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ABSTRACT 

E-government has been recognized as a catalyst or tool for government administrative reform.  Information technologies have 
the potential to produce cost savings, improve the quality of services, and make government policies more effective.  
However, some scholars and practitioners contend e-government has not delivered the promise of more efficient, effective, 
and democratic public administration.  In fact, Heeks (2003) estimates that the failure rate of e-government projects may be 
as high as 85%.  We argue that e-government and digital divide research have been relatively disconnected and important 
intersections exist between the two.  These intersections may be useful to explain some of the failures in e-government 
projects and policies.  Theoretically and practically, e-government and digital divide are intertwined and, therefore, a better 
understanding can be gained if scholars start analyzing them as complementary social phenomena.  This paper reviews 
current literature in e-government and the digital divide and highlights some important similarities and differences.  It also 
suggests preliminary implications for e-government research and practice. 
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INTRODUCTION 

E-government has been recognized as a catalyst or tool for government administrative reform (CEG, 2001; Heeks, 1999; 
Kraemer & King, 2003). Scholars suggest information technologies have the potential not only to improve the quality of 
services, but also to produce cost savings and make government policies and programs more effective (Bourquard, 2003; 
Garson, 2004; Gartner, 2000; Grönlund, 2001). However, Heeks (2003) estimates that the failure rate of e-government 
projects may be as high as 85%.  Therefore, despite the possibilities of e-government, scholars and practitioners argue 
information technologies (IT) in general, and e-government in particular, have not accomplished the promise of a more 
efficient, effective, and democratic public administration (Cook, LaVigne, Pagano, Dawes, & Pardo, 2002; Davies, 2004; 
Garson, 2004).  This is a clear indication that research on e-government is not addressing some important factors. The 
purpose of presenting these two literatures is not to discuss well-known problematics already discussed in previous studies.  
This paper is an attempt to explore the theoretical and practical intersections of these two areas of study to show how they 
complement each other and further enrich the explanatory power of e-government theoretical models. We also contend that 
practitioners’ recognizing important intersections between the digital divide and e-government literatures can help in 
developing better e-government policies and implementation strategies.  This paper is organized in four sections.  The first 
and second present the different approaches to studying e-government and the digital divide, respectively.  Section three 
identifies some parallels in the study of e-government and the digital divide and explores the implications for theory and 
practice.  Finally, section four provides some concluding remarks. 
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E-GOVERNMENT: EXPLORING THE ABYSS 

There is no clear consensus about the concept or definition of e-government; however, there are some common elements 
between definitions (Holden, Norris, & Fletcher, 2003).  Definitions range from descriptive to value-laden.  In general terms, 
electronic government is the use of information and communication technologies in government settings. From an extensive 
review of current e-government literature, two dominant approaches can be identified (Gil-García, 2005): (1) 
transformational approach and (2) contingent approach. 

Tranformational Approach: E-government Benefits 

Similar to technological determinism, the first approach emphasizes the transformational power of information technologies 
and their impacts on organizational structures and outcomes as e-government benefits.  Figure 1 shows the unidirectional 
causality assumption that technology is the ultimate solution for a variety of government problems.  In the literature, several 
benefits are highlighted, such as increased productivity, improved decision-making, decentralization, reduced costs, increased 
revenues, or integrated services (Danziger & Kraemer, 1985; Jenster, 1987; Roldán & Leal, 2003).  The benefits are expected 
to come almost automatically and are considered “the reasons for embracing e-government as a means of reforming public 
management and contributing to broader policy objectives.” (Ho, 2002; OCDE, 2003, p. 28).  A vast corpus of research 
continues to identify and analyze these potential benefits (Brown, 2001; Dawes, 1996; Jarque Uribe, 1998; Moon, 2002; 
OCDE, 2003; O'Looney, 2002). 

 

Contingent Approach: E-government Success Factors 

The second approach emphasizes the impact that contextual, environmental, institutional, and organizational factors impose 
regarding the selection, design, and use of information technologies (Caffrey, 1998; Dawes & Pardo, 2002; Garson, 2003b; 
Landsbergen & Wolken, 2001; Pardo & Scholl, 2002).  Different theoretical views have suggested different factors that are 
considered relevant to understanding information technology in organizations.  In general terms, success factors can be 
divided in environmental, institutional, organizational, data related, and technological (Dawes, 1996; Gil-García, 2005; Gil-
García & Pardo, forthcoming). 

 

Emergent Approach: E-government Enactment 

The two research directions discussed above have generated knowledge about information technology in government.  
However, e-government initiatives are continuing to increase in complexity and will require both a deep knowledge of the 
project itself and the contexts in which it is embedded.  Recent attempts have been made to empirically test this complexity 
and have shown the relationship between these two constructs (technology and organizational, behavioral, institutional and 
cultural aspects) to be recursive in nature (DeSanctis & Poole, 1994; Fountain, 2001; Kraemer, King, Dunkle, & Lane, 1989; 
W. Orlikowski, 2000; W. J. Orlikowski, 1992).  Orlikowski and Iacono (2001) called this approach the ensemble view of 
information technology and organization.  Within this more comprehensive and dynamic approach, e-government is thought 

 

Figure 1. Transformational Approach: E-Government Benefits 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Contingent Approach: E-Government Success Factors 
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of as enacted by complex relationships between social actors and the context in which they are embedded (Fountain, 2001; 
W. Orlikowski, 2000). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.  Emergent Approach: E-Government Enactment 

 

 

DIGITAL DIVIDE: EXPLORING THE ABYSS 

Various ways have been used to characterize and define the digital divide. Generally, definitions involve describing the 
relationship between individuals and technology; however, a review of the literature suggests that technology is most often 
referred to as computer technology (i.e., hardware and software). This section presents three common approaches of how the 
digital divide is understood, they are: (1) access divide, (2) multi-dimensional digital divide, and (3) multi-perspective digital 
divide. 

Access Divide: Simple Dichotomy 

The most simple and polarizing account expresses a separation between the “haves” and “have nots.”  Accordingly, this 
definition implies that the “haves” have access to technology and computers and the have nots, do not (Compaine, 2001). 
Furthermore, this viewpoint believes that a gap exists solely because of an ‘access to technology problem’ and that there is an 
inherent delay in the diffusion of technology among different geographic areas and social groups (Adriani & Becchetti, 2003; 
Benjamin, 2001; Compaine, 2001). This view generally suggests that the market will eventually close the “perceived” gap 
over time and that public intervention is not necessary. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.  Access Digital Divide 

 

A Multi-Dimensional Digital Divide 

A competing definition has challenged the simple access dichotomy.  In this view, the digital divide is not just about access 
but more about other social, political, educational, and economic issues.  Definitions use demographic attributes such as race, 
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social inequality (Castells, 2001; Norris, 2001; Warschauer, 2003).  For instance, Norris (2001) suggests there are three 
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multi-dimensional approaches to the digital divide (Ferro, 2005; Servon, 2002).  Generally, this view advocates for public 
intervention and does not see the market as being able to close the gap over time with respect to access (Chin & Fairlie, 2004; 
Cole & others, 2004), information literacy, employment opportunities, or community redevelopment. 
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A Multi-Perspective Digital Divide 

Recently, activists, scholars and practitioners are questioning whether the concept of the digital divide, as represented in early 
studies, actually provides an accurate portrayal of reality. Therefore, scholars have begun re-theorizing technology’s 
relationship with race, gender and culture. In this view point, scholars reject that any one group of individuals inherently use 
technologies differently than the majority, but “recognize that individuals and communities employ technologies for very 
specific goals, linked often to their histories and social locations” (Hines, Nelson, & Tu, 2001).  It is the combination of 
histories and social locations that constitute the multiple perspectives an individual holds.  These scholars argue, “barriers to 
access [and use] operate on many levels and therefore solutions must take multiple approaches” (Hines et al., 2001).  In this 
view, the multiple perspectives an individual holds is brought to the center of any discussion about technology (i.e., centering 
the subject) (Crenshaw, 1999) and circumstances are evaluated based on how the intersections of their race, gender, class, 
worldview etc. come together (Servon, 2002). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. A Multi-Perspective Digital Divide 

 
 

SOME INTERSECTIONS AND PRELIMINARY IMPLICATIONS 

The previous sections described the development of each field in tandem.  One of the objectives of this paper is to show that 
electronic government research and digital divide research have been evolving with important intersections but little 
interaction.  Both fields of study seem to be moving toward more complex and sophisticated understandings of the 
phenomena and there are important similarities and differences between their philosophical stances and theoretical lenses.  
Figure 7 sets the context for the discussion.  The three levels show that both fields have progressed similarly. 

 

Figure 5. A Multi-Dimensional Digital Divide 
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Figure 7. Electronic Government and Digital Divide Approaches 

 
Level 1 shows the similar assumptions both fields have about the role of technology. Each approach in this level is similar to 
technological determinism, in which information technologies can solve social, political, economic, and organizational 
problems.  From this view, information and communication technologies have the potential to improve government actions 
(e-government) and to eliminate virtual inequality (digital divide). 

Level 2 speaks to the similar assumptions both fields have about the role environmental, social, political, and organizational 
factors have.  For example, electronic government scholars try to isolate different causal factors that affect e-government 
initiatives’ success or failure.  For the digital divide, researchers look for different causal social and environmental factors 
which impact the digital divide and try to present multiple divide types in an attempt to reflect more accurately the scope of 
the phenomenon.  

Level 3 reveals how each field has tried to capture the complexity of social phenomena.  For example, recent e-government 
research has tried to describe the effects related to the recursive relationship between social, organizational, political and 
technical factors with respect to the success and failure of projects.  Similarly, digital divide scholars have argued that the 
social, organizational, and political factors cannot be separated from their technical counterparts.  

Implications for Research 

E-government is a practice driven field, which is frequently optimistic about the outlook for the new “knowledge economy.”  
Very often a managerial approach is adopted in e-government research and produces findings mainly useful for this social 
group.  Society and politics, as a whole, is often not adequately addressed and the user (or individual) is only incorporated 
into stakeholder analyses and implementation strategies.  Lamb and Kling (2003), however, recently encouraged a shift in 
research direction “from a user concept to a concept of the social actor in IS research.” (p. 197).  We argue that theoretical 
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models of e-government should include elements of the digital divide as an integral part of the analysis.  In fact, e-
government could be seen as the supply side and the digital divide could be seen as the demand side of the same social 
phenomenon.  E-government researchers focus on initiatives that create electronic services for citizens, businesses and other 
stakeholders (supply).  Digital divide scholars study how different social groups try to take advantage of these services and of 
the other uses for information and communication technologies (demand). 

Accordingly, e-government research can follow Lamb and Kling’s suggestion by learning from digital divide scholars about 
the intersections of race, class, gender and worldview with respect to technology and society.  Digital divide research has 
clearly demonstrated that the “citizen” is not a homogenous group that exists “out there.”  The idea that we can serve all 
citizens with one system, or one type of application is sometimes not realistic.  This suggests current or emergent theories of 
e-government would need to start asking, who benefits, how are different groups influenced, and what do they want from e-
government? The goal in asking these questions is to create more comprehensive policies; but also, by looking at what 
people’s needs and abilities are, the systems that are built may be used more.  Theories that include all these elements would 
be more appropriate to understand how e-government and digital divide issues are interrelated. 

In addition, both fields, e-government and the digital divide, are subject to government intervention.  Therefore, it seems 
important that digital divide researchers take into consideration the managerial role government plays in strategy focus, 
development, and implementation of e-government and digital divide policies.  Digital divide researchers can learn from the 
point of view of e-government scholars who focus on the “workings” of policy, technology, and management to create 
systems.  E-government researchers often work in partnership or collaboration with government agencies and public 
managers.  E-government researchers’ knowledge of how policy and programs change and evolve within bureaucratic 
environments may be useful to digital divide scholars.  In contrast, many times digital divide scholars work closely with users 
and learn about their preferences, capabilities, and interests. We think that this knowledge can be very useful for e-
government researchers as well. 

E-government researchers study a great variety of applications, including government-to-government (G2G), government-to-
citizen (G2C), or government-to-business (G2B).  In each area, the motive and ends for e-government are different and most 
likely; in these three areas e-government projects are conceptualized differently and the solution is different.  Conversely, 
divide scholars tend to think more about the divides between citizens-to-citizens (C2C), but could potentially apply their 
theories and insight into other areas such as government-to-government (G2G) divides, or government-to-business (G2B) 
divides. Research resulting from the combination of these two streams of knowledge would be useful to understand complex 
inter-organizational settings in which information technology is used by multiple partners with different capabilities and 
interests. 

In addition, we believe that the individual and society has not been fully incorporated in e-government research.  We argue 
that the current “customer driven approach” associated with New Public Management has heavily influenced e-government 
goals; however, this “customer driven approach” should be different from the one used in the private sector.  While private 
sector organizations account for the different preferences of customers, there is less regard for what effects these preference 
driven programs and products have on society as a whole (fairness and equity).  A truly “public” management approach to e-
government should account for all customers’ possibilities and needs, but also consider important values such as equality, 
equity, and enforcement. 

As mentioned before, in many cases, digital divide issues should be considered as important components in theoretical 
models, either as affecting the demand of e-government services, limiting the usefulness of certain government applications, 
or assessing the social desirability of information technologies in certain policy domains. 

Implications for Practice 

Understanding the intersections between electronic government and digital divide has also some important practical 
implications.  Manuel Castells, in the preface to Servon (2002), describes how in developed countries the gaps between 
access, rural and urban, younger and older, are decreasing when education and income are controlled for.  He contends that 
education, income, and the characteristics of technology are taking on more relevance than the earlier debates about access, 
and he states, “[diffusion] could lose relevance as a source of inequality for developed countries.”  He writes, “It is only by 
identifying the diversity and complexity of the digital divide that policies can be designed to over come it.”  (p. xviii) 
Similarly, for the case of e-government initiatives, Fountain (2001) offers the following description to set the tone.  She 
writes, 

"These inequalities [between race, income, and education] must be considered in any political analysis of the 
use of the Internet in American government. The cases in this inquiry indicate that preferred 'customers' receive 
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preferred treatment in government enactment of the Internet. If this happens throughout government, then 
enacting technology with a 'customer focus' and without conscious efforts to reduce inequality may exacerbate 
the digital divide in ways that extend beyond simple inequality of access." (p. 205) 

In our opinion, Fountain suggests that public managers who do not take into consideration the particular perspectives’ 
individuals embody will constrain or produce unintended consequences with respect to the effectiveness of e-government 
initiatives.  Consequently, it could be argued that the digital divide shapes the choices and approaches of e-government.  
However, there is little empirical evidence to demonstrate the interplay between the two and future studies should address 
these issues (Garson, 2003a).  In an attempt to partially address this gap, the following paragraphs highlight some important 
practical implications and areas that need more investigation and research. 

We argue that addressing digital divide issues sheds light on the complexity of e-government initiatives and could help to 
improve the success rate of e-government project and policies.  This new understanding can shape practitioners overall 
understanding of the situation and consequently, shape policy alternatives and potential interventions.  At different levels of 
the bureaucratic hierarchy, practitioners have the ability to understand the digital divide and infuse this knowledge into 
agency strategic planning, project development, and policy implementation.  Practitioners higher up in the hierarchy have the 
ability to incorporate understanding, but also to direct interventions and shape policy accordingly. 

The following is a list of broad implications for practice based on our review of the digital divide literature and its 
applications to e-government. There are at least three areas where we feel that the implications for practice may have an 
impact on e-government initiatives. 

Understanding Demand. Much of e-government research to date is concerned with the supply of services.  The 
demand, for a full range of services, has not been investigated or understood to a similar extent by e-government 
researchers and practitioners.  The digital divide literature focuses on studies about underserved populations and 
their relationships with technology and community.   The basic tenets from this research field can be applied to a 
range of e-government areas including government-to-government, government-to-business, and government-to-
citizen.  Therefore, practitioners can learn from digital divide research to determine what is meaningful demand to 
different individuals. Comprehensive strategies for e-government should not only aim at bridging the offer related 
ones (e.g., PCs in schools or renewing a driver’s license online) but need to also focus on demand related divides (or 
the differences among people in why, how, and when they use e-government programs). Since they have an indirect 
influence on the demand related gaps.  Knowing and acting on digital divide issues can help increase the success of 
e-government initiatives. 

