentives (such as sharing of any cost savings achieved) or penalties;

· a clear set of performance measures, acceptance criteria and procedures covering, for example, what happens if contractor or sub-contractor staff leave part-way through the contract or if quality falls below acceptable criteria;

· a clear set of ‘go/no go’ decision points within the contract timetable;

· a clearly defined dispute resolution process;

· a statement of who will own intellectual property rights to any e-government systems that may be developed;

· statements of relevance to other legislation, including employment protection, equal opportunities, data protection, data security, and audit; 

· agreement on asset transfer, as when hardware is loaned or sold to the contractor, or when staff transfer, or when the contract ends;

· agreement on post-delivery maintenance of any developed systems;

· agreement on how to amend, terminate or extend the contract, given the need for flexibility.

This type of guidance on contracts falls centrally into the rationalist school. Others, though, have taken a much more behavioral approach to outsourcing advice. They focus on findings that the key to a good outsourcing experience, beyond all other factors, is a good working relationship between in-house clients and the outsourcer that builds trust, reduces uncertainty and communicates well. This argues that a good working relationship will overcome a bad contract far more often than a good contract will overcome a bad working relationship. Team-building and trust-forming activities between client and contractor – from social events to outdoor management activities – are therefore seen by some as being important as a sharp in-house lawyer (CCTA, 2001). Such activities are seen as necessary to close the sectoral gap, with one study revealing:

Nearly half of business respondents characterised the public sector as risk-averse, not innovative and lethargic. The government sector, on the other hand, view their commercial counterparts as profit-focused, impatient and overpaid. (Arnott, 2003: 36)
Because of this gap, discrete activities like a social event may not themselves be sufficient to close gaps between contractor staff conceptions and public sector realities. One initiative that recognized this, and the problems that contractors have understanding government’s business, was the Adapt98 project in the UK (Pollett, 1998). Under Adapt98, contractors provided a staff team free of charge for up to 12 months. This team’s sole objective was to shadow the work of public servants and get to understand public sector realities. Their hope was to be awarded outsourcing contracts for new e-government projects at the end of the year.

This is but one example of a more general trend towards partnership rather than distance in outsourcing, though this is a delicate path to tread to ensure that competition and openness are maintained (Kieley et al., 2002). Because of this, advice in this area tends to be a hybrid of the rational and the behavioral. The UK’s Office of Government Commerce (OGC), together with IT trade association Intellect, has reflected this balance in recommendations to those working with a contractor (see Box 5A.1).

BOX 5A.1

Getting the Best from an Outsourcing Supplier

Intellect and OGC developed two versions of their code. The one given below is for public sector managers. The other version is for the outsourcing suppliers. While the code for suppliers has no innate legal or contractual basis, public sector clients are encouraged to get suppliers responding to an invitation to tender ‘to explain how the principles within the Code have been applied in their organisation. … When submitting tenders for public sector contracts, prospective suppliers will find it beneficial to describe their compliance with the Code’ (Intellect, 2003b: 1; see also Intellect, 2003a).

The code for public managers is as follows (Higgins, 2004: 44):
· Maintain an effective relationship, built on mutual trust and openness, with a clear understanding of each other’s goals and interests.

· Take time to ensure that both parties understand the requirement and its broader [public sector] context. This should be the firm foundation for any proposals.

· Don’t be afraid of constructive challenges. By talking things through, improvements can be found to shape the delivery of a programme and ensure it is delivered effectively.

· Don’t make assumptions – talk issues through with your supplier, in particular those that relate to information or services provided.

· Work with your supplier to rigorously identify, analyse and manage risks, and seek to agree solutions that offer the best ownership and risk mitigation strategy.

· Ask that a methodology is agreed, with a clear focus on the delivery of [public sector] benefits.

· Prioritise transparency throughout the [supplier’s outsourcing] chain and ensure that you have suitable visibility at all levels.

· Demand that your supplier only nominates individuals for specific roles or as team members who have the necessary authority, skills and experience, and are expected to be available.

· Ensure that your [supplier’s] staff acquire and maintain appropriate professional standards and individual competencies. This will allow you and the supplier to work towards a common and agreed framework for specific roles and associated competencies.
Outsourcing in Practice

From the discussion above, we can see at least three different streams of advice – the rational, the behavioral, and the hard–soft hybrid. But what has happened in practice to e-government outsourcing?

There seems to be a general view that the public sector has given away too much power and control to the private sector in outsourcing during the 1990s and early 2000s. Worldwide, there is an inequality of knowledge, of skills, of experience between IT vendors and their public sector clients, with the former seen as possessing more of these important resources. The often-painted picture of ‘virgins marrying Casanova’ fits perfectly the imbalanced interactions that occur between public servants and vendors. As such, the vendors are often in a position to guide – even dictate – the direction and content of e-government (Peled, 2000b). The deflowered virgins feel they have associated with someone they can neither trust nor control. Around half of IT managers therefore report dissatisfaction with their vendor, and half (probably the same half!) report an adversarial relationship with the vendor (Glick, 2002).

The solution to this issue, though, is not agreed and has varied between an emphasis on greater trust and an emphasis on greater control.

For some, the answer is the type of trust and co-operation approach implied above that leads to partnerships (Chen and Perry, 2003). This has led to a move towards negotiation of longer-term outsourcing contracts. For example, a number of local and central government agencies in the UK during the first years of the 21st-century moved towards 10-year public–private partnerships in an attempt to move on from some of the outsourcing disasters that beset UK e-government during the 1990s (Say, 2002b). In some ways, this perspective has tended to focus on behavioral or hybrid advice, but its essence is a relatively benign view about the private sector that sees public–private gaps as bridgeable.

For others, the answer is a control-based approach that sees a need for short-term, not long-term contracts, and a need for a mix of in-house and external selective outsourcing (Barrett and Greene, 2001; Hill, 2004). In some ways, this view draws on rational advice of the type listed above; for example, the need for good contract specification. At its heart, though, this has been a profoundly political perspective that identifies asymmetries of power, objectives and culture between the public and private sector and which sees those gaps as unbridgeable. It sees the ‘trust and partnerships’ view as politically naïve.

These two views point in a diametrically opposite direction, and the choice will depend on the culture and history of the particular public agency. For many US states, for example, the legacy of Connecticut’s failed attempt to outsource its total IT function has loomed large in encouraging the short-term, mixed approach.

Insourcing

Alongside issues of how to deal with external contractors, there is evidence that e-government delivery works better if an in-house team is allowed to bid for contracts. Indeed, part of the logic for some public sector outsourcing initiatives has been to act as a stick to encourage restructuring of internal IT services.

In some cases, this has worked where one bidder is a solely in-house team. With the threat of outsourcing looming, staff at the Shepway District Council in the UK overhauled their staffing arrangements, working practices and collaborative relationships (SDC, 2003). As a result, they beat off external competition and were able to successfully introduce a new welfare/benefits information system.

In other cases, the threat of outsourcing has pushed in-house groups into new structural arrangements. In San Diego, it led to creation of a new non-profit entity, San Diego Data Processing Corporation, which has taken responsibility for private sector levels of efficiency in the delivery of e-government infrastructure (Robb, 2002). Within the US Federal Aviation Administration, it led in-house IT staff to team up with a private firm in order to compete for a bid against other solely private entities (Peckenpaugh, 2004).

The threat of competition must be carefully managed. In-house staff continue to fear job losses when outsourcing is mooted (Say, 2002a). Some governments – as in the UK – have put in TUPE (transfer of undertakings, protection of employment) agreements that, respectively, ensure maintenance of public sector pay and conditions for staff transferring to the contractor, and no compulsory redundancies alongside outsourcing. Some US outsourcing deals have watered-down versions, such as offers of employment for a minimum of 150 days (Ryan and Wilson, 1999).

However, more than this is required for successful management of the in-house part of outsourcing: at the very least there needs to be good communication direct with staff; at best there needs to be direct staff participation in the outsourcing process (Computing, 2004). This combination of early and sustained communication with staff plus ongoing negotiations with trade union representatives was utilized by the UK’s Royal Mail when it outsourced its IT organization in a US$2.5 billion 10-year deal. Without this, it is felt that the outsourcing process could not have been brought to a successful conclusion.

Outsourcing Decision-Making

The in-house option should not just be seen as some kind of second-best. It has a strategic role, and will be more appropriate than outsourcing for certain types of e-government system. One can, for example, combine three dimensions for e-government sourcing decisions into a single guide, shown in Figure 5A.1 (adapted from Willcocks, 1994). The three dimensions are:

· The level of uncertainty within the external environment (also encompassing the degree to which the e-government systems being considered for sourcing interconnect to that environment).

· The level of experience of the public agency with relevant technologies.

· The nature of the e-government systems being considered for sourcing; whether they are core (i.e. of strategic importance) or commodity (i.e. just run-of-the-mill applications).

