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Abstract

A major challenge for European governments is solving the dilemma of increasing security and
control of international trade, while at the same time reducing the administrative overhead. The EU
focuses on the introduction of paperless IS to tackle this. In order to really bring benefits for both
parties and address the dilemma, it becomes increasingly important that governments and businesses
look for alternative innovative solutions that go beyond simply replacing paper-based systems with I T.
However the EU works with a predefined, long-term agenda which is linked to the EU legidation.
Even if such alternative innovative solutions are developed, they are doomed to fail, if a network of
powerful actors is not (or is inappropriately) mobilized to bring the desired change up to the
legidative level. There is only limited understanding about how such networks can be mobilized. In
this paper, we investigate the Beer Living Lab (Beer LL) pilot project applying the collective action
model of ingtitutional innovation of Hargrave and Van de Ven. The model appears to be an interesting
lensto analyze the eCustoms devel opments.

Keywords. eGovernment, ICT adoption, EU, ingtitutional innovation, collective action, dialectics

1 INTRODUCTION

Governments are key players in the arena of crosdeb trade. The customs and taxation offices are
mostly concerned with defining the regulations tmigathe businesses, controlling the flow of goods
and collecting duties. In the European Union, oriethee key objectives is to improve the
competitiveness of European businesses in intemealtitrade. However, businesses often consider
interaction with the public sector as an adminiateaburden (Fountain and Osorio-Urzua, 2001). At
the same time, EU governments are concerned wstlessof health, safety and security, and fraud
prevention. Constantly, new customs proceduresdandments are introduced, a latest example being
the strict security requirements as a result ofl 9i¢hich pose an additional burden on companies.
This reflects one of the major dilemmas of the Elwegnments i.e. how to reduce the administrative
overhead, while at the same time preserving théraloand security requirements. Two stated long-
term goals of eCustoms development in Europe, ritreduction of Single Window and Authorized
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Economic Operators, are central in solving thiemiina (see e.g. COM, 2003; DG/TAXUD, 2004).
Single Window (SW) services are intended to endhlsinesses to conduct all interactions with
customs via one point (preferably online). AuthedzEconomic Operators (AEO) are certified
businesses that because they can constantly staavihiby are secure, are granted simplification of
their Customs interactions. These measures sheattitb significant reductions in the administrative
load, improved customs’ control procedures, andnope possibilities to make e.g. improved risk
analysis to secure and enable cross-border trade.

Process redesign and use of ICT are widely perdesgekey components of a solution for public
sector institutions (Andersen, 2004). If we looklat long-term plans of the EU, humerous EU-wide
systems are already being developed and will bedated in the near future. Although the vision of
SW and AEO are on the political agenda, the curpeattice is often that such EU-wide systems for
cross-border trade are implemented only for theogge of reporting to the authorities and do not
serve any commercial purposes. As such, they int®dmarginal improvements rather than
substantial gains in reducing the administrativelbn and preserving the control and security.

It becomes increasingly important that governmesmsl businesses jointly look for alternative
innovative win-win solutions. Such cooperation heereis hardly visible in the eCustoms practices in
the EU, where government is usually imposing thesiuThe main problem is that even if such
innovations are developed bottom-up, the EU letiias often a major barrier for their subsequent
adoption. Furthermore, the EU works with a predsfinlong-term agenda for the development of
eCustoms systems, which is very difficult to infige or change. Thus even if alternative innovative
solutions are developed, they are doomed to fad, network of powerful actors is not (or is
inappropriately) mobilized to bring the desired rgj@ up to the legislative levellhe main objective

of this paper is to provide insights into how to understand how such a network is mobilized as an
attempt to ingtitutionalize an eCustoms innovation.

To address this problem, we use the collectiveoaathodel of institutional innovation of Hargrave
and Van de Ven (2006), which is based on the dialecotor of change. The dialectic motor focuses
on how an established thesis is confronted withranthesis to lead to a synthesis, which becoimes t
thesis for the new dialectic cycle (Van de Ven &atle, 1995). The model is applied in an empirical
setting which we label the “Beer Living Lab” (BekL). The goal in the Beer LL is to come with
innovative ideas and solutions as to how to sdieeeiGovernment dilemma. Overall, this exploratory
paper focuses on gaining an understanding of whethd how the collective action model of
institutional innovation proposed by Hargrave argh\de Ven (2006) can be used to make sense of
the interactions between governments and businésgmsng about eCustoms innovations. We will
address some initial practical implications emegdiom our analysis, but our main contribution here
lies in bringing an alternative dialectical perdpexinto the field of eCustoms.