Framing the Problem and Policy Alternatives.  Public managers’ assumptions about e-government and the digital 
divide will have an impact on the way problems are defined and the technological, social and organizational 
alternatives and solutions are elaborated (Kling, 1978).  While e-government research has made progress toward 
understanding the recursive nature of organizations, individuals and technology and how users in different contexts 
enact technology differently; e-government research has not progressed in theorizing the social nature of the 
individual and the public managers in those contexts.   

Policy scholars contend that “symbolic naming of a social problem,” such as the ‘digital divide’, is a central 
component in the process of public policy problem definition (Stone, 2002).  Digital divide scholars, especially 
those aligning themselves with Level 3 in Figure 7, believe that the term ‘digital divide’ is all together problematic.  
They contend that it carries with it a general misconception, portrayed in the media and in policy, that the only 
problem is ‘access to technology’.  For example, an instance of problem framing follows.  When policy debates and 
projects continue to use the broad term ‘digital divide’ the terms of the debate are shaped by the meaning of the 
symbolic name; for example, those who have access and those who do not.  However, when analyzing access 
availability (i.e., DSL coverage) between rural and urban users or analyzing access availability (i.e., DSL coverage) 
between different races, the problem definition shifts from a simple access problem to a geographical access or 
socioeconomic access divide.  The ways different political influences maneuver policy frames during the process, 
shapes alternatives and constrains identifiable solutions.  Digital divide scholars have opened up ways to perceive 
‘the problem’ differently and e-government researchers can apply this different conceptual lens to strategically 
address areas of policy and programmatic change. 

For instance, public managers can extend popular stakeholder analysis tools by making explicit not only managers’ 
interests, or those involved in e-government projects, but also make explicit how the problem definition was framed 
by public managers. For certain e-government initiatives, one should ask, what are the assumptions of stakeholders 
and public managers? The more successful e-government projects are in addressing the varying needs of citizens 
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from many different perspectives can only strengthen the likelihood that the e-government applications will be used 
and embraced.  The studies and insights from the digital divide literature can be used in the project management of 
e-government projects in a variety of different stages. For example, incorporating research in needs analyses.   

Creating, implementing and evaluating policies and programs.  Strategic vision plays an important role in 
coordinating and aggregating supply and demand.  E-government is not just about designing smart IT policies or 
functional systems (albeit these are both very important), it is also about coordination between the many projects 
that go on at all levels of government and society, because these all impact demand.  Therefore, policies and projects 
need some type of coordination effort in order to reach a critical mass that reflect meaningful demand.  

Public managers need to communicate and coordinate macro strategies and local strategies, in addition to the 
thinking through the short-term and long-term consequences and benefits of e-government projects and policy 
development among different communities.  The evaluation of two well-known policy solutions in the US 
demonstrates unintended effects with respect to the policies’ overall impacts on projects and programs.   For 
instance, the E-rate program in the US has wired almost all public libraries and schools, but the negative side shows 
that school districts are dependent on the funding, and the policy has produced disincentives to undertake 
collaborative projects (Servon, 2002).  Another example are Community Technology Centers (CTCs) in the US.  
CTCs bring the Internet to community centers, regardless of the socioeconomic status of neighborhoods, and while 
parts of the access gap have closed, other gaps have become more salient.  The new gap identified is described as a 
gap between suburban and urban CTCs’ solvency, level of advanced technologies used, technological literacy 
promoted and training emphasis (Servon, 2002). 

Considering e-government initiatives and the digital divide as complementary may result in a better understanding 
of the overall situation and work to create specific strategies accordingly. In addition, this may affect the ways e-
government programs are evaluated, tested, and implemented.  

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The goal of improving service quality was found in all the e-government policy statements examined in a recent international 
study (OCDE, 2003). Customer-orientation is one of the most prevalent ways in which governments have attempted to 
improve the quality of the services they provide to businesses and people. E-government initiatives do have the potential to 
deliver better services. However, some problems of access and use diminish this potential (Garson, 2004).  Scholars from 
different disciplines argue that there are many social groups that cannot enjoy the benefits of electronic services, or that 
cannot meaningfully obtain value from them (Mariscal, 2003; Mossberger et al., 2003; Norris, 2001; Warschauer, 2003).  
Some researchers suggest that e-government is related to the digital divide mainly through economic development (Castells, 
2000; Cresswell, Dawes, & Pardo, 2001).  Others think that inequality problems can be solved using multiple channels for 
delivering public services. For instance, Canada’s multi-channel approach is an attempt to deal with differences in access, 
preference, or income among citizens (D'Auray, 2003).  We argue that e-government and the digital divide should be seen as 
complementary social phenomena (i.e., demand and supply).  At this point research and practice in these two areas seem to 
be disjointed and few explicit intersections can be found.  For research, a more integrative approach can help to understand 
the complex and recursive relationships between e-government and the digital divide.  For practice, this new understanding 
has the potential to create a more comprehensive strategy that takes into consideration the alignment of e-government 
initiatives and digital divide policies such as access, education, and identification of individual needs. 

The conceptualization of the digital divide has important implications from a policy maker point of view. The effectiveness 
of policies implemented will depend to a large extent on the accuracy of the mental models adopted by public managers.  The 
digital divide should be considered the sum total of a number of demand and offer related gaps and that its determinants may 
vary across geographical areas and other variables (Ferro, 2005).  This suggests that policies aimed at reducing the digital 
divide, should consider the specific type of gap they are aiming to bridge and the multiple perspectives carried with them.  
Moreover, preliminary studies should be conducted in order to understand the specificities of the divide present in an area in 
which e-government initiatives will be implemented.  Virtual inequality can be a limiting factor in certain e-government 
projects and policies.  A more comprehensive view of e-government policies, one that takes into consideration supply and 
demand, can potentially increase the expected positive impacts of electronic government in society. 

 

 



Helbig et al.  Digital Government: Implications from the Digital Divide 
 

Proceedings of the Eleventh Americas Conference on Information Systems, Omaha, NE, USA August 11th-14th 2005 9 

References 

1. Adriani, F., and Becchetti, L. (2003). Does the Digital Divide Matter? The role of ICT in cross-country level and growth 
estimates: CEIS Tor Vergata. 

2. Benjamin, M. (2001). Re-examining the Digital Divide: Internet and Telecom Consortium, MIT. 
3. Bourquard, J. A. (2003). What's Up With E-Government? State Legislatures Magazine, National Conference of State 

Legislatures. Available: http://www.ncsl.org/programs/pubs/slmag/2003/303egov.htm [2005, April 6]. 
4. Brown, M. M. (2001). The Benefits and Costs of Information Technology Innovations: An Empirical Assessment of a 

Local Government Agency. Pubic Performance & Management Review, 24, 4, 351 - 366. 
5. Caffrey, L. (Ed.). (1998). Information Sharing Between & Within Governments. London: Commonwealth Secretariat. 
6. Castells, M. (2000). The Rise of the Network Society (Second ed.), Blackwell Publishers, Malden, MA. 
7. Castells, M. (2001). The Internet Galaxy. Reflections on the Internet, Business, and Society, Oxford University Press, 

New York. 
8. CEG. (2001). e-Government. The Next American Revolution. Washington, DC: The Council for Excellence in 

Government. 
9. Chin, M. D., and Fairlie, R. W. (2004). The determinants of the Global Digital Divide: A Cross-Country Analysis of 

Computer and Internet Penetration: Economic Growth Center Yale University. 
10. Cole, J. I., and others. (2004). The Digital Future Report: USC Center for the Digital Future. 
11. Compaine, B. M. (Ed.). (2001). The Digital Divide: Facing a Crisis or Creating a Myth? Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
12. Cook, M. E., LaVigne, M. F., Pagano, C. M., Dawes, S. S., and Pardo, T. A. (2002). Making a Case for Local E-

Government. Albany, New York: Center for Technology in Government. 
13. Crenshaw, K. (1999). Demarginalizing the Intersection of Race and Sex: A Black Feminist Critique of 

Antidiscrimination Doctrine, Feminist Theory, and Antiracist Politics. In K. T. Bartlett & R. Kennedy (Eds.), Feminist 
Legal Theory, Westview Press, Boulder. 

14. Cresswell, A. M., Dawes, S. S., and Pardo, T. A. (2001). Digital Government and Economic Development: 
Organizational and Political Issues. Paper presented at the Conference on Digital Government, Mexico City, Mexico, 
May 31 - June 1. 

15. Danziger, J. N., and Kraemer, K. L. (1985). Computarized Data-Based Systems and Productivity Among Professional 
Workers: The Case of Detectives. Public Administration Review, 45, 1, 196-209. 

16. D'Auray, M. (2003). The Dual Challenge of Integration and Inclusion: Canada's Experience with Government Online. In 
G. G. Curtin & M. H. Sommer & V. Vis-Sommer (Eds.), The World of E-Government, The Haworth Press, New York. 

17. Davies, T. R. (2004). Bypassing the Revolution. Could it be that e-gov was never on track to transform the performance 
of state and local governments? Governing.com. Available: http://governing.com/articles/10tech.htm [2005, April 6]. 

18. Dawes, S. S. (1996). Interagency information sharing: Expected benefits, manageable risks. Journal of Policy Analysis 
and Management, 15, 3, 377-394. 

19. Dawes, S. S., and Pardo, T. A. (2002). Building Collaborative Digital Government Systems. Systematic Constraints and 
Effective Practices. In W. J. McIver & A. K. Elmagarmid (Eds.), Advances in Digital Government. Technology, Human 
Factors, and Policy (pp. 259-273), Kluwer Academic Publishers, Norwell, MA. 

20. DeSanctis, G., and Poole, M. S. (1994). Capturing the Complexity in Advanced Technology Use: Adaptive Structuration 
Theory. Organization Science, 5, 2, 121-147. 

21. Ferro, E., et al. (2005). Urban vs. Regional Divide: Comparing and Classifying  Digital Divide. In Böhlen et al. (Ed.) 
(pp. pp. 81-90, M.), TCGOV 2005, LNAI 3416. 

22. Fountain, J. E. (2001). Building the Virtual State. Information Technology and Institutional Change, Brookings 
Institution Press, Washington, D.C. 

23. Garson, G. D. (2003a). Toward an Information Technology Research Agenda for Public Administration. In G. D. Garson 
(Ed.), Public Information Technology: Policy and Management Issues, Idea Group Publishing, Hershey, PA. 

24. Garson, G. D. (2004). The Promise of Digital Government. In A. Pavlichev & G. D. Garson (Eds.), Digital Government: 
Principles and Best Practices, Idea Group Publishing, Hershey, PA. 



Helbig et al.  Digital Government: Implications from the Digital Divide 
 

Proceedings of the Eleventh Americas Conference on Information Systems, Omaha, NE, USA August 11th-14th 2005 10 

25. Garson, G. D. (Ed.). (2003b). Public Information Technology: Policy and Management Issues. Harrisburg, PA: Idea 
Group Publishing. 

26. Gartner. (2000). Gartner Says U.S. E-Government Spending to Surpass $6.2 Billion by 2005. Gartner. Available: 
http://www.gartner.com/5_about/press_room/pr20000411c.html [2005, April 6]. 

27. Gil-García, J. R. (2005). Enacting State Websites: A Mixed Method Study Exploring E-Government Success in Multi-
Organizational Settings. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University at Albany, State University of New York, 
Albany, NY. 

28. Gil-García, J. R., and Pardo, T. A. (forthcoming). E-Government Success Factors: Mapping Practical Tools to 
Theoretical Foundations. Government Information Quarterly. 

29. Grönlund, Å. (Ed.). (2001). Electronic Government: Design, Applications, and Management. Hershey, PA: IDEA Group 
Publishing. 

30. Heeks, R. (2003). Success and Failure Rates of eGovernment in Developing/Transitional Countries: Overview. 
University of Manchester. Available: www.egov4dev.org/sfoverview.htm. 

31. Heeks, R. (Ed.). (1999). Reinventing Government in the Information Age. International Practice in IT-Enabled Public 
Sector Reform. New York: Routledge. 

32. Hines, A. H., Nelson, A., and Tu, T. L. N. (2001). Hidden Circuits. In A. Nelson & T. L. N. Tu & A. H. Hines (Eds.), 
Technicolor, New York University Press, New York. 

33. Ho, A. T.-K. (2002). Reinventing Local Governments and the E-Government Initiative. Public Administration Review, 
62, 4, 434-444. 

34. Holden, S. H., Norris, D. F., and Fletcher, P. D. (2003). Electronic Government at the Local Level: Progress to Date and 
Future Issues. Public Performance and Management Review, 26, 4, 325-344. 

35. Jarque Uribe, C. M. (1998). Aplicación de la Nuevas Tecnologías en las Administraciones Públicas. Revista de 
Administración Pública, 99, 1-23. 

36. Jenster, P. V. (1987). Firm Performance and Monitoring of Critical Success Factors in Different Strategics Contexts. 
Journal of Management Information Systems, 3, 3, 17-33. 

37. Kling, R. (1978). Value Conflicts and Social Choice in Electronic Funds Transfer System Developments. 
Communications of the ACM, 21, 8, 642 - 656. 

38. Kraemer, K. L., and King, J. L. (2003). Information Technology and Administrative Reform: Will the Time After E-
Government Be Different? Paper presented at the Heinrich Reinermann Schrift fest, Post Graduate School of 
Administration, Speyer, Germany, September 29. 

39. Kraemer, K. L., King, J. L., Dunkle, D. E., and Lane, J. P. (1989). Managing Information Systems. Change and Control 
in Organizational Computing, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA. 

40. Lamb, R., and Kling, R. (2003). Reconceptualizing the Users as Social Actors in Information Systems Research. MIS 
Quarterly, 7, 2, 197-235. 

41. Landsbergen, D., Jr., and Wolken, G., Jr. (2001). Realizing the Promise: Government Information Systems and the 
Fourth Generation of Information Technology. Public Administration Review, 61, 2, 206-220. 

42. Mariscal, J. (2003). Digital Divide in Mexico. Mexico City: Centro de Investigación y Docencia Económicas. 
43. Moon, M. J. (2002). The Evolution of E-Government among Municipalities: Rhetoric or Reality? Public Administration 

Review, 62, 4, 424-433. 
44. Mossberger, K., Tolbert, C. J., and Stansbury, M. (2003). Virtual Inequality: Beyond the Digital Divide, Georgetown 

University Press, Washington, DC. 
45. Norris, P. (2001). Digital divide : civic engagement, information poverty, and the Internet worldwide, Cambridge 

University Press, New York. 
46. OCDE. (2003). The e-Government Imperative, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris, 

France. 
47. O'Looney, J. A. (2002). Wiring Governments. Challenges and Possibilities for Public Managers, Quorum Books, 

Westport, CT. 



Helbig et al.  Digital Government: Implications from the Digital Divide 
 

Proceedings of the Eleventh Americas Conference on Information Systems, Omaha, NE, USA August 11th-14th 2005 11 

48. Orlikowski, W. (2000). Using Technology and Constituting Structures: A practice lens for studying technology in 
organizations. Organization Science, 11, 4, 404-428. 

49. Orlikowski, W. J. (1992). The Duality of Technology: Rethinking the Concept of Technology in Organizations. 
Organization Science, 3, 3, 398-427. 

50. Orlikowski, W. J., and Iacono, C. S. (2001). Research Commentary:  Desperately Seeking the "IT" in IT Research--A 
Call to Theorizing the IT Artifact. Information Systems Research, 12, 2, 121-134. 

51. Pardo, T. A., and Scholl, H. J. (2002). Walking Atop the Cliffs: Avoiding Failure and Reducing Risk in Large Scale E-
Government Projects. Paper presented at the 35th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Hawaii. 

52. Roldán, J. L., and Leal, A. (2003). A Validation Test of an Adaptation of the DeLone and McLean's Model in the 
Spanish EIS Field. In J. J. Cano (Ed.), Critical Reflections on Information Systems: A Systemic Approach, Idea Group 
Publishing, Hershey, PA. 

53. Servon, L. J. (2002). Bridging the Digital Divide: technology, community, and public policy, Blackwell Publishers Ltd., 
Oxford. 

54. Stone, D. (2002). Policy Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making, W.W. Norton & Company, Inc. 
55. Warschauer, M. (2003). Technology and Social Inclusion: Rethinking the Digital Divide, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 