	Environmental uncertainty
	‘Core’ systems
	‘Commodity’ systems
	Level of technological experience

	HIGH
	Source in-house


	Market-test and select best deal via contracts or full outsourcing
	HIGH

	LOW
	Retain strategic control by outsourcing only those elements that can be commoditized
	
	HIGH

	HIGH
	Source in-house but buy-in additional elements as necessary


	Selectively outsource identifiable discrete systems
	LOW

	LOW
	Develop vendor as partner


	Selectively outsource particular packages and skills
	LOW


Figure 5A.1 Guide to sourcing decisions for e-government systems

Such decision matrices are valuable but we must ensure they do not draw us too far down the road into rationalist ‘la-la land’. We end, then, with a reminder that the behavioral is more important than the rational in e-government outsourcing. While some e-government outsourcing decision-making is rational, e-government managers are also found to make use of the Machiavellian dark arts. Political techniques found to have been used in outsourcing decisions include (Lacity and Hirschheim, 1993):

· selective use of decision criteria: suggesting criteria for assessing the outcome and contents of outsourcing that favor your own position;
· selective use of information: disseminating only that information about outsourcing that favors your own position; withholding information that does not favor your position; distorting information in your favor; overwhelming opponents or decision makers with information until they agree to your viewpoint;
· use of outside experts: legitimating what you want by hiring an external consultant to put it into an ‘objective’ outsourcing report;
· building coalitions: forming temporary alliances with internal and external power holders by identifying areas of common interest;
· cooptation: bringing those who oppose outsourcing onto the core planning team.

Application Service Providers

Application service provision (ASP) is a new form of an old idea: getting someone else to run applications for you. … Applications hosted by the provider at a central server farm … can be delivered via the internet or piped to the customer via fast networking connections such as ISDN or ASDL. Either way, the software is accessed by users via a web browser or thin client, cutting down on expensive desktop maintenance and upgrade. Because it is based on renting or leasing applications, the ASP model enables customers to gain a more flexible IT service without a major investment. A wide range of applications is available from fully blown enterprise resource planning (ERP) suites to simple word processing, email and other standard administrative software. Customers pay a flat monthly fee for an agreed number of users. The provider ensures the application is constantly upgraded so the customer gets the latest version.’ (Dudman, 2002: 26)
ASP is therefore one particular type of outsourcing, and one that has received an increasing amount of attention in recent years. However, take-up of ASP has been relatively low in the public sector to date, partly due to issues of pricing and security. ASP costing will only look advantageous where public agencies take a total cost of ownership approach to IT which, as seen in Chapter 9, only a minority do.

Activities
In-class: Discuss the barriers that exist in the public sector to following the type of code advised for e-government outsourcing in Box 5A.1.

In-class: Which view do you take about private sector contractors for e-government outsourcing: the ‘trust and partnerships’ view, or the ‘arms’ length control’ view?

Assignment question: ‘Outsourcing is a private sector technique that is inappropriate to the effective delivery of e-government systems.’  Discuss.

Practitioner: If outsourcing is used in your organization to support e-government, gather realistic data about the true pros and cons. What conclusions does your data suggest?

Practitioner: Could the Box 5A.1 code of conduct be used to improve outsourcing arrangements in your organization?

5A.2 Information Centers

(This section links from Managing and Implementing eGovernment, Section  5.1.)

The notion of information centers or user support centers derives from the development of personal computing in the 1980s. With IT power and IT skills still growing and diffusing in public sector organizations, though, there is an ongoing need for such centers. The centers are a hybrid entity: usually operated by a central IT unit but with a focus on local internal user needs. Typical information center roles include (adapted from Silic et al., 2001; Avison and Fitzgerald, 2003):

· defining what types of user-developed application will and will not be supported;

· procuring and installing the IT infrastructure and software tools for users;

· maintaining equipment and troubleshooting problems;

· supporting users through training and access to online/offline reference materials;

· providing a consulting function for all stages of the e-government systems lifecycle;

· setting standards and providing support for users in areas such as backup, security and privacy;

· acting as a cross-unit communication channel to help build knowledge, share ideas and applications, and to facilitate development of cross-unit applications; and

· dealing with external partners.

Activities
In-class: Can an information center really be a hybrid entity in practice, or will it become unable to serve both the requirements of the central IT unit and of local users?

Practitioner: What mechanisms are used in your organization to help support ordinary staff in the use of their IT, and in developing local e-government systems? How do they compare to the checklist provided above?

5A.3 Use of Consultants

(This section links from Managing and Implementing eGovernment, Section  5.2.)

Public sector organizations frequently use external consultants to close the gap between available and required competencies for e-government. This section therefore looks at consulting in more detail.

Consulting may be temporary and seen as the poor cousin of outsourcing, but it is still big business. In the UK, central government is far and away the largest sectoral consumer of consulting services, spending roughly US$3 billion in 2003, of which IT consulting services formed the major part (MCA, 2004).

Potential Benefits of Consultants

The potential benefits of using consultants include their provision of (LAB, 2001; Yosmali, 2002; Jennings, 2003):

· Missing skills: A gap can arise either because in-house staff lack necessary skills or because they have the skills but are busy on other assignments. Consultants can therefore fill skill and/or time gaps. For example, from the mid-1990s to 2002 the pool of skilled IT professionals available to UK central government fell from 12,000 to less than 3000, which created a strong consulting demand (Cain, 2002). Ironically, of course, much of the fall can be put down to public servants slipping into the private sector through the trends of outsourcing and consulting.

· New ideas and experience: Consultants may have past experience of similar situations that in-house staff lack. They may therefore fill a knowledge gap. This can allow them to introduce, for example, e-government design proposals that others had not thought of.

· An external viewpoint: Where insiders may not be able to see the wood for the trees, an external consultant may perceive the root causes of problems or the possibility for a new approach. Consultants may also be able to rise above the internal politics of the organization and propose, say, tough or unpopular options that an insider never could. (This, however, may fail more often than it succeeds as an outcome.)

· Access to funds: Some central or external funders insist on the presence of a consultant as a pre-requisite for release of funds for system development and technology acquisition.

· Staff motivation: In-house staff may feel that issues are being taken seriously if an outsider has been brought in to listen and take action.

· A convenient scapegoat: If the outcome of system development is failure, organizational staff find it much easier to blame the consultant than themselves. 
Potential Disadvantages of Consultants

The potential disadvantages of using consultants include (LAB, 2001; Parkinson, 2002; Yosmali, 2002):

· Financial cost: The difference between the cost of in-house staff and the cost of external consultants may not be as great as it first appears if overheads and productivity are taken into account. Nevertheless, consultancy almost always costs a great deal of money.

· Lack of objectivity: The first rule of consultancy is: ‘find out who is in charge, find out what they want, then do it or recommend it in your report’. Consultants may therefore fail to rise above internal politics, but merely align themselves with one stakeholder group’s objectives. A possible example of this occurred when external consultants were called in to develop an e-government strategy for the island of Barbados (Bishop, 2001). The final consultants’ report closely matched the interests of the country’s IT Minister. Consultants may also have links with particular suppliers or have a familiarity with one type of e-government solution, leading their recommendations or actions to have an in-built bias.

· Failure to understand organizational realities: Consultants frequently work on short-term assignments. During this time it is difficult for them to understand the realities of the organization that are critical to systems development: not just hard information and technical realities but also the soft political and cultural realities. Many consultants do not even look for soft realities because their role is frequently defined – normally implicitly – as being ‘the voice of rationality’. Those that do search for soft realities may find staff unwilling to confide in them. Short timescales lead consultants to recommend or try to develop their ‘standard solution’ regardless of its applicability: sometimes a solution picked up from private sector practice applied to the public sector. Their solution may therefore diverge so far from current realities that it is rejected as patently unworkable or, worse, leads to an implemented system that fails wholly or partially. This also occurred in Barbados, where the foreign consultants recommended a solution that matched the context of their own country, rather than that of Barbados (ibid.).

· Lack of sustainability: Consultancy can fail sustainability in two ways. Some consultancies are one-off and fail to provide the long-term support an e-government project needs. Others may be continuous and create a dependency on the consultants who obtain ‘revolving door’ contracts. In the UK, for instance, there has been a rise in the number of contractors taken on for short-term assignments with attendant dangers of ‘a self-perpetuating trend in staffing, where reduction in permanent staff leads to more contractors coming in, leading to a dilution of skills in the permanent work force, which in turn requires more contractors, and so on.’ (Martin, 1997: 9). The key failure is that of not transferring skills and ownership to in-house staff. Systems introduced in this way may be abandoned immediately the consultants leave or once the first problem arises.

· Demotivation of staff: Consultants are not superhuman and almost everything they do could be done by in-house staff already or with some injection of training and/or confidence. Thus staff are often demotivated when they see highly paid outsiders coming in to do something that could have be done in-house. Worse, public sector workers see consultants hired who are all bluff and bluster, but cannot do the job: these consultants either rely on in-house staff or propose unworkable systems. As one Montana state staffer complained: ‘We waste a lot of money on them, and we end up still developing much of the systems in-house after the fact.’ (Wojciehowski, 1998).

In summary:

Outside consultants have an important but very limited role to play in bringing about organizational change. They can present new ideas and give organizations ideas based on their experiences of other organizations. They can provide staff support for innovation initiatives. However, the goal of any innovation consultant must be to quickly train internal leaders or change agents to adapt and carry the message further within the organization. If consultants do not help organizations to develop this self-sufficiency, the change process will tend to be superficial and short-lived. (Cohen and Eimicke, 1998: 52)</EXT>
Selecting and Managing Consultants

There may be no room for maneuver in the selection of consultants. They may be chosen by external institutions or by one or two senior managers. If there is some latitude, then two things need to be chosen (Isaacs, 2001; Pollari-Welbes, 2002; Dickey, 2003):

The Consulting Organization
These can be categorized into three main types:

· Large consulting organizations: May be able to draw on a wide range of staff, but sometimes assign whoever happens to be available; they may have strong technical backup but often cost most.

· Small consulting organizations: Provide a smaller range of skills but may give greater choice over who is sent; they are often a compromise between the other two options on cost and backup grounds.

· Individual consultants: Provide only a limited range of skills but provide certainty about who will be sent; they can normally provide little backup but often cost least.

In selection of the organization, then, there may often be trade-offs between skills and money.

The Consultants
These are more important than the organization. If there is room for maneuver over selection, then typical criteria include:

· Relevant experience: Of similar problems or e-government systems in other public agencies, or of different systems in the same agency. References from previous clients can be checked here to find out about objectivity, awareness of human and organizational factors, and transfer of skills.

· Specific competencies: The particular competencies required for the consultancy project.

· General competencies: Such as listening, communicating, enthusiasm, willingness to share expertise and work alongside in-house counterparts.

· Availability: To meet any necessary timetable.

· Cost: Generally ranked low down the criteria list since cheap is by no means best for consulting to the public sector (though equally there is no cast-iron proportionality between cost and quality in the consulting game).

· Approach to problem and understanding of requirements: Judged by talking to potential consultants or getting them to state how they will undertake their work. This can also be a point at which one can attempt to identify and reject biased, technology-oriented, and dependency-creating consultants.

· Personal contact: Usually between someone in the public agency and the consultant.

· Ignorance of other candidates: And lack of capacity to identify them.

As with the consulting organization, selection of individuals may involve juggling and trade-offs between a number of ITPOSMO dimensions, including those relating to skills, time, finance and even objectives. As with outsourcing, effective management of the consulting relationship will be a key to ensuring that gaps are closed as much as possible. As with outsourcing, there are rational, behavioral, and hybrid ideas about best practice in consultancy management.

A relatively rational approach argues that effective management of consultants should include the following steps (adapted from CCTA, 2001; Parkinson, 2002):

1. Carefully define project scope and staffing/skill requirements.

2. From a knowledge of available in-house staff and from discussion, check whether or not consultants are required; if they are, set consultant selection criteria.

3. Set out consulting requirements, including explicit terms of reference (background to, and definition of problem; deliverables required; time schedules; cost limits; regularity of meetings; penalties for failure to meet requirements; responsibilities of both in-house staff and consultants; methods for any transfer of knowledge and expertise; methods for implementation of recommendations or maintenance of developments).

4. Select consulting organization and consultants on the basis of responses; meeting with them if at all possible.

5. Get a contract signed based on the terms of reference.

6. Provide consultants with as much documentation and information in advance of arrival in the organization, to help their conceptions match organizational realities.

7. Ensure that time is set aside by in-house staff for interaction with consultants, and identify in-house counterparts who will work with the consultants to ensure sustainability.

8. Unless there is a hidden agenda, be open with consultants and allow access to all necessary staff and documentation.

9. Keep monitoring and managing the consultants and talking to them as they go along, to ensure that eventual outcomes are feasible and sustainable. Transfer of expertise can also monitored.

Activities
Group class: Prepare and present a debate both for and against the motion, ‘Consultants are an essential resource for e-government projects’.

Assignment question: ‘Use of consultants is a short-term solution that brings longer-term problems for e-government.’  Discuss.

Practitioner: Review the use of consultants to support e-government in your own organization. Do the advantages outweigh the disadvantages or not? How could selection and management of consultants be improved?
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