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ABSTRACT

The mid-1990s marked the widespread adoption of intranets by organizations to facilitate
communication between geographically dispersed organizational units. Since then the knowl-
edge barriers to adoption have been lowered by the emergence of advanced development tools
and later the availability of ready-made “intraner-in-a-box " packages as well ay an elevation
of the general awareness and knowledge of Internet/intranet technologies among users. Based
on an explorative study of intranet implementations in nine Danish and two South African
organizations, this article presents a taxonomy of four archetypes of intranet implementation
processes. The dimensions of the framework are sowrcing (in-house vs. outsourced implementa-
tion) and technology (development tools or packaged intranet products). Using the taxonomy,
we classifv the strategic choices of the case organizations and muke recommendations for
organizations using or producing intranet technology products.

Keywords: implementation madels, information infrastructure, intranel, intranet develop-
ment, intranet in-a-box, intranet sourcing, interpretive case studies, open stan-
dards, proprietary intranet technology, software sourcing

INTRODUCTION organization itself or even within a subset

Organizations continue to face the
communication challenges associated with
geographic dispersion. Many have turned
towards Internet technologies as a promis-
ing avenue to interlink geographically dis-
persed units with a uniform and rich com-
munication channel.

Organizations with a global presence
have been among the first to implement
intrancts—small versions of the Internet,
used purcly for communication within the

of its departments (Lyytinen, Rose et al.,
1998; Damsgaard and Scheepers, 1999;
Newell, Swan et al., 1999). Historically, in-
house personnel have developed these
intranets using quite basic development
tools. Correspondingly, large organizations
with plenty of in-house I'T and development
resources were the first to implement ad-
vanced intranets (Jarvenpaa and lves,
1996; Moeller, 1996: Bhattacherjee, 1997).

Despite the popularity of intranets, the
choice of sourcing strategy remains a com-
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plex decision. The ubiquity of intranet tech-
nology renders implementation decisions
(especially those with large-scale implica-
tions), a painful and risky area that fre-
quently produces expensive and poor IT
systems in organizations worldwide
(George, 2000).

During the early 1990s the intranet
phenomenon was in its infancy and intranets
were developed from scratch as the basic
knowledge about the technology had to be
“reinvented” (Attewell, 1992) by each or-
ganization. Since these humble beginnings,
much innovative activity has occurred on
the supply side of the technology (Zmud,
1984: Perez and Soete, 198R8). First, tools
for intranet development and maintenance
have increased in availability, diversity,
functionality and usability. This has put
intranet implementation well within the
reach of even small and medium-sized or-
ganizations, Second, ready-made “intranet-
in-a-box™ packages have emerged, en-
abling—in principle—any organization to
implement an intranet without much in-
house technical expertise at all. Third, the
rise in the use of the World Wide Web has
raised awareness and knowledge about
Internet/intranet technologies with rank and
file employees in most corporations. As
such, the question most corporations are
confronting 1s no longer “should we imple-
ment an intranet?” but rather **which kind
of intranet should we implement?” We
would like to suggest that an additional ques-
tion be asked, namely “How should we
implement an intranet?” We shall argue that
the latter consideration 1s especially cru-
cial in the context of globally dispersed or-
ganizations.

Similar to corporate websites that are
routinely re-launched with new designs and
functionality, existing intranets are rede-
signed, multiple eftorts are consolidated into
a single intranet, or intranets are scrapped

in their entirety as organizations roll out new
versions of the corporate intranet
(Orenstein, 1998; Sliwa, 2000). Our analy-
sis of implementation processes may be of
use to both first-time implementers and to
organizations with experience from one or
several previous versions of intranets in the
organization.

In this paper, we propose a frame-
work describing four different intranet
implementation strategies based on the
choice of implementation process (in-house
vs. outsourced) and the intranet architec-
ture (tailor-made using development tools
or recady-made using packaged intranet
products). We suggest this taxonomy to help
implementers contemplate different strat-
egies and we extend recommendations for
the implementation of an organizational
intranet based on the resources, core
competences, and capabilities of the orga-
nization.

In the following section, we outline a
number of characteristics of intranet tech-
nology that are pertinent to conceptualiz-
ing the technology’s organizational imple-
mentation. We then put forth our arguments
for the dimensions in our framework—the
choice of who implements or customizes
the intranet in the organization, and the
choice between a tailor-made intranet or
ready-made intranet architecture. As such
we isolate four different implementation
strategies that we explore in detail. We then
describe our research methodology, the
case organizations we studied, and the data
processing and interpretation. Using the
taxonomy, we classify the strategic choices
of the case organizations, discuss the find-
ings and make recommendations for orga-
nizations using or producing intranet tech-
nology products. We conclude with per-
spectives on the application and limitations
of the framework.
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INTRANET TECHNOLOGY
CHARACTERISTICS

In the following section we define and
outline a number of characteristics of
intranct technology. We do so because
intranets are interpreted and integrated in
organizations in different ways (Damsgaard
and Scheepers 1999; Newell, Swan et al.,
1999; Bansler, Damsgaard, et al. 2000;
Damsgaard and Scheepers, 2000). We con-
cur with research that argues for specific-
ity about the focal technology in informa-
tion technology implementation studies (e.g.,
Kling, 1991; Monteiro and Hanseth, 1995),
since the technology’s underlying features
often significantly impact its implementa-
tion.

Intranet Technology

Prior studies have attempted to pin-
point an accurate definition for the term
“intranet,” but since the technology contin-
ues to evolve, such definitions need to be
revisited periodically. Here we define an
intranet broadly in accordance with our
understanding of an evolving technology that
IS to a large degree socially constructed
(Hughes, 1987; Dahlbom and Mathiassen,
1993; Willlams and Edge, 1996). At the
same time we include a technical defini-
tional component that describes the cur-
rent protocols, standards and application
scope.

Intranets are based on established
Internet standards and are often preceded
in time by the organization's Internet
website. The experiences gained in devel-
oping the latter means that the technical
barriers of intranet implementation are usu-
ally low (Attewell, 1992). In addition,
intranets have been described as
“glueware” or “middleware.” since they
have the potential to interconnect hetero-

geneous systems (including legacy appli-
cations) through the browser and associ-
ated protocols and applications (Lyytinen,
Rose et al., 1998). We use the following
working definition of an intranet in this pa-
per:

An intranet is an information space
that supports exclusive sharing of informa-
tion among a prescribed community of us-
ers (typically members of an organization).
The space comprises a number of techni-
cal standards and platforms interconnected
in a network within well-defined security
boundaries. All information exchanges oc-
cur via a Web browser using the TCP/IP
and HTTP protocols. The intranet integrates
text-based information (typically in HTML
or XML format), rich multimedia content
and dynamic content (e.g., search results,
embedded scripts, interactive forums, trans-
actions with other organizational systems).
Existing computer-based systems can be
integrated with the intranet, with the
browser as the primary client interface.

Application Scope

Intranet technology is highly malleable
and the application potential of the tech-
nology has a very wide scope. Intrancts
tend to evolve in sophistication over time
(Coleman, 1997; Romm and Wong, 1998).
Initially the technology tends to be used
mainly for publication of static information,
but as the organization becomes more fa-
miliar with the technology, it may be ap-
plied for the more advanced application
possibilities. Typical applications include
corporate, departmental and staff home
pages, group calendars, product and em-
ployee directories, knowledge bases and
news services (from internal or external
sources). Further intranet applications can
include the reservation of shared resources
such as conference rooms, communication
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facilities such as embedded email and in-
stant messaging within the organization, and
workflow features such as ordering prod-
ucts from suppliers subject to the approval
of the employees’ supervisors, to name but
a few. Personalized to each employee, and
with interfaces to the organization's cus-
tomer databases, product information, etc.,
the intranet can become an enterprise in-
formation portal addressing many employ-
ees’ information needs (Markus, 2000).

Intranet Implementation

Since the early days of computeriza-
tion, much has become known about the
organizational implementation of computer-
based information systems and technolo-
gies. This knowledge 1s rooted in studies of
centralized computing systems (e.g., Nolan,
1973; Gibson and Nolan, 1974; Nolan, 1979;
Tornatzky and Klein, 1982; Markus, 1983;
Kwon and Zmud, 1987; Markus, 1987;
Srinivasan and Davis, 1987) and more de-
centralized information technologies such
as office automation, e-mail, groupware
(e.g., Hirschheim, 1986; Orlikowski and
Gash, 1994; Grudin and Palen, 1995;
Orlikowski, Yates et al., 1995; Ciborra,
1996: Dennis, 1996; Karsten, 1996). The
advent of the organizational application of
Internet-based technologics marks the ubig-
uitous computing paradigm (Lyytinen, Rose
et al., 1998). As an example of this class
of technologies, intranet implementation
suggests a departure from the traditional
IT implementation wisdom. Here we con-
dense the most relevant differences from
a number of literature sources.

Intranets may be implemented cen-
trally in the organization as the “corporate”
intranet, but units (such as divisions, de-
partments or functional groups) and even
individual employees often play an active
role in establishing “child intranets™

(Bhattacherjee, 1998, Lamb and Davidson,
2000). Thus in terms of scope, various “lev-
els” of intranets can coexist (Ciborra and
Hanseth, 1998) and the technology can in-
volve a wide range of organizational ac-
tors. Furthermore the different intranet et-
forts may only be loosely coupled (e.g., by
a single hyperlink). In this respect, the no-
tion of an intranet is interpretively flexible
(Orlikowski, 1992a) and different users may
ascribe very different meanings to what
they may perceive to be “the” intranet.

Quite often a “grassroots” intranet
implementation effort precedes a formal
organizational decision to implement an
intranet (Bhattacherjee, 1998; Lamb and
Davidson, 2000). In this respect, the start-
ing point of an organizational intranet 1s of-
ten difficult to pinpoint, and the process
emerges through a series of implementa-
tion initiatives that combine existing initia-
tives with novel ones. Likewise the imple-
mentation seems to be ongoing, since new
functionality and possibilities evolve over
time as the intranet itself and the support-
ing technologies mature (Damsgaard and
Scheepers, 2000). This is quite different
from traditional software implementation
processes that Lyytinen et al. (1998) and
many others characterize as a rational
lifecycle process that proceeds from de-
termining systems requirements, analysis,
design, and technical implementation to
systermns maintenance. In the following sec-
tion we describe four different approaches
to intranet implementation.

FORMULATING AN
IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

Implementation of an intranet is an
activity that has both technical and organi-
zational aspects. On the technical side, net-
work protocols, Web servers and other
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server applications must be in place, while
on the organizational side users’ interest
and involvement must be obtained and qual-
ity control mechanisms must be established
to ensure the value and reliability of the
content on the intranet (Markus, 1994,
Damsgaard and Scheepers, 1999).

The IS literature abounds with cases
of implementation process difficulties
caused by misalignment of system goals
and the applied means, and organizational
power struggles enacted through mforma-
tion systems projects (Markus, 1983, 1994;
Orlikowski, 1992b; Hanseth and Braa,
1999 Bansler, Damsgaard et al., 2000).
Unlike many other information systems, the
use of the organizational intranet 1s essen-
tially voluntary for the individual user. The
quality of the information content often
depends solely on the voluntary contribu-
tions of individual users and groups of us-
ers such as project tcams. Along with the
technological characteristics of intranets,
this makes intranet implementations very
sensitive to the circumstances of the imple-
mentation process. Thus, extra care should
be taken in deciding upon the implementa-
tion strategy for an organizational intranet.

We now examine two central facets
in the formulation of an implementation
strategy. First we examine the i1ssues of
whether to outsource the implementation
of the intranet or to implement it in-house.
Second we examine two intranet architec-
ture choices; one tailor-made from scratch
(using development tools) to the
organization’s specifications; the other a
customized version of a standard intranet
product (known as “intranet-in-a-box™
packages).

These 1ssues lead us to propose a 2-
by-2 framework consisting of four imple-
mentation strategies. Reflecting on the ex-
periences of the case organizations we
studied, we offer advice regarding the strat-

egy to choose given an organization’s needs,
core competences and available resources.

Implementation Process:
In-House or Outsourced

Due to the relative simplicity of
intranet technology, many organizations
have sufficient in-house competences to
address the technical challenges in the
implementation of an intranet (see e.g.,
Jarvenpaa and lves, 1996; Moeller, 1996;
Bhattacherjee, 1997). Exclusive use of in-
ternal resources, however, will not readily
allow the organization to benefit from the
experience, expertise and economies of
scale inherent to existing intranet products
on the market or vendors specializing in
intranet development (Attewell, 1992).

Software make-or-buy decisions need
to encompass both the strategic and the
tactical level as reccommended in the frame-
work suggested by Rands (1993). At the
strategic level the organization makes de-
cisions about investment or divestment in
capacity. At the tactical level the organiza-
tion attempts to optimize the allocation of
the current capacity by applying internal
resources to the projects where internal
expertise 1s most needed, and by purchas-
ing software projects from the outside
sources identified in the strategic level.

From a knowledge management per-
spective, an important issue is whether the
organization itself should take on the bur-
den but also reap the potential benefits of
the required learning. Scarbrough (1995)
outlines such choices as a continuum of
tradeoffs between social control over the
technical knowledge and economic ex-
change with other organizations.

Ourresearch shows that the in-house
implementation process is the default
choice 1n most cases. Often the option of
outsourcing the intranet implementation is
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not even considered, resulting in a de tacto
insourcing approach (Lacity, Willcocks et
al., 1996). Successful implementation us-
ing an insourcing process requires in-house
competences in computer networks, Web
technology and programming languages
used to interlink applications to the intranet.
In order to avoid bottleneck situations, staft
with the required competencies must be
able to dedicate sufficient person-hours,
and the organization must take on the
project management of the implementation.
The in-house implementation process fa-
cilitates freedom in the structure and con-
tent of the intranet, and the organization
reaps the benefit of organizational learning
about intranet technology.

Due to the explicitness of the costs,
outsourced implementations have a high
degree of management ownership. The
organization bears the costs of market re-
search in order to find the right contractor,
as well as contract negotiation and moni-
toring before and during the implementa-
tion. The technical quality of outsourced
intranet implementation projects is often
very high as the organization benefits from
the experience and economies of scale from
the outside contractors, As outsiders, the
contractors may offer alternative views of
the organization’s processes, acting as pro-
cess consultants. The organization may
consider this an advantage, but also an un-
welcome interference.

The organization must weigh these
factors against each other in the choice of
whether to conduct an in-house implemen-
tation or to outsource the implementation.

Intranet Architecture: Tailor-Made
or Ready-Made

In our research we observed two fun-
damentally different architectures of
intranets, differing in the degree to which

they are tailored to the adopting organiza-
tion. We term an architecture that describes
an intranet developed from scratch to suit
the organization at hand, the tailor-made
intranet. The other architecture describes
a commercially available intranet product
implemented in—and then customized to—
the organization; we call this architecture
the ready-made or instant intranet.

Since ready-madce intrancts support
mainly generic and uncomplicated work
processes, adapting a ready-made intranet
to the organization 1s much less problem-
atic than the adaptation processes for large
standard immformation systems such as En-
terprise Resource Planning systems
(Markus, 2000). For many organizations,
however, some level of adaptation and al-
teration will be required, increasing both the
initial cost of implementation as well as
subsequent maintenance and upgrade
COSIs,

Taillor-made intranets are imple-
mented using a wide range of tools and
technologies, and they are usually expen-
sive because the development costs are
amortized on a single organization. This
intranet architecture requires a high level
of technical knowledge and training of the
implementers. In most implementations a
considerable level of technical knowledge
and training is also required ot the content
providers, as they must use technical writ-
Ing tools to edit and publish content to the
intranet. The tailor-made intranet architec-
ture lends 1tself well to integration with ap-
plications that are already implemented in
the organization—the intranet becomes a
portal or gateway to existing applications.

The ready-made intranet architecture
delivers a collection of well-tested applica-
tions with proven functionality. The typical
price model is a low system purchase price
and additional licenscs paid per-user on a
bi-annual or annual basis. The licenses then

— -
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Table 1. Four Different Intranet Implementation Strategies

In-house implementation Outsourced implementation
Homemade intranet Tailor-made intranet
Tailor-made implemented by
architecture |(The do-it-vourself  Typel |Typell consultants
builder)
(The Crafisman)
Intranet-in-a-box Intranet-in-a-box
Ready-made | . .omivedbyinhouse 1YP€ HI | Type IV customized by outside
architecture | norconnel contractor
(The Engineer)
(The Traveling Fitter)

cover incremental upgrades to the standard
applications and functionalities. The orga-
nization must weigh the benefits of the ap-
plications with the fact that it will tie 1ts
processes to an inherently proprietary for-
mat, and that the organizational learning
from the use of the system will not be eas-
ily transferable to other information sys-
tems. With this architecture it 1s especially
important that the organization has per-
formed an analysis of technical and orga-
nizational requirements as well as market
research of available products in order to
ensure that the intranet package suits the
requirements. Ready-made intranets pro-
vide an integrated product with a simple
form-based user interface for handling the
tasks of both intranet administration as well
as the content updating, thus reducing the
technical skills demands placed on in-house
staff.

A Taxonomy of Four Types of
Intranets

The two dimensions outlined above
can be combined, i.e., for intranets imple-
mented either in-house or outsourced, the
organization can choose to implement ei-
ther a tailor-made or a ready-made intranet.
This leads us to suggest the framework of
four archetypes of intranet implementation
strategies depicted in Table 1.

As nicknames for the four implemen-
tation strategies, we chose four analogies
to real-world house maintenance tasks such
as carpentry or electrical work. The home-
made intranet (Type I) resembles the do-
it-yourself homebuilder who starts from
scratch and builds everything herself. The
outside contractor tailoring an intranet to
the organization (Type II) resembles the
craftsman or the professional builder who
draws on professional knowledge, experi-
ence and tools to solve the problems in situ.
The intranct-in-a-box customized by in-
house sources (Type IIT) resembles the en-
gineer who buys a product as an assembly
set and carries out the assembling herself.
The intranet-in-a-box with outsourced
customization (Type IV) resembles the trav-
eling fitter who installs and adapts prefab-
ricated components at customers’ loca-
tions. In subsequent sections we present
the four different strategies for implementing
an intranet. The characteristics of the mod-
els can be seen as a basis for intranet make-
or-buy decisions.

We conducted a field study to learn
which of the four strategies was being used.
We were also interested in observing any
differences between the companies and the
strategies they employ. We will first de-
scribe our field study and its rescarch de-
S1gTL.
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Table 2: The Organizations, Dates, and the Number of Interviewees in Each Organization

Organization Line of business (base Country Dates of Number of
country) interviews interviewees
| | User I elecommunications South Africa Dec. 1997-Jan. 9
1995; Nov, [Y9K
2| User Research and developmen South Afrca, [Jec. 1997 -Jan. |9
various 1998, Nov, |99K
internatonal
othces
3| User Manufacturing Globally Aug.  Oct 199% A
dispersed,
Head office in
Denmark
4 | User Sofrware developmeni ; Denmark Dec. 1998 &
5| User Cellular phone service provider Denmark Dec. 1998 5
6| User Public sector admimistraton Denmark Febh. 1999 |
7 | User Software development Denmark Feb. 1999 3
% | Provider Advertising and web H Denmark Feh. 1999 r
9 | Provider Consulting, web, and intranet Denmark Mar. 19949 2
10| User Software and facility management Denmark Mar. 1994 I
of IurE:: Sy 4lems
11| Provider | Intranet-m-a-box Denmark Apr. 1999 [
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY lines of businesses that were considered to

A multiple interpretive case study
design forms the basis for the findings in
this paper (Walsham, 1995). We chose nine
organizations in Denmark and two organi-
zations in South Africa. The study was
conducted between 1997 and 1999 with
informal follow-up studies in some of the
case organizations. Because of our inten-
tion to study not only the implementation
strategy but also the relationship between
company charactenistics and intranet imple-
mentation strategy, the participating orga-
nizations in the study vaned from medium-
sized organizations to large globally dis-
persed organizations (more than 70,000
employees) with very different core
competences. To concentrate our efforts
we selected in each organization a single
department or geographical location (be-
tween 20 and 700 employees) as our lo-
cus. We focused on the department/loca-
tion within the organization that had the most
significant influence on the organization’s
overall intranet strategy. The organizations
were selected because they spanned the

have the potential to be “first-movers” and
since they represented diversity in size and
geographical scope. The two South Afri-
can organizations were chosen since they
exhibited two of the most advanced
intranets in the country at the time of the
commencement of this study (1997-1998).
Additionally the participating organizations
represented both users and providers of
technology.

Table 2 outlines the specifics of the
interviews that we conducted 1n the orga-
nizations. Depending on the organization
(intranet technology user/provider) we in-
terviewed managers and developers in the
IT departments as well as end-users where
applicable. The inclusion of three intranet
provider companies added data regarding
development of both consultant-produced
intranets and an intranet-in-a-box product.
At the time of the interviews, the produc-
ers had implementation experiences from
approximately 50 customer organizations
combined. We conducted the most thor-
ough interview series during the early stages
of our research (1997-1998). As we fine-
tuned our interview approach, we became
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more aware of the pertinent research is-
sues (Star and Gerson, 1987), and 1n the
final six organizations we focused our in-
terviews on employees who were the per-
son or persons responsible for the organi-
zational or departmental intranct. By doing
so we were able to include a greater num-
ber of organizations in the study.

Data Processing and Interpretation

The theoretical reference we drew
on for the construction of our data collec-
tion instruments was Leavitt’s well-known
“diamond” model of organizations that pre-
sents organizational task, structure, tech-
nology and actors as highly interlinked or-
ganizational variables that must be ad-
dressed in any organizational change pro-
cess (Leavitt, 1964). If only one or two of
these variables are addressed, the results
are often unanticipated changes in remain-
ing areas as they compensate for the
changes. For example management may
introduce new structures in an effort to
make production more efficient, but unless
the people aspects are addressed, the
change may result in human resistance.

For the purpose of this study, we have
mapped Leavitt’s dimensions as follows.
The vanable of task is examined accord-
ing to Porter’s organizational processes
(Porter, 1985), the variable of structure is
examined using Mintzberg’s concepts of
organizational structure (Mintzberg, 1983),
the variable of actors i1s examined using
Schein’s work on organizational culture
(Schein, 1989), and for the vanable of tech-
nology we have applied the literature on
intranets, specifically intranet characteris-
tics and use modes (Damsgaard and
Scheepers, 1999) and the stages of intranet
maturity (Damsgaard and Scheepers,
2000). Based on the theoretical concepts
from this literature, we designed an inter-

view agenda to capture the intranct imple-
mentation process (see Appendix A). All
questions were open-ended to allow for a
rich and interactive discussion of the top-
ics. The interview agenda was also aligned
with other tested interview agendas de-
signed for similar purposes (cf. Scheepers,
1999; Bansler, Damsgaard et al., 2000).

A few pilot interviews were held with
practitioners in order to test the interview
guide, and as a result minor clarifications
were made to a few questions, and the or-
der of two blocks of questions was
changed. In the original agenda the ques-
tions about the intranet applications came
in the chronological order: past, present,
future. However, it turned out that the
interviewees were usually keener to talk
about the current systems first even when
asked about the past, so the order of these
questions was changed to: present, past,
future.

All interviews were tape recorded and
transcribed by the authors. Subsequently
the transcripts were coded according to a
coding scheme developed from the theo-
retical concepts of intranet and organiza-
tions that formed the basis for the inter-
view agenda. The coding process was nec-
cssary due to the semi-structured form of
the interview (Eisenhardt 1989; Silverman
1993). As the interview progressed, the
interviewees often backtracked and clari-
fied i1ssues that had been covered earlier in
the interview, or the interviewee’s answer
to a question prompted the interviewers to
ask questions outside of the interview guide,
or to encourage the interviewee to elabo-
rate on tangential answers.

During the coding phase a number of
measures were taken 1n order to increase
the validity of the findings of the study. Two
coders working independently coded each
interview transcript. Each coder marked
all the sentences or paragraphs in the tran-
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script that contained information relating to
one or more of the codes defined in Table
3. Upon completion of this phase, the two
coded versions of the transcript were com-
parcd, and any differences discussed
among the coders until agreement was
reached on the final coded version of the
transcript. The paragraphs pertaining to the
individual codes and sub-codes were then
extracted into temporary documents de-
scribing in raw form all the findings for each
organization according to the final coding
scheme. These documents were the foun-
dation of the final case descriptions and
were shared with the individual organiza-
tions for feedback and validation. Minor
corrections were needed in a few cases.

The cross-case comparisons and extrac-
tion of overall results were based on the
case write-ups. The gathering, transcrib-
ing, coding, and analysis of the interviews
comprised a workload of approximately 24
person-hours per interview,

The technology component (code 4,
see Table 3) had two sub-codes to encom-
pass the two different concepts of intranet
use-modes (Damsgaard and Scheepers,
1999) and the roles various actors play 1n
the implementation of the intranet
(Scheepers, 1999). The sub-codes for code
number 5 were created during the coding
process, as a considerable amount of in-
formation was available on the initiatives
taken by the organizations that could be in-

Table 3: The Coding Scheme Based on Leavitt'’s Diamond and Intranet Literature

B

1) Structure: Statements concerning the organizational structure as per Mintzberg (1983), ie.,
concepts such as the way work was coordinated, degree of decentralization, formalization of
work, organizanonal environment, etc.

2) Processes: Statements concerning the organizational processes as per Porter (1983), 1.e., con-
cepts such as interdepartmental communication, functional division of work, elc.

3) Culture: Statements concerning the organizational culture as per Schein (1989), 1.e., concepts
such as basic values, working environment, etc.

4) Technology: Statements concerning the organization’s intranet implementation and other infor-
mation infrastrucrure. Functionality that is implemented now, and functionality projected or
desired for the future.
4a. [Intranet use-modes (Damsgaard and Scheepers, 1999)
4b. Roles in relation to the intranet implementation (Scheepers, 1999)

5) Intranet implementation stages: Statements concerning the organization’s level of intranet
implementation (Damsgaard and Scheepers, 2000):
5a. Initiation
S§b. Contagion
S5¢. Control
Sd. Institutionalization

6) Implementation model: Did the orgamization employ own personnel and/or outside contractors
to implement the intranet?

7) Metheods: Did the work with the intranet technologies follow a predefined method, or were
working methods derived from the experiences with the intranet implementation?

8) Individual opinions and perceptions: Did the interviewees express their own personal percep-
tions of, or attitudes towards the intranet specifically or intranet technology in general?

9) Experiences and observations from other organizations: Did the interviewee have expen-
ences from observation of, participation in, or communication with other organizations employ-
ing intranet technologies?

10) Miscellaneous: Passages in the interview which seem important to the coding researcher, but
which do not fit any of the other categones.
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terpreted using concepts from an intranet
stage model (Damsgaard and Scheepers,
2000) that became available during the cod-
ing process. Code number 9 was originally
conceived as a way to capture the work
experiences of employees from intranet
developing companics, but it turned out to
be used in the coding of many of the inter-
views in general. Many interviewees had
prior work experience in other organiza-
tions that used intranets, or they participated
in professional or social networks with
people from other organizations to ex-
change intranet experiences. When cod-
ing for this category, we attempted to filter
out hearsay and anecdotal observations
based on the context of the statement and
the use of language (vague or specific).
Code number 10 was crucial in determin-
ing whether the codes had captured all vi-
tal information, and to flag the odd msight-
ful statement that did not warrant the cre-
ation of a whole new category.
Throughout the study there were pe-
riods of reflection and interpretation of the
evidence (Klein and Myers, 1999). This
often meant a number of circular passes
of working through the evidence in the light
of extant theory, revising the initial inter-
pretations until the final interpretation left

no remaining “‘anomalies’ in the case data
(Sarker and Lee, 1999). An overview of

the field study is depicted in Table 4.

THE FOUR INTRANET
IMPLEMENTATION
STRATEGIES

Type —Homemade Intranet
(The Do-it-yourself Builder)

We found the “homemade™ intranet
to be the most common of the implementa-
tion strategies by far; this was true across
the two countries, and across company size
and line of business. If the organization
chooses to develop a “homemade” intranet,
the employees must have certain technical
skills and expertise in areas such as web-
server technology, web development tools
and programming languages. The cost of
getting started is often opaque or hidden
for this strategy, typically due to a lack of
an official budget. The amount of time spent
on the project 1s hard to estimate, and it
increases as new ideas and functionality
requirements emerge. On the other hand
the “homemade™ intranet provides a good
opportunity to tailor the intranet to specific
local requirements, and the organization

Table 4: Overview of Implementation Strategies in the 11 Case Organizations

Organization Line of business Implementation strategy

! User Telecommunications Type 1, local Type IT implementations

2 User Research and development Type 1, local Type Il implementations

3 User Manufacturing Experimented with type III, but chose
a Type | implementation

4 User Software development Type 1

5 User Telecommunication Type |

6 User Public administration Type 1

) User Software development Type 1

8 Provider  Advertising and web Type 1, vendor of Type II

9 Provider  Consulting, web, and intranet Type 1, vendor of Type Il

10 User Software and facility Type 1, local Type Il implementations

management of large systems

11 Provider  Intranet in-a-box development Type 111, developer and vendor of

Type Il and Type IV
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does not have to accept approximations in
terms of adapted standard intranet solutions.

A potential problem we observed with
this implementation strategy is that the in-
ternal implementers and technically skilled
employees focus on their own ideas and
perceptions of the organization’s intranet
needs and tend to lack a holistic view. A
countermeasure against this problem 1s to
perform a formalized requirements analy-
sis for the intranet and to assemble an in-
terdisciplinary steering committee as rec-
ommended by Damsgaard and Scheepers
(2000).

In the larger organizations, we ob-
served a variant of this problem. When the
intranet becomes a manifestation of spe-
cial interest groups in the organization, the
result 1s multiple, often unauthorized
intranets used by geographically, function-
ally or operationally separated groups of
employees. The literature also has numer-
ous examples of this phenomenon, for ex-
ample in pharmaceutical companies
(Bansler, Damsgaard et al., 2000; Ciborra,
Braa et al., 2000; Damsgaard and
Scheepers, 2000).

The homemade intranet strategy
seems very inexpensive in the beginning of
the implementation process, easing the de-

cision to start the implementation. How-
ever the hidden costs from use of internal
compelences and resources can be high.
[f the organization holds the required com-
petencies, this strategy provides the high-
est potential for tailoring the intranet to the
organization’s requirements. However due
to the novelty of the technology, 1t 1s un-
likely that the internal staft has experience
from prior intranet implementation projects.
Hence, the resulting intranet functionality
does not have the benefit of being tested in
other organizations and the implementers
are prone to making mistakes that other-
wise could have been avoided.

We recommend this implementation
strategy for organizations with generic tech-
nical competences that wish to develop
specific intranet/Internet technology
competences, provided that the organiza-
tion has ample person-hours available for
the task. Organizations with non-standard
requirements and work-processes may also
find this strategy a good choice, as will first-
generation implementers who wish to gain
first-hand experience with the technology
before venturing into a large-scale imple-
mentation of intranet technology.

Our findings and recommendations
for intranet implementation type | are sum-

Table 5. Intranet Implementation Strategy Tvpe 1 — Homemade Intranet

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

Organizations that can benefit

from choosing type [ intranet

implementation;
work-processes

* Inexpensive in the beginning of the implementation process:
« Potential high degree of tailoring to the organization

» High hidden costs of use of internal competences

« Expertence from similar intranets unlikely

* The functionality of the intranet has not been widely rested
* Often results in a poor technical design

* Organizations with technical competence, that wish to develop
their own intranet technology competence
* Organizations with non-standard requirements and

« Organizations with high IT-expertise and/or large IT-departments
* First-generation implementers who wish to gain first-hand
experience with the technology before venturing into a

large-scale implementation
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marized in Table §.
Type Il—Tailor-made Intranet
Implemented by Consultants
(The Craftsman)

We observed this strategy mostly in
some of the larger organizations both in
Denmark and South Africa. Typically this
strategy was followed when the organiza-
tion needed specialized skills that it did not
possess 1n 1ts current I'T department, for
example artistic or journalistic skills. This
strategy allows the organization to benefit
from the consultants’ experiences from
similar projects aiding in the requirement
specification and development of an
intranet tailored to the organization’s spe-
cific neceds. The expertisc of the crafts-
man may “‘rub off” while she works in the
organization, whether organized as formal
training sessions or through informal inter-
action, making knowledge transfer a part
of the product transfer process (Attewell,
1992). We recommend that organizations
that do not have available human resources
or in-house skills to develop an in-house
solution consider outside consultants, An-
other reason for contacting expertise from
outside contractors may be low availability
or high costs of a knowledgeable workforce
on the market (King, Gurbaxani etal., 1994).

We believe that a downside to this
solution is the potential for lock-in, i.e., be-
coming too dependent on a single supplier
(Shapiro and Varian, 1999b). Most of the
organizations we talked to are aware of
this risk and seek to maintain control of the
project through such measures as ensuring
that open standards are used and that the
organization has ownership of the source
code of the delivered applications, thus
making it possible to continue the develop-
ment either in-house or using different out-
side consultants. For large implementation
projects, the organization may employ a dual
sourcing strategy to keep costs down by
having at least two consultant companies
compete for implementation and mainte-
nance contracts.

We found that the tailor-made intranet
strategy 1s likely to result in a technically
well-designed intranet suited for the
organization’s expressed requirements, Due
to the one-off nature of the implementa-
tion process, this strategy is best suited for
organizations that require specialized
intranet applications that are not available
in ready-made intranet products.

Our findings and recommendations
for intranet implementation type 11 are sum-
marized in Table 6.

Table 6. Intranet Implementation Strategy Type [I—Tailor-Made Intraner Implemented by

Consultanis

Advantages:

education

Disadvantages:

Organizations that
can benefit from

choosing type [I
intranet implementation:

« Little internal expertise is required

* Benefits from the consultants’ experience and expertise

= Likely to be technically well designed

* An opportunity to improve the internal competence through

* A nsk of becoming too dependent on one supplier
« Often an expensive solution

« Organizations with insufficient technical competence
* Organizations with non-standard requirements
* Organizations with no time to develop internal expertise

)
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Type 1ll—Intranet in-a-Box
Customized by In-House Personnel
(The Engineer)

Many of the companies indicated that
they were or had been considering buying
an intranet-in-a-box and letting in-house
personnel customize it (type Il strategy).
Especially the smaller companies saw this
as a promising possibility in the future when
replacing their first-generation intranet,
though they were concerned with the an-
nual licensc costs per employee. An
intranet-in-a-box solution offers several
benefits. The high level of functionality
means that the organization’s requirements
may be met by standard functionality or by
simple parameter adjustment of an intranet
product, requiring little application devel-
opment knowledge on the part of the orga-
nization, The organization must estimate the
extent of adjustments and alterations nec-
essary before the organization's require-
ments are met, and the result must be
weighed against the availability of internal
resources.

We observed a danger by commit-
ting to a particular intranet-in-a-box solu-
tion in that the organization will become
dependent on the supplier’s proprietary
product. This means that the organization
can become locked-in and must endure high
costs if it later chooses to replace the prod-
uct (Shapiro and Varian, 1999b). A good
example of lock-in for a type I1I intranet
implementation 1s the training of users and
system administrators. Such sedimentation
of knowledge (Scarbrough, 1995) about the
intranet product reduces the knowledge
threshold to intranet adoption and increases
the likelihood of success. But brand-spe-
cific training also leads to a lock-1n to the
product’s user interface, functions, and fea-
tures (David, 1985). The investment in build-

ing up skills to use the specific intranet rep-
resents sunk costs that make a future
switch to another intranet product more
expensive, Shapiro and Varian (1999a) rec-
ommend that this fact be used as bargain-
ing power in the contract negotiations with
vendors, since the future switching costs
of the customer represents an immediate
value to the vendor.

This implementation strategy lends
itself to organizations with organizational
processes similar to the standard processes
supported by the intranet product, provided
that the organization has sufficient re-
sources of skilled personnel to conduct the
customization and implementation in-house.
Most organizations with a nominal comple-
ment of [T staff would fall in this category.
Because of the users-based pricing model
currently associated with most intranet-in-
a-box products, this intranet strategy can
be quite expensive for larger organizations
with many users.

Our findings and recommendations
for intranet implementation type 111 are
summarized in Table 7.

Type IV—Intranet in-a-Box
Customized by Outside Contractor
(The Traveling Fitter)

We observed an intranet technology
vendor tatloring its intranet product and
expertise to address the needs of customer
organizations that purchase both a standard
intranet product and outside expertise to
perform the installation and implementation.
Not surprisingly, for the customer organi-
zation this implementation strategy com-
bines many of the advantages and disad-
vantages from the “‘tailor-made intranet”
(type I1) and “intranet-in-a-box™ (type I11).
Due to the architecture choice, the intranet
product will be based on thoroughly tested
advanced applications, and due to the
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Table 7: Intranet Implementation Strategy Tvpe III — Intranet-in-a-Box Customized by In-

House Personnel

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

licenses

Organizations that
can benefit from
choosing tvpe 111
intranet
implementation:

the intranet product

« Standard, thoroughly tested functionality
* A chance of sedimentation of knowledge (Scarbrough 1995) about the
product and its implementation

* Not tailored to specific requirements
* A risk of becoming too dependent on the vendor product
« Can be a relatively expensive solution for large organizations due to

« Some internal expertise 1s required for the implementation process

« Organizations with well-defined requirements
* Organizations with sufficient internal expertise to install and implement

* Organizations with standard requirements and
work processes that are modeled in the intranet products

choice of implementation sourcing, the
implementation effort will benefit from the
experience of the consultants. This imple-
mentation strategy 1s thus a quick route to
advanced, thoroughly tested intranet func-
tionality customized for the organization’s
requirements.

The consultants can deliver services
ranging tfrom minor alterations to the stan-
dard intranet product to fairly complex de-
velopment of new functionality for the
intranet. By using this implementation strat-
cgy, the organization can adjust its intranet
to more demanding requirements without
bearing the burden of the required leamn-
ing. The ultimate manifestation of a type
[V implementation strategy is to outsource
the maintenance and facility management
of the resulting intranet as well, thus fur-
ther reducing the demands on in-house
intranet technology competences. The
intranet server can physically be placed at
the organization’s premises or at a vendor’s
location, i.e., an application service provider
(ASP) setup.

The level of functionality and the
speed of implementation make this imple-
mentation strategy seem very useful and

accessible to many organizations, especially
organizations with low levels of technical
competence. The strategy can however be
very expensive, especially for large orga-
nizations with many users. In addition, it
holds the double danger of lock-in both to
the product and to the consultant company
(which may be the same or maintain close
ties for mutual benefit) (Shapiro and Varian,
1999a). The intranet-in-a-box provider in
our study reported that customers entered
into this commitment with open eyes, since
for the sake of continuity they would rather
be dependent on commercial companies
than on the training and retention of in-
house technical staff.

Our findings and recommendations
for intranct implementation type IV are
summarized in Table 8.

DISCUSSION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

For the majority of the case organi-
zations we studied, the “homemade
intranet” was espoused as the de facto
implementation strategy (see Table 4). We
believe this to be a result of several fac-
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Tuble 8: Intranet Implementation Strategy Tyvpe [V — Intranet-in-a-Box Customized by

Outside Contractor

Advantages:

the technical competence

Disadvantages:

and consultant fees

Organizations that
can benefit from
choosing type IV
intranet
implementation:

functionality

« Advanced standard functionality can be achieved quickly

« Thoroughly tested functionality

« A chance to either increase the internal competence (professionalism of
workers) through education (Scarbrough 1995) or alternatively to outsource all

« Benefits from the consultants’ experience with similar projects
* Likely to be technically well designed and implemented

* A risk of becoming doubly locked-in to the product and to the suppher
(Shapiro and Varian, 1999h)
* Can be an expensive solution due to initial purchase costs, product licenses,

« Organizations with demanding requirements regarding quality and

« Organizations with low levels of technical competence

tors. First, the high-tech line of business of
most of our case orgamzations lends itself
well to homemade intranets. Second, stan-
dard-intranets have only recently become
available while the user organizations in our
investigation were indeed chosen because
they have had intranets for several years.
As intranets lose their novelty and the
intranet users’ functionality expectations
increase, we expect that the choice of
intranet implementation strategy will be-
come more explicit and deliberate, leading
to greater diversity in implementation pro-
cesses actually applied. Anecdotal evidence
suggests that this has not happened yet
(Chu, 2002).

The ubiquitous nature (and loose cou-
pling between child intranets) associated
with intranet technology means that 1t 1s
quite feasible for different strategies to be
combined within the same organization.
Compared with much of the extant litera-
ture on intormation technology implemen-
tation, this 1s an interesting observation. We
found such a combination of strategies in
four of the case organizations. We attribute
this finding to the fact that in global (and

even decentralized pockets of the same
regional organization), different social con-
texts apply and hence different intranet
strategies may be (and possibly should be)
pursued concurrently (cognizant of the ad-
vantages/disadvantages as outlined). Al-
though there may be a central espoused
approach along the lines of one of the four
strategies, due to the ubiquity of intranet
technology and the flexibility in meaning
attributed to “the” intranet by the various
decentralized intranet role players, differ-
ent stratcgies can co-exist at ditferent unit
levels. One base cause for a multitude of
intranets in a single organization 1s merg-
ers between existing entities, each of which
bring in their existing intranet. Other causes
are “drift” from the ofticial, espoused strat-
egy as the technology 1s used in the organi-
zation (Cordella and Simon. 1998; Ciborra,
Braa et al., 2000), or the simple fact that
the enterprise information resources them-
sclves become fragmented (McMahon,
2000). These developments are especially
likely in larger, geographically dispersed
organizations.
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We thus position the four implemen-
tation strategies as archetypes. Organiza-
tions could use these as a basis to formu-
late either a dominant or a combined strat-
egy, dependent on contextual consider-
ations. We argue that larger and geographi-
cally dispersed organizations would need
to factor in a variety of contextual consid-
erations such as available internal techni-
cal expertise, core competence, the matu-
rity of the technology and cultural climatc
in their choice of strategy/strategies.

Some of the intranet implementation
projects we encountered were built using
the existing information infrastructures. In
other cases, however, the intranet projects
were implemented in part for reasons other
than the intranet itself. In several cases the
intranet implementation served to force
through infrastructure changes such as
unification of network protocols tfrom a
heterogeneous environment to a consoli-
dated TCP/IP environment or elimination
of legacy applications, or the intranet served
as a unifying project to roll out technology
training and awareness to all employees.
Both of these findings have been reaf-
firmed in other intranet implementation
projects unrelated to our study (see e.g.,
Zmud and Sambamurthy, 1997;
Bhattacherjee, 1998; Cope, 2001).

We did not notice much difference
between the large South African compa-
nics and the large Danish companies. They
all followed the homemade strategy with
some assistance of external consultants in
some critical areas. One observation worth
noticing in the South African companies
was the boycott of IT technology during
apartheid. We therefore expected that the
South African companies had to put a lot
of effort in catching up to, for example,
Danish companies. To our surprise we
found the opposite to be true. The Danish
companies had to abandon Lotus Notes in

favor of an intranet, whereas the South
African companies did not have a large 1n-
stalled base of existing systems and sup-
port structures that blocked the way of the
intranet. The lower knowledge barricr of
the intranet compared to older IT technolo-
gies also favors a speedy adoption of
intranet technology. This leads us to pro-
pose that for many organizations it 1s more
demanding to manage an existing informa-
tion infrastructure than it 1s to build a new
one from scratch.

Large and small companies initially
all followed the homemade strategy, but for
different reasons. The small companies
follow the homemade strategy because 1t
poses the smallest initial demand on local
resources, whereas the large companies
follow the homemade strategy because they
believe they have the necessary skills and
resources to successfully implement a
homemade intranet. We expect that the
paths of small and large companies will
separate later due to the following ratio-
nale. All evidence shows that the size and
complexity of the intranets grow over time,
increasing the resources required for main-
tenance efforts. In order to curb the com-
plexity and preserve uniformity despite lo-
cal initiatives, most organizations initiate
major upgrade or replacement projects for
their intranet. Scheepers et al. (2002) sup-
port the observation that periodic intranet
replacement/re-launch projects are quite
common. The small companies hope for
the intranct technology to become a
commoditized part of an office suite as the
technology matures and the market for
intranets grows. In the large companies the
continued maintenance of the intranet, in-
cluding development of applications, will
likely require a staff of developers, and thus
the costs of maintaining the development
in-house will be visible. At some point the
intranet will lose its status as a novel tech-

m—
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nology that is perceived to be easily man-
ageable. Instead the intranet will be viewed
as an information system just like any other
in the organization’s information systems
portfolio. The organization will then recon-
sider whether maintaining intranet devel-
opment capabilities in-house serves the
company best, or if an intranet product
should be purchased from an outside ven-
dor. The wide diffusion of intranet tech-
nologies has decreased or eliminated the
competitive advantage of having intranet
implementation knowledge in-house. We
suspect that the larger organizations will
thercfore gravitate towards type 111 intranet
implementations, as they will prefer ready-
made intranet suites and utilize in-house
expertise to adapt the intranet to the local
requirements, and to handle the continued
maintenance tasks of the intranet.

An observation that is worth noticing
is that the providers we interviewed all ex-
plained that their intranet platforms were
built upon open standards to satisfy their
customers. However the open standards
only guarantee that data in theory can be
extracted from the intranet in its simplest
text form, whereby the relationship be-
tween data elements will be lost. In reality
it may take considerable (down)time and
excessive efforts to move the contents from
one supposedly “open platform™ to another.
In further support of this observation, none
of the providers we interviewed reported
about any customers that had successfully
switched from their platform to a compet-
ing platform. We also did not encounter any
of the user companies expressing the need
for an ASP setup. The user companies
unanimously stated that the data should be
kept on the organizations’ own servers. The
strong link between the application and the
data suggests that companies may think that
they control the data, while in actual fact
they do not. We therefore caution that a

relationship with an intranet-in-a-box pro-
vider is “more like a marriage and less like
a date.”

In terms of cultural differences be-
tween the companics, our case studies
show that some of the organizations that
had the best prerequisites in terms of skills
and expertise developed intranets with a
poor technical design. This was quite puz-
zling and at first contradictory to what we
expected. A plausible explanation 1s that
the main factor was a relatively low knowl-
edge threshold, which led the implementers
to believe they were able to develop an
intranet solution without careful analysis
and planning. As a consequence, the ac-
tual implementation of the intranet often
occurred 1n spare time between scheduled
tasks, which led to a poor overall technical
design and project management.

Technologies ofter limited windows
of opportunity where different role players
can influence the technology and profit from
it (Perez and Socte, 1988). For intranets
the time of innovation has long passed, but
the technology has not yet become a com-
modity, and the need for mediating compa-
nies has not yet disappeared (Attewell,
1992). Indeed presently, intranet technol-
ogy appears deceptively simple. However
the required expertise (in technology and
usability design), implementation experience
and the actual person-hours required for a
successful intranet implementation are sub-
stantial. We therefore recommend that
user organizations, which currently face a
choice of implementation processes, avoid
homemade intranet implementations unless
the organization has already built up exten-
sive, successful experience through earlier
homemade intranet implementations.

We believe that the commodification
of intranets will occur as the evolution of
intranet technology continues, resulting in
the advent of large, commercial intranet
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products analogous to the commercial of-
fice software suites and Enterprise Re-
source Planning systems. If these products
are complex (similar to ERP systems), their
customization to user organizations will be
a thriving enterprise for implementation
consultants and specialists, whereas the
knowledge threshold for user organizations
will be all but eliminated if the products get
commodified to something similar to office
application suites.

Software houses that produce intranet
in-a-box solutions have until recently en-
joyed a market with only very few partici-
pants on the supplier side, This situation
has changed, and competition has in-
creased. We believe that conventional mar-
ket strategies can readily be extended to
apply to the intranet market, and accord-
ingly the suppliers should diversify their
products with regard to product features
and market segments. This way they can
seek to avoid commodification and instead
achieve customer lock-in (Shapiro and
Varian, 1999b).

CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have developed a
framework that distinguishes four differ-
ent intranet implementation strategies. The
taxonomy encompasses the architecture of
the intranet (standard product or custom
built) and the personnel implementing the
intranet into the organization (in-house or
outsourced). The framework consequently
depicts four types of intranet implementa-
tion strategies: 1) homemade intranet, 2)
tailor-made intranet implemented by con-
sultants, 3) intranet-in-a-box customized by
in-house personnel, and 4) intranet-in-a-box
customized by outside contractor. In a mul-
tiple explorative case study of 11 organiza-
tions supported by a literature review, we
have found the homemade intranet to be

by far the most common.

On a practical level the four intranet
implementation strategies have different
qualities that make them suited and attrac-
tive for different types of organizations. By
using our framework, organizations can
readily consider which implementation pro-
cess or strategy is better suited to their situ-
ation. Organizations may benefit from al-
ternating between the implementation strat-
egies, and even by pursuing different strat-
egies concurrently in accordance with the
available internal technical expertise, core
competence, maturity of the technology and
contextual considerations. However, we
warn organizations of the risk of lock-in
inherent in all strategies except the home-
made intranet.

We hope to extend the results of this
investigation to other areas of emergent
Internet technologies. Most modern orga-
nizations will be faced with a number of
similar choices in the near future as more
new communication technologies become
available and popular. For example organi-
zations will be faced with sourcing deci-
sions for implementation of the
organization’s extranet, WAP and/or i-mode
services, as well as the question of timing,
1.e., if these applications should be bought
on the market only when the technology is
sufficiently mature or if they should be
implemented early in order to achieve a
(temporary) competitive advantage over
non-adopters.
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available upon request from the authors.
a) Information about the ntervicwee:
b) Information about the inlerview:
Date, place, duration, and interviewer
¢) The intranet in the organization

the intranet

d) The intranet in the past

first use of the intranct

¢) The intranet in the future
interviewee's vision of intranet use

[) Organizational structure

g) Organizational processes

h) Organizational culture

this culture is based

APPENDIX A - INTERVIEW AGENDA

Relow is the abridged puide we used for the interviews. The interviewees were given an abbreviated version
of the interview agenda well in advance of the interview. The full version ol the interview guide is

Name, age, title, organization, department, and contact information (phone and email)

Purpose: To collect information about the current organizational intranet and the interviewee's use of

Purpose: To collect information about the inception of the organizational intranet and the interviewee’s

Purpose: To collect information about the perception of the organizational intranet in the future and the

Purpose: To 1dentify a number of characteristics of the organizational structure and to determine the
function and role of the interviewee in the organizalion

Purpose: To gather the inlerviewee's views and opinions on the processes which exist in the organization,
l.e., the workflows which lead to the orgamzation’s products

Purpose. To gather information about the organizational culture, values, and basic assumptions on which

Olsen who was a co-author of an earlier
version of this article. This research was
carried out as part of the PITNIT project.
PITNIT is supported by the Danish Re-
search Agency, grant number 9900102.
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