The remainder of this paper is structured as falow part two, we provide a brief overview of tfie
innovation literature and we propose to take a nmrement perspective on studying innovation by
using the collective action model. In part three, discuss the Beer LL pilot. Building on this sfieci
case, we are able to gain better understandingwfdollective action is mobilized. We end the paper
with reflections on the suitability of the collesi action model for gaining insights in eCustoms
development and implementation.

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 IT innovation

The concept of innovation and the adoption of iratmns is extensively explored in the IS research
(see for example lacovoet al., 1995; Fichman, 2004). We cannot provide an albempassing
overview here, but we will highlight elements toilduour case for applying a collective action
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perspective. A widely accepted definition of andwation is “... an idea, practice, or object that is
perceived as new by an individual or other unitadbption” (Rogers, 2003, p. 12). Especially the
concept of innovation as a practice and in pamicehanges in practices caused by IT innovation
adoption has caught the attention of (IS) reseaschi@ce decades. Prominent examples include the
organizational adoption of a financial accountiggtem (Markus, 1983), the adoption of CT scanners
in the American hospital environment (Barley, 19&6)d the study of the massive diffusion of BPR in
the 1990’s (Newelkt al., 2000). In these cases it has been recognizedht@atoncept of innovation
might not be as stable as suggested by Rogers 28@3concur that innovations are not fixed ergitie
but that they are subject to interpretation, evaver time, and require interactions among differen
counterparts, where the innovation gets shapedsbhadopters (Newelt al., 2000, Walsham and
Sahay, 1999).

IT innovations are predominantly studied from amregnic-rationalistic model (Attewell, 1991,
Fichman, 2004). Alternatively, based on an extenditerature study on IT innovations, Fichman
(2004) proposes several qualitative perspectivas ¢hn be taken, including management fashions
(c.f. Abrahamson, 1991) and mindful innovating .(cSwanson, 2004). Investigations from a
communications and learning perspective concentgratamforming and influencing people regarding
the innovation, and learning about it (Attewell 919 The focus is - similarly to for instance Soft
Systems Methodology - on creating and sustainiryesh understandings. We acknowledge that
communication and learning are important. Howeveralgo would like to stress that in the context of
eCustoms, where legislation plays a crucial roletfie adoption of the innovation, it is essent@l t
include an additional perspective in the analysisich acknowledges that it is essential to achieve
collective action as well. This is a different pees and deserves separate treatment and attention.

Furthermore, eCustoms innovations take place inngr-organizational network but unlike the
innovations studied from an industrial network peive (e.g. Hakansson and Waluszewski, 2002),
obviously government-business interactions areuaiar aspect here. There are studies that focus on
the role of government in the diffusion of innoweti For example, Kingt al. (1994) identified six
types of institutional intervention that the pubkector may employ to stimulate adoption and
diffusion of innovations. Although the public secfdays a central role in the diffusion of eCustoms
by issuing rules and regulation, we find that ttaerfework of Kinget al. (1994) is limited to explain
the developments that we observe in eCustoms,igsiitidirectional in the sense that the assumption
is that government sets the agenda for institutiehange by issuing rules and regulation which
adopters adapt to.

To reveal the complex interactions that take piaceCustoms innovation where both business and
governments form part of the inter-organizatiorddtionships we find useful to adhere to the naion
of social construction of technology approach (é2gch and Bijker, 1987) which stresses the
multiplicity of social groupsinvolved in the process of technological developtrend the diversity

of meanings they attach to technology. A majotiquig to this approach is its emphasis on consensus,
which implies that conflicts are dysfunctional pberena, something to be avoided or resolved. Yet,
controversy and conflict can also be seen as tk& lmd innovation. Benson (1977) provides some
abstract pointers in this direction, as he arghatsdialectical conflicts enable people to idenlifyits

and opportunities and the conflicts can be a sooirceeative tension as well.

In dialectical processes, the current thesis ofitut®nal arrangement (A) is challenged by an

opposing group espousing an antithesis (Not A) lisiets the stage for producing a synthesis (Non
Not A). This synthesis becomes the new thesisaslitiiectic process recycles and continues (Van de
Ven and Poole, 1995). Dialectical conflicts in terof both interests and understandings are highly

1 Actor Network Theory stresses the notionaofants which includes non-human actors and more distiabtifocuses on
heterogeneity, agency, and power relations (e.g, 1892). In our present analysis we put more emighan how parties
were linked and less on how technologies got emdxddd the network. However, we do consider it usébu further
research to pay more attention to the technologicadedding.

2137



likely to occur in relation to eCustoms innovatioBgcause for instance legal forces interplay with
ways in which innovations are developed and diffiusthe pre-existing legal basis needs to be
challenged. The complexity of this is tremendousabse customs-related legislations are built on
consensus of the EU’'s member states. In our siiwatvhere the solution is developed outside the
direct influential sphere of the EU, the complexgeven greater.

The need to escape the paradoxical situation &f et on-going dialectics and the need for colecti
action sparks our interest in a recent paper irclwhiargrave and Van de Ven (2006) propose an
interesting perspective which takes into accourghsmultiplicity of actors in the processes of
mobilizing collective action for institutional inmation.

2.2 Thecollective action model of institutional innovation

In their review of the literature on institution@novation and change, Hargrave and Van de Ven
(2006) conclude that although the scholars havensitely examined how organizations adapt and
conform to institutional environment pressures mdeo to achieve legitimacy there is still little
understanding about the generative processes t¢déctioé action through which institutions or
institutional norms based on innovations are credfée encountered similar issues when we tried to
understand eCustoms innovations, as we observedhihdegal changes are of prime importance for
an innovation to succeed. To fill this gap, Hargrand Van de Ven (2006) introduce the collective
action model of institutional innovation. The mods based on the technology innovation
management and social movement literature.

The primary concern of the collective action moafahstitutional innovation is how new institutidna
arrangements emerge from interactions among irperdient partisan agents. The collective action
model “examines the construction of new institusidghrough the political behaviour of many actors
who play diverse and partisan roles in the orgdiuizal field or network that emerges around a docia
movement or technological innovation” (Hargrave areh de Ven, 2006, p. 868). The collective
action model builds on the dialectical theory odiche.

There are four central elements in the collecticioa model, (1)the framing contests, (2) the
construction of the networks, (3) the enactment of ingtitutional arrangements and (4)the collective
action processes. The framing contest calls attention on the cogatind manipulation of the meaning
of issues. Hargrave and Van de Ven (2006) give pkesrfrom social movement theory where they
illustrate that the success of the activists depdnon how they have positioned and framed their
solution. The construction of the network discusties organizing forms and resources that the
activists have employed to pursue change. It iseatghat it is important to focus on both bottom-up
and top-down organizational processes and thagnlaging of a network of operational actors is as
important as ensuring the political support and m@ment. The enactment of institutional
arrangements refers to the efforts of activistshallenge and alter “political opportunity struesit.
The political opportunity structures are furtheerseas formal and informal political conditions that
encourage and discourage the movement activity (Dath 2002). Finally, with insights from the
technology innovation literature, Hargrave and \#nVen discuss the collective action processes,
which describe the contested political processutinowhich new technologies emerge. Based on the
dialectic theories, Hargrave and Van de Ven ardwa innovation occurs when challengers gain
sufficient power to confront and engage incumbeRtsthermore, Hargrave and Van de Ven argue
that conflict, power and politics are central te tialectical theory of change. Conflict is seernhas
core generating mechanism of change, power is¢hessary condition for the expression of conflict
and political strategies and tactics are the mégnshich parties engage in conflict. Furthermohe, t
authors concur with Coser (1957), that conflictsloet only generate new norms and institutions but
it also stimulates economic and technological dgwakent.
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3 METHODOLOGY

The case study presented here is the “Beer Livedy’ Ipilot project (Taret al., 2006). It falls within

an interpretative, processual tradition (Markus Botbey, 1988, Walsham, 1993). The Beer LL is part
of the EU-funded ITAIDE research project. Its goal is to propose innoeatsolutions for
eGovernment in the context of cross-border tradeir FEuropean Living Labs provide the real-life
settings in which the eCustoms solutions are dgegleand their broader influence on diffusion and
adoption will be investigated. Whereas the driviihgyers of each Living Lab are based in the same
country, they also involve a broad international itwork.

In the Beer LL, the Dutch brewery is a large moktional company exporting both within the EU and
across European borders. The Dutch Tax and Custovesy proactively involved in the development
of other EU-wide systems and members are involvethé EU strategy and legislation. The main
technology provider is a large multi-national atsl different sites in Europe were involved in the
development of the Beer LL solution. A Dutch unsigr has the role of principal investigator in the
Beer LL. Furthermore, the Living Labs draw uponteathers experiences and an international group
of technology providers, businesses, governmergrozrgtions and researchers take part in the project

The main data collection was done in the period ity - September 2006. Data were collected from
different sources in order to gain a comprehengigture of the case: participation in full-day
brainstorming sessions, individual interviews withe Beer LL participants, observations and
document analysis. Texts reviewed ranged from Elityp@ocuments, EU documents on export of
excise goods, internal reports of DTA, project mepdrom the Beer LL, to mention a few. Over the
period of the data collection, 16 semi-structuneigriviews were carried out lasting between 1 and 3
hours each. The goal of the interviews was to gabetter grasp of the problem area and situations
perceived by the different participants, and toaobthistorical data about the pre-Beer LL stage.
Based on the interviews, a report was producedhwhis sent back to the participants to verification
and feedback. In addition 7 general meetings inotycll the Beer LL participants were attended,
each lasting between half a day to one day. Twihe@fiwuthors of this paper were actively involved in
the Beer LL and maintained frequent (weekly) intéams with the other Beer LL participants via
face-to-face meetings, telephone and e-mail. Almadktgeneral Beer LL meetings and formal
interviews were recorded and meeting notes or ragaf meetings were made. Due to the large
number of meetings and recorded material, thesee waty partially transcribed. The combined
detailed materials were used as a basis for tHgsasia

Table 1 summarizes the Beer LL case in general stesimthe collective action perspective on

institutional change of Hargrave and Van de VenO®O0 The table reconfirms the idea that it is

suitable to investigate the Beer LL using the atile action model, as dimensions relate closely to
the developments that we observe in the case.

The goal of the data analysis was to see whetleemitdel proposed by Hargrave and Van de Ven is
applicable to explain some of the eCustoms devetmpsnthat we observe in the Beer LL. To
summarize, the theoretical constructs of the madelframing contests, construction of the network,
enactment of ingtitutional arrangements, andcollective action processes. For the data analysis we used
these constructs as a ‘sensitizing device’ (Kleid Blyers, 1999). We subsequently also used them to
structure the presentation of the case analystesSsetion 4).

Our materials provided us both with “empirical fiteand a manner in which we could investigate the
usefulness of the theoretical model for understap@Customs innovations. In the analysis and the
presentation of the findings, we have aimed toyapi@ guidelines of Klein and Myers (1999), though

2 ITAIDE stands for “Information Technology for Adbpn and Intelligent Design for E-Government” ascan EU-funded
project from the 8 framework program.
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space prevents an elaboration on this here. Weoadkdge that investigating the innovation
processes in the Beer Living Lab with one perspeatiecessarily entails ignoring others. During our
analysis we identified examples where the constratthe collective action model may sometimes be
insufficient and we propose some further extensitm®ur broader research context of the ITAIDE
project, we have established a set of interreliiethes and theories that we combine to yield a more
holistic perspective. That can give us elaboraseghts in the nature of eCustoms innovations within
the setting of a public-private partnership like ttiving Labs (cf. Van de Ven and Poole, 1995). The
paper presented here is part of this broader refssatting.

Dimension | Collective action TheBeer Living Lab

Question How do institutions emergg Our central research question
to facilitate or constrain How does the Beer LL emerge as a new power basegalith the EU and
social movements or national administrations) to try to challenge tRkesting approaches for
technological innovations?| development of EU-wide Customs and Taxations system

Focal Networks of distributed and The Beer LL network consists of the following kdgyers:

institutional | partisan actors in an inter- | -  a large beer producer

actors organizational field who are -  the Dutch Tax and Customs
embedded in a collective | -  technology providers
process of creating or - auniversity
revising institutions The network works on revising/shaping the currefes and approaches to

customs and excise procedures and the role of #mk to challenge the
current approach for EU-wide system developmentfoss-border trade.

Generative | Recognition of an Recognition that the current approach for EU-wigitesms development
mechanism | institutional problem, does not bring the sufficient reduction of the ausirative burden and
barrier, or injustice among| benefits for neither the companies nor the puldimiaistration The Beer LL
groups of social or technical network works towards creating an 1S-driven win-situation

entrepreneurs

Process: Collective political events | The collective political events dealing with proses of framing the Beer LL

event dealing with processes of | solution, mobilizing the wider network of suppos@f the Beer LL ideas

sequence | framing and mobilizing and mobilizing the current political opportuniti@sinstitutionalize the Beer
structures and opportunities LL solution. A confrontation between the EU apptoéihe thesis) and the
for institutional reform alternative approach proposed by the Beer LL (tliethesis).

Outcome Institutional precedent, a | Not yet identified, because the Beer LL is stilpirocess. In our analysis, wg
new or changed working | provide an overview of how the Beer LL currentlywe®ps towards a new
rule, an institutional synthesis.
innovation

Table 1. Characterization of the Beer LL along the dimensions of the collective action

per spective on ingtitutional change (adapted from Hardgrave and Van de Ven, 2006).

4 ANALYSISOFTHE BEER LIVING LAB

The focus in the Beer LL is to analyze how ICT $iolos can support the administration of export of
excise-free goods (excise goods are special tavedsglike alcohol and tobacco, but in certain
situations companies do not have to pay the exdidg)reports indicate that there is huge fraud with
the export of excise goods, amounting to approxeigaB-9 % of the total annual excises (COM,
2006). It has been concluded that the current papsed system does not work well and it is
recommended that a computerized system is set dgalowith this (DG/TAXUD, 1998).

4.1 Thessand anti-thesis; EU approach vs. Beer Living Lab approach

The European Commission has initiated the developroka new information system solution, the
so-called Excise Movement and Control System (EMC8Bg EMCS is intended to satisfy two goals:
first, to be a high-level specification of a natblatabase for excise data in each European gountr
second, to be an international message standaekétianging data between all the EMCS compliant
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systems in member states. The changes to the dggisiation to accommodate for the computerised
system, as well as the EMCS system specificatiomslaveloped at EU level with representatives of
the Customs and Tax offices from all 27 membeestdEach member state administration (MSA) will
need to implement an EMCS system according to thkel&fined specifications. In the Netherlands,
there is already a project team in place at thelbdiax and Customs Administration (DTCA). The
project members are involved at the EU level, mgkiacisions about the legislation and requirements
with respect to the EMCS, and they are responsible the national implementation. The
implementation is planned to be realized aboutd&s/&om now (2009).

There are fundamental differences in the way ther B¢ approaches the problem, as well as the
solution that it ultimately proposes. The EU appletraditional top-down mode of regulation where
businesses have no decision power. In contragfieiBeer LL, businesses (a large beer producer), th
authorities (Dutch Tax and Customs Administrati@f,CA) and the technology providers work
closely together and jointly contribute to the demi-making process.

While the EU approaches the problems by each tmducing a separate system for changed
legislations, the way of thinking in the Beer LL tis follow a more holistic approach. The main
starting point is that the information providedtbe authorities is often to a large extent simitar
each transaction. The Beer LL questions the assamgitat you need a separate system for VAT, for
transit, for excise etc. and argues that a comgaoyld supply the information once, and then access
to this information can be provided to all the feted authorities. This solution is very muchiire |
with the EU vision of Single Window. In principlee innovation could make the EMCS obsolete, but
that is not the goal. We will elaborate on that thexhen we discuss the key constructs of the
collective action model in more detail.

4.2 Towardsasynthess: CollectiveactionintheBeer LL

421 Framing contests

Framing contests call the attention on the creatod manipulation of the meaning of issues

(Hargrave and Van de Ven, 2006). Previous resesiows that framing can concern not only the

outcomes or proposed solutions, but also the apbredth which such outcomes are achieved

(Maguire, 2002). In the Beer LL, framing contests abserved at two levels. The first one is related
to the fundamental basis for the process of devmjppolutions and the second one is related to the
proposed solution as a result of the developmertgss.

It is argued in the Beer Living Lab context that tew EU-wide systems like EMCS simply replace

paper with electronic messages and that this oeddd to marginal improvements which are

insufficient to solve the problem at hand. It isyachted that close collaboration with businesses is
needed, in order to get real simplifications anddfiés from introducing the technology. The Beer LL

also questions the lack of decision power of theirmsses in the development of such EU-wide
systems.

The Beer LL engages in framing of the proposedt&miuas better than the EMCS. First, it offers to
use one solution, with which businesses can commatmiboth with the authorities, as well as with
other business partners; it is argued that sucblwian is more general and has higher impact in
reducing the administrative burden. Second, Beepditners also claim that the solution is bettée ab

to ensure the control and security over the movéroéthe goods (part of the solution is a secure
container lock, which can signal unauthorized opgrif the container). However, instead of framing
the solution as making the EMCS obsolete, the B&einnovation is reframed as a supplementary
solution which could be used by specific companieds propagated as a solution for various
procedures (VAT, excise, etc), while EMCS handles procedure only. This reframing is important
as the Beer brewer first expressed opposition agéie EMCS whereas DTCA, being involved in its
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development, supported it. Now, they work towardle same goal again, especially where the
expectations are that “high-end” organizations, laege multi-nationals, will be allowed limitedaus
of the EMCS. This way, the Beer LL attempts to waith the fact that the EMCS is a “running train”
that cannot be stopped, but may be “jumped on”.\wWlecome back to the framing contests later in
this paper, to reflect on how they link to somehaf other concepts of the collective action model.

422 Construction of the network

Hargrave and Van de Ven argue that the construdfidhe network is a second important issue that
plays a key role in institutional innovation charecesses, as it refers to the mobilizations ