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Abstract 
The issue of organizational capability is central to virtually all efforts to improve government performance, 
particularly in the area of information technology innovation. Capability assessment can play an important 
role in the digital government domain in at least two ways: one is to provide a basis for judging whether 
agencies are ready to initiate some digital government innovation, and the other is to judge the impact of 
a digital government initiative in terms of improved capabilities. Data on capabilities targeted by digital 
government initiatives can provide both baseline measurements and evidence of subsequent 
improvements. As part of its research and development on several digital government projects, the 
Center for Technology in Government (CTG) has developed an approach to capability assessment, 
resulting in specific assessment toolkits for use in different types of digital government initiatives. This 
paper describes the approach used in developing these toolkits generally, with an example from one 
version intended for use in justice information integration projects. The paper includes the theoretical 
rationale for the design of the toolkits, methods for their use, and implications for use in practice. 
 
 
 

Introduction 
 
The issue of organizational capability is central to virtually all efforts to improve government performance, 
particularly in the area of information technology innovation. Strategic planning or planned change models 
typically include an assessment of capability as an initial step in projects or reform efforts (Kusunoki, 
Nonaka, & Nagata, 1998; Segars & Grover, 1999; U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2004; 
Williamson, 1999). Capability assessment can play an important role in the digital government domain in 
at least two ways: one is to provide a basis for judging whether agencies are ready to initiate some digital 
government innovation, and the other is to judge the impact of a digital government initiative in terms of 
improved capabilities. Data on capabilities targeted by digital government initiatives can provide both 
baseline measurements and evidence of subsequent improvements. As part of its research and 
development on several digital government projects, the Center for Technology in Government (CTG) has 
developed an approach to capability assessment, resulting in specific assessment toolkits for use in 
different types of digital government initiatives. This paper describes the approach used in developing 
these toolkits generally, with an example from one version intended for use in justice information 
integration projects. The paper includes the theoretical rationale for the design of the toolkits, methods for 
their use, and implications for use in practice. 
 
The toolkits are based on a common conceptual foundation that treats capability as a multidimensional 
phenomenon, embedded in organizational practice. From this foundation, described in more detail below, 
each toolkit is tailored to a different government practice context and problem. The first toolkit was 
developed for analysis of capabilities and needs for developing systems for access to electronic 
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government information.1 It has been used as a paper-based assessment tool and in an online interactive 
version.2 The second, described in more detail here, is intended for information sharing and integration 
initiatives among government justice agencies.3 Both an online, interactive and paper version of this 
toolkits are under development. Work was recently completed on a third assessment toolkit for assessing 
the capability of state governments to plan and implement digital preservation programs for born-digital 
government records.4  
 
The dimensions of capability in each of the separate kits are based on a combination of existing research 
and theory, combined with development and validation by  highly qualified advisory groups from the 
professional and academic communities engaged in the respective fields of practice. In each case, 
dimensions were identified and vetted through the review of the advisory groups. For the latter two 
toolkits, detailed subdimensions were identified to provide detailed examination of capabilities that make 
up each of the overall dimensions. In the justice integration toolkit, for example, there are 16 dimensions, 
each with from 8 to 15 subdimensions, totaling 180 subdimensions overall.  
 

The Need for Capability Assessment for Justice Info rmation Sharing 
 
Capability for successful information sharing initiatives, or other IT innovations, is particularly important in 
the criminal justice domain. These initiatives can involve several different levels of government, various 
combinations of justice agencies, and a wide range of information types and technologies. The JNET 
Project in Pennsylvania, for example, is a statewide effort that has developed a secure network 
infrastructure, web-based information sharing access, and information sharing relationships among state 
and local agencies. Current functionality includes a portal for access to driver license photos, mug shots, 
rap sheets, and court case data, advanced photo imaging for investigations, and capacity for email and 
pager notification of security events or arrests. The Harris County (Texas) Justice Information 
Management System (JIMS) over a decade in development, involves 281 public agencies in the county 
(including Houston), and covers most aspects of both criminal and civil justice functions. On a smaller 
scale, the Jacksonville (Florida) Sheriff’s Department implemented a web-based portal for information 
sharing and coordination among the 48 law enforcement agencies providing security for the 2005 Super 
Bowl.  
 
Initiatives like these are typically complex, difficult, and prone to failure. They are more likely to succeed if 
they are based on a comprehensive and systematic assessment of organizational and technical 
capabilities. The toolkit described here generates comprehensive information about those capabilities, to 
focus attention on strengths, weaknesses, and the strategic selection of sharing partners. The 
assessment results also help identify risks and risk mitigation strategies. 
 

Origins of the Concept of Capability 
 
A common approach to thinking about capability has informed the design of these capability assessment 
toolkits, namely treating capability as a multidimensional characteristic of the organizational setting. The 
foundation for this approach to assessment rests on both a social and technical analysis of the concept of 
capability. In the social sense, capability (or at times “competence”) is central to a long line of 
organizational and economic theory. Richardson’s seminal  description of an organization’s capability in 
terms of the “appropriate knowledge, experience, and skills” (Richardson, 1972, p. 888) introduced the 
concept in its current form, and is based in part on Penrose’s earlier work (Penrose, 1959). Williamson’ 
                                                      
1 This work was supported in part by the U.S. National Historical Publications and Records Commission under Grant 
No. 98027 (http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/guides/gateways). 
2 (http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/online/gateways/portal) 
3 This work is supported by the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs 
(http://www.ctg.albany.edu/projects/dj2). 
4 This project is supported by the U.S. Library of Congress under its National Digital Information and Infrastructure 
Development Program. 
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review of capability theory (Williamson, 1999) describes the capability approach as a composite and 
concerned with organizational process (p. 1106). Capabilities are also linked to organizational learning 
and knowledge resources (Helfat & Raubitschek, 2000; Kogut & Zander, 1992, 1996; Zander & Kogut, 
1995). Various dimensions of capability have also been described in research on innovations in 
organizations (for example, Pardo, Cresswell, Dawes, & Burke, 2004 and  VandeVen & Poole, 1990). 
Given this foundation of process and multiple or composite conceptualization, a multidimensional method 
for defining and assessing in the social aspects of capability seem the most appropriate and are one 
basis for these toolkits.  
 
A multidimensional approach to capability in a technical sense is common as well. The well-known 
Capability Maturity Model for software development is based on multiple dimensions arranged in five 
maturity levels (Paulk, Weber, Curtis, & Chrissis, 1994). A similar maturity model for IT investment 
decisions from the U.S. Government Accountability Office employs a similar design (U.S. Government 
Accountability Office, 2004). More general approaches to the analysis of information systems design and 
development also typically employ a multidimensional approach (Barki, Rivard, & Talbot, 2001; 
Hirschheim, Klein, & Lyytinen, 1995).  
 
 
Relationship to interorganizational information sha ring and integration 
 
The capability assessment approach presented here was initially developed for use in a specific kind of IT 
innovation: developing systems for sharing and integrating information among criminal justice agencies. 
This kind of project, involving many technical and organizational issues, tends to be highly difficult and 
failure prone (see for example, Charette, 2005; Goldstein, 2005; Lyytinen & Robey, 1999; Walsh, 2002). 
Therefore assessing the organizational and technical capabilities to successfully engage in such an effort 
is an important part of the planning and preparation. Because of the range of issues, it seems appropriate 
to approach the task from a combined social and technical perspective, based on the growing body of 
theory and research emphasizing the importance of both kinds of influences (Boudreau & Robey, 2005; 
Hirschheim et al., 1995; Luna-Reyes, Jing Zhang, Gil-Garcia, & Cresswell, 2005; Lyytinen, 1999; 
Orlikowski, 2000; Robey, 1994).  
 
Taking a combined social and technical perspective, however, represents a problem in its own right. The 
existing theory and empirical work based on this perspective uses a substantial variety of approaches to 
describing the social and technical elements of information system work, particularly as it applies to 
interorganizational relations. In order to frame a capability assessment approach that is both theoretically 
sound and feasible for practical use, it is necessary to simplify. Fortunately there are common elements 
among the various theory perspectives that provide a way to simplify the description of what we argue are 
important dimensions of capability. We will use a broad practice perspective as the basis for propositions 
on which to base the dimensions of capability. 
  
First of all, we treat capability for interorganizational information sharing and integration as embedded in 
practice. In this sense, practice consists of the activities and context through which the participating 
persons and organizations design and develop ways of sharing and integrating information resources. 
The same assertion could apply to any other instance of information systems design and development, 
but is limited to this particular context for our purposes here. These purposes focus on efforts to integrate 
information across agencies in the criminal justice arena, which involves widely divergent communities of 
practice. The agencies have different missions and traditions, ranging from law enforcement, to 
corrections, to court administration, to defense and prosecuting attorneys, to victim’s advocates. Their 
organizational sizes and internal structures and cultures vary widely as well, and often include 
substantially different designs and styles of IT system infrastructure, applications, development 
processes, and administration. The practice of interest therefore consists of solving the problems and 
crafting the technical and social arrangements that will yield integrated information. This is the basis for 
identifying and describing the dimensions of capability. 
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Sources of Dimensions 
 
The capability assessment project design called for the description of capability to be grounded in both 
relevant theory and professional judgment. A practice perspective provides a useful framework for both, 
in that it is based on a considerable body of research, and also references the work situations and 
perspectives of criminal justice and IT professionals. Therefore the descriptions of the dimensions of 
capability should link to both relevant theory and reference to the nature of practice and what is required 
to solve these problems and craft these arrangements. The section below describes the theory sources 
for the basic capability dimensions followed by a description of how professional judgment was used to 
construct the descriptions used to construct the assessment tool. 
 
The theoretical roots of the concept of practice have three major sources. Lave and Wenger (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1999) described communities of practice as informal groups engaged in shared 
learning and work processes, independent of formal organizational structures or management controls. 
The community is one in which “in which social structure and meaning are continually negotiated through 
participation” (Thompson, 2005, p. 152). Integrating information across organizations involves many 
different communities of practice in this sense, and may require the creation of new ones. This includes 
attention to the conditions or dispositions that are present in the physical/technical and social entities that 
make up the practice context. Practice capability would include alignment and compatibility of social 
relationships and knowledge across organizations and sub-units. The idea of technology in practice is 
another source of theory material, which we draw from Orlikowski’s framing of a practice perspective 
(Orlikowski, 2000), including concepts of structuration following Giddens (Giddens, 1984), and related 
work by (Levina & Vaast, 2005; Lyytinen, 1999; Schultze & Orlikowski, 2004). A similar, but dynamic view 
of practice learning and feedback informs the concept of capability in the process of information system 
development (Luna-Reyes et al., 2005). The important elements of the practice perspective in this body of 
work are related to the reflexive relationship between technologies and social structures. That is, neither 
social structures nor technology structures are treated as determining causes of practice, but rather 
interacting in mutual influence and restructuring. This view of practice is similar to the reflexive nature of 
social and technical structures in Bourdieu’s theory on the nature of practice (Bourdieu, 1980, translated 
1990). In this view, the practice context, or habitus, is structured by the dispositions of the social and 
physical elements of the setting, and are in turn modified by the practices carried out in the setting, etc. 
(p. 72). In this sense practice is neither social nor technical, but action that is both influenced by and 
influencing the social and technical dispositions in which it is embedded. 
 
The practice perspectives noted above raise the question of how to treat the role of human intention and 
agency in capability assessment. Some work has examined this question of human agency and goal-
directed behavior in the information system development context.  The participants in the process 
(individuals or organizations) can be treated as seeking to advance their own interests and acting in a 
goal-directed manner. Capability will therefore be influenced by divergence in individual and group 
interests and goals, the conflicts among them, and by the pursuit of individual and organizational 
strategies. These propositions follow in particular from the work of (Boudreau & Robey, 2005; Lawless & 
Price, 1992; Rose & Jones, 2005), and agency theory generally (Shapiro, 2005), as well as descriptions 
of information system development as planned behavior (Hirschheim et al., 1995).  
  
That capability for interorganizational integration of information depends also on alignment among 
technical (i.e., physical) resources, social and organizational norms & cultures, and knowledge resources. 
By alignment we mean that the characteristics of these elements of information systems and 
organizations are sufficiently similar and compatible that they allow for productive interactions and 
interoperability. This includes the ability of the participants to overcome or resolve differences in 
conceptual and technical structures, and language  (Ba, Stallaert, & Whinston, 2001; Lawless & Price, 
1992; Pardo et al., 2004; Sabherwal, Hirschheim, & Goles, 2001; Sosa, Eppinger, & Rowles, 2004). 
 
These theory perspectives support treating capability within this practice perspective as an overall mix of 
characteristics of persons, devices, and organizations that are needed to complete a complex body of 
work. Moving that work forward consists of meeting a mix of social and technical requirements for 
success. These requirements include: 
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• coordinating and sustaining the overall work process 
• solving problems of misalignment of technical and organizational characteristics of the practice 

setting, which include: 
o resolving conflicts arising out of divergent interests, power, and culture, and  
o resolving conflicts arising out of incompatibilities and misalignment of technical 

resources. 
 
Since these main groupings can involve different methods, knowledge bases, actors, and types of 
problems, they may represent different practice settings for the innovation processes. This perspective on 
the nature of interorganizational information sharing formed the basis for seeking professional judgment 
and additions to the description of dimensions. 
 
That professional input was obtained in a series of three workshops involving over 30 professionals and 
experts on criminal justice information systems, and subsequent field tests of the assessment tool. The 
existing dimensions and their detailed descriptions were developed using the judgments and discussion 
obtained from the workshop participants. In the first workshop they were presented with the overall theory 
approach and proposed design of the assessment process and asked to identify relevant dimensions and 
their descriptions. These results were collected, discussed in detail, and used as the basis for the second 
workshop. In that setting the participants revised and refined the dimension descriptions and produced 
lists of questions or indicators that could be used to assess capability along those dimensions. Those 
results were used to draft the assessment tool, which was presented at the third workshop. There the 
participants reviewed and critiqued the draft and provided substantial improvements. The results are the 
16 basic dimensions, each of which has between seven and 16 specific subdimensions, or indicators 
associated with it (an example is shown in the Appendix). Altogether the 16 dimensions and their 180 
subdimensions constitute the basis for capability rating, following the assessment methods discussed 
below. The relationships among the basic dimensions and the theory perspectives outlined above are 
shown in Table 1 below. 
 
 
Table 1. Theory Bases of Final Dimensions  
 Coordinating & 

Sustaining Overall 
Work Processes 

Resolving 
Organizational & 
Social Problems 

Resolving Technical 
Incompatibilities & 
Misalignment 

1. Business Model & Architecture 
Readiness 

  X 

2. Collaboration Readiness  X  
3. Data Assets & Requirements   X 
4. Governance X X  
5. Information Policies   X 
6. Leaders & Champions X   
7. Organizational Compatibility  X  
8. Performance Evaluation X   
9. Project Management X   
10. Resource Management X   
11. Secure Environment  X X 
12. Stakeholder Identification & 
Engagement 

X X  

13. Strategic Planning X   
14. Technology Acceptance  X X 
15. Technology Compatibility   X 
16. Technology Knowledge   X 
 
Some dimensions (4,11,12, &14) have implications for more than one problem area, and as developed 
include indicators and that span two columns. An argument can also be made for overlap for others that 
are not so marked in Table 1. Since these are complex conceptual domains and not subject to specific 
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discipline-based definitions, it does not seem appropriate to make too fine a distinction for these types of 
activity. 
 

Collaborative Assessment Methods 
 
To be useful in an actual information sharing initiative, the dimensions must be part of a workable 
assessment method. The dimensions and subdimensions (indicators), must be understandable to those 
involved in the assessment. The assessment activity must be organized and conducted to generate 
meaningful results that can be applied to planning and initiative development. And the method must be 
adaptable to the wide variety of settings in which justice information sharing initiatives can occur. This 
section describes the way the justice toolkit employs the dimensions and assessment activities to meet 
these requirements. Additional details on the assessment materials and activities are available in the 
appendix. 
 
 
Assessment as a Collaborative, Knowledge Sharing Pr ocess 
 
The toolkit assessment process is based on the assumption that a collaboration and knowledge sharing 
are the best ways to ensure that the results reflect the multiple understandings of capability that exists 
across the organizations involved in information sharing. The work of the assessment is designed to take 
place in a kind of knowledge and information sharing network among the various participants. That is, the 
directions for the assessment call for forming groups to gather and summarize assessment information 
based on their shared knowledge and judgments. Ultimately this information is shared within 
organizational structures and through interorganizational and intraorganizational network relationships. 
 
This kind of information sharing across organizational boundaries does not require the organizations to 
form new institutional structures as much as form new relationships based on information needs and 
coordination of work processes and IT systems. These relationships are much more like network forms of 
organization than formal bureaucratic structures (Powell, 1990; Provan & Milward, 1995). Networks have 
long been associated with research on the influence and decision making aspects of the public policy 
process (e.g. Heclo, 1978), but the treatment of networks as instruments of public management is 
relatively recent (see Bardach, 1998 for example) and still developing as a research area (Rethemeyer, 
2005; Zhang and Dawes, forthcoming).  
 
The participation in network relationships as part of the assessment also provides a mechanism for 
identifying and resolving issues arising from diverse interests, cultures, and work practices across the 
participating organizations. Broad participation in the assessment provides for attention to the interests 
and concerns of the stakeholders before and during the development of the new IT-based initiatives 
(Pouloudi, 2004 & Ravichandran, 2000). As Brown argues, “[w]ith e-government, different stakeholders 
become critical to the survival of the project during different phases of the initiative. Adding a further 
dimension of complexity, e-government initiatives often require mutual and ongoing adjustment to 
balance competing desires across a number of interest groups” (Brown, 2003, p. 350). The ability to 
adopt an interorganizational information technology strategy or form a coherent joint information solution 
among heterogeneous organizations is also constrained by the information, technical, human, 
management, process, cultural, structural, strategic, and political factors in each individual organization 
(Heeks, 1999 & Moon, 2002). These constraints can be avoided to a degree by effective knowledge 
sharing and collaborative participation in the assessment. 
 
 
Dimension Descriptions 
 
In order to work with the dimensions as the basis for assessment, the assessment participants must apply 
a reasonably consistent understanding of the dimensions and indicators. For that purpose, the 
implementation materials include detailed descriptions of the dimensions themselves (Table 2 below), 
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and of how to interpret the higher and lower ranges of capability along each dimension (Appendix). The 
assessment instructions also call for training workshops for the participants to prepare them for the 
process and develop consistent interpretation of the dimensions and indicators.  
 

Table 2. Dimensions and Descriptions of Information -Sharing Capability 

1. Business Model 
& Architecture 
Readiness 

The degree to which the initiative has developed business models and enterprise architectures 
that describe the service and operational components of the enterprise, how they are connected to 
each other, and what technologies are used to implement them. These descriptions may include 
detailed analyses of business processes. 

2. Collaboration 
Readiness 

The degree to which relationships among information users and other resources support 
collaboration; these include staff, budget, training, and technology, and prior successes or failures 
in collaborative activities. 

3. Data Assets & 
Requirements 

The extent of specification and identification of formal policies for data collection, use, storage, and 
handling, as found in documentation of databases and record systems; and in data quality 
standards and dictionaries. It may include procedures for and results of data requirement analyses 
and data models and modeling techniques. 

4. Governance The existence of mechanisms to set policy and direct and oversee the information sharing 
initiatives that are planned or underway. 

5. Information 
Policies 

The level of development of policies that deal with the collection, use, dissemination, and storage 
of information as well as with privacy, confidentiality, and security. 

6. Leaders & 
Champions 

The involvement of leaders and champions. Leaders motivate, build commitment, guide activities, 
encourage creativity and innovation, and mobilize resources; they see the goal clearly and craft 
plans to achieve it. Champions communicate a clear and persuasive vision for an initiative, provide 
the authority and legitimacy for action, and build support in the environment. 

7. Organizational 
Compatibility 

The degree to which the work styles and interpersonal relationships, participation in decision-
making, levels of competition and collaboration, and styles of conflict resolution support 
information sharing. Compatibility of cultures may be gauged by the degree of centralization, 
degree of conformity, deference to authority, adherence to rules, and symbols of status and power. 

8. Performance 
Evaluation 

The presence of the skills, resources, and authority necessary to observe, document, and 
measure: (1) how well the initiative itself is developed and implemented, (2) whether information 
sharing goals are achieved, and (3) how the performance of the justice enterprise is improved 

9. Project 
Management 

The availability and use of methods for goal setting, scheduling development and production 
activities, analyzing resource needs, managing interdependencies among activities and goals, and 
provisions to anticipate and respond to contingencies. 

10. Resource 
Management 

The extent of effective use of financial, human, and technical resources through budgeting, 
strategic plans, financial analyses, and accepted financial management procedures and practices. 

11. Secure 
Environment 

The degree to which appropriate security protocols for data, systems, applications, and networks 
as well as systems, policies, training, and management practices are in place.  

12. Stakeholder 
Identification & 
Engagement 

The extent of awareness of and interaction with the persons or groups with an interest in the 
information sharing initiative and capacity to influence it. This dimension is based on stakeholder 
analyses, staff experience and knowledge, records or reports of participants in making policy and 
decisions, and membership of advisory or constituent groups. 

13. Strategic 
Planning 

The quality and comprehensiveness of strategic plans and strategic planning processes, including 
resources and integration of strategic planning with other elements of governance and 
management. 

14. Technology 
Acceptance 

The extent of talk and actions expressing positive or negative attitudes toward workplace changes, 
trust of new tools and techniques, success or failure stories that are widely shared and believed, 
and enthusiasm for innovations.  

15. Technology 
Compatibility 

The presence of agreed-upon standards, the extent of connectivity among the persons and 
organizations seeking to share information, and the experiences of staff with information sharing 
activities. 

16. Technology 
Knowledge 

The levels of knowledge about current and emerging technology for information sharing, including 
technical qualifications and experience of staff, records and documentation of technology assets, 
and the actions of staff in compiling, storing, and sharing such knowledge. 
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Critical Success Factors 
 
The importance of collaboration and knowledge sharing is presented in the toolkit support and guidance 
materials for users  in terms of critical success factors. The support materials instruct the users and 
managers of the assessment on the importance of establishing an atmosphere of commitment, learning, 
and trust. The material emphasized that effective use of the toolkit therefore requires careful attention to 
these  factors: 
 
• Trust and Candor - Willingness to freely share information about one’s own organization and about 

the capabilities of sharing partners. Threats to accuracy and honesty, such as low-quality information, 
unconscious bias, and distortion of the status quo, can lead to invalid or badly skewed capability 
assessments. 

• Individual and Organizational Commitment – Willingness and ability to gather the necessary 
information, make capability judgments, participate in group discussions, resolve differences, reach 
decisions, and implement action plans. 

• The Right Mix of Participants – Participation by teams with the necessary knowledge of the program 
environment, existing systems, and possible future strategies and technologies. Participants must be 
able to form accurate judgments about the capacity for change in management, policy, and technology. 

• Willingness to Extend the Assessment as Needed - Through repeated assessments emerging 
requirements can be taken into consideration, and new capabilities and problems can be identified.  

 
 
Assessment process 
 
 Because the purpose and status of these information sharing initiatives can vary a great deal, the 
toolkit offers a number of options for organizing and implementing an assessment. Organizers decide 
how to manage the assessment ratings, who to involve in discussions and decisions using the ratings, 
and how to organize their efforts. Methods are chosen for how to compile and present ratings from 
individual units for use in interorganizational discussions. Some of the options rely on group consensus, 
others defer to executive decision-making. Data can be weighted in different ways and presented in 
qualitative or quantitative form. The implementation guide describes these options. A typical assessment 
would follow the process shown in Figure 1 (below). The dashed arrows indicate that this process is 
almost never linear; instead, it progresses through multiple iterations as information and analysis from 
one set of activities feed back into and modify earlier conditions and understandings.  

 
Figure 1. Cycle of Planning and Capability Assessme nt Activities 

Capability
Assessment

Using the Toolkit:
The Five Phases of

Work
1. Preliminary

planning
2. Authorizing the
       assessment
3. Operational

planning
4. Conducting the
       assessment
5. Developing action

plans

Preparation
Scan
environment
Set goals &
scope
Situation & gap
analysis

Using Results
New action plans
Investments in
improved
capabilities
Investments in the
initiative
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The most complete data come from a process that begins with the individual organizational units engaged 
in the initiative assessing themselves and producing unit-specific results. These are then combined into 
results for each agency and combined again for the entire initiative. A more detailed view of this process 
is shown in Figure 2, which illustrates how this might work in a setting with three agencies, each of which 
have two subunits involved in the initiative.  
Through this process participants build knowledge about their ability to contribute to cross-boundary 
sharing efforts.  
 

 
Figure 2. Example Assessment Process 

 

Testing results 
 
 Following the review of the toolkit by the professional workshops, five field tests were conducted 
during the time period of July – November 2003. The field tests identified the usability of the toolkit in a 
variety of practical settings at the state and local level in three states (California, Colorado, and Illinois) 
and by a national and a state-wide panel of justice executives. The tests provided evidence of the validity 
of the dimensions, indicators, and procedures among the intended user population.  
 
 Two of the field tests were usability review by executives justice agencies, one chosen from a 
national organization, the Justice Information Sharing Practitioners (JISP), and the executive boards of a 
very large state integrated justice initiative: the Pennsylvania Justice Network (JNET). JISP is a 
professional organization made up of practitioners from the 50 states that are involved in Justice 
Integration initiatives.  JNET is an integrated network of municipal, county, and state justice agencies in 
Pennsylvania. The JISP members reviewed the practicality and the use of the toolkit in each of their 
individual jurisdictions. The Executive Board and Executive Director of JNET organized a task force who 
provided a summary review of the dimensions and the toolkit and how it could be used within their 
enterprise. These executive review results supported the clarity and relevance of the dimensions and 
subdimensions from the practitioner perspective. Each of the field testers were in agreement as to the 
appropriate scope, content, and depth of the dimension and subdimension descriptions. There were no 
suggested changes to the dimensions from the field test results. 
 
As a result of the JISP review, 3 individual jurisdictions offered to participate in an on-site administration 
of the toolkit by their integrated justice project team.  Of these three field test sites, two were at a county 
integration initiative level, and one was at a state integrated justice enterprise level. The field tests 
consisted of a pre-workshop planning session, an assessment workshop, and a post-workshop review. 
The CTG team conducted the pre-workshop planning session for those who would be administering the 
assessment and jointly develop their field test  plan. The subdimension ratings were collected in 
assessment workshops, which took different forms in each field test sites. CTG and field site staff 
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analyzed the data and provided a presentation of the results to the executive boards. The post-workshop 
review allowed CTG to gather additional data from the core teams from an implementation and logistical 
standpoint as well as assist the local teams with crafting the tactical plans resulting from the 
assessments.   
 
Overall, the field tests provided strong evidence that the conceptual material and methods of the toolkit 
were relevant, accessible, and adaptable to a wide range of justice integration initiatives. Participants in 
the field tests were able to readily understand and apply the dimension and subdimension ratings to their 
situation. Each group was able to apply the results to strategic and tactical planning as well, focusing on 
those areas that were assessed as being low capability. The participants were able to easily customize 
the toolkit methods to their particular situation.  
 

Implications for Theory and Practice 
 
A number of important issues remain unresolved by the work on capability assessment described here. 
One is uncertainty about the effectiveness of the method to improve the success of innovation initiatives. 
The ready acceptance of the toolkit by practitioners suggests that it can be used as designed. At present, 
however, there is no direct evidence of the impact that such use would have on the progress or ultimate 
success of the projects where applied. When the experience with the toolkit has accumulated sufficiently, 
retrospective studies of possible impacts can be conducted. It seem unlikely that statistical studies for this 
purpose would be feasible. The types of settings in which the toolkit would be used would likely vary 
greatly, making sampling among equivalent units of observation very problematic. Qualitative studies of 
innovation processes and outcomes may be more useful, providing for comparisons across cases and 
new insights into how the basic capability approach can be improved. 
 
Another practical issue is whether the cost of the assessment process represents a good investment in its 
own right. The assessment could involve hundreds of hours of staff time and result in substantial work 
disruption in some settings. The most extensive field test required hundreds of hours of the test 
manager’s time in addition to that of the other participants. Costs can be contained by choosing the extent 
of participation and number of iterations of assessment carefully. But too severe restrictions on the 
resources used could compromise the validity of the results. Further field testing is needed to obtain more 
detailed cost data. 
 
A basic theory issue remains unresolved with respect to the relative advantages of dimension-based 
assessment versus alternative logics, such as the maturity level approach in the ITIM (U.S. Government 
Accountability Office, 2004) and the Capability Maturity Model (Paulk et al., 1994). Modifications 
contemplated for the ITIM approach may include a dimension-based approach as an extension of the 
current model. Plans for the further development of the dimension-based approach described here 
include examining the possibility of including threshold or maturity-like components in the design. Since 
there is nothing logically inconsistent in a combination of the two approaches, these further developments 
may be helpful in advancing the overall power of these assessment tools. 
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Appendix – Example Toolkit Dimension Worksheet 
 
Business Model & Architecture  
 
This dimension deals with the degree of modeling and architecture development that is already in place to support the information-sharing 
objectives. Planning and design of effective information sharing and interoperability depend to a significant degree on a clear and detailed analysis 
of the entire enterprise involved. By enterprise we mean all the organizations that participate in the services and business processes in which the 
information sharing takes place. That analysis typically takes the form of a description of the business model and possibly also of the enterprise 
architecture. Such a description identifies the service and operational components of the enterprise and describes how they are connected to each 
other and what technologies are used to implement them. These models may also include detailed analyses of business processes within which 
the information sharing takes place.5 
 
Settings with high capability on this dimension base their information-sharing strategies on detailed and comprehensive business models and an 
overall enterprise architecture. The strategic objectives of the information sharing are clearly described and linked to the underlying business 
model. The enterprise architecture guides decisions on technology design, procurements, and coordinates changes in business processes.  
 
Settings with low capability on this dimension have neither detailed models nor an understanding of the overall business processes within which 
the information sharing is to occur. Project design and technology decisions are made without knowledge of interactions in the business process 
or within the enterprise. Staff members have only limited understanding of process analysis and modeling skills. 
 
Please follow the instructions on the next page. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
5 For a more detailed description of business models and architectures see the glossary in Appendix 4. 

Business Model & Architecture 

Absence of 
business models 
and enterprise 
thinking; ad hoc 
and isolated 
decision making 

Design and 
technology 
decisions guided 
by business 
models and 
enterprise 
perspectives 

High Capability Low Capability 



 

 

Appendix – Example Toolkit Dimension Worksheet 
 
Step 1 –  For each statement below, please circle the letters to the right that best represent how much you agree or disagree. As you think about 
each statement, please use the space next to that statement to describe the evidence or experience on which your response is based. 
 
Step 2 –For an analysis of these answers it is useful to know how confident you are in your response. Please go back over each statement and 
mark your level of confidence in each answer, using H for high, M for medium, and L for low.  Put the letter in the far right-hand box at the end of 
each row, as shown in the example below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Evidence  
We have a comprehensive business model of the 
information-sharing initiative. 

 SA      A        U       D        SD          DK   

We have identified the strategic objectives for each 
information-sharing activity. 

 SA      A        U       D        SD         DK   

We have identified an enterprise model or architecture 
for the information-sharing initiative. 

 SA      A        U       D        SD         DK   

We have analyzed the full range of business processes 
involved in information sharing. 

 SA      A        U       D        SD        DK   

We have identified all business process discrepancies 
that may interfere with information sharing. 

 SA      A        U       D        SD        DK   

We have eliminated all business process discrepancies 
that may interfere with information sharing. 

 SA      A        U       D        SD        DK   

Technology design and procurement decisions are 
guided by and referenced to an enterprise architecture. 

 SA      A        U       D        SD        DK   
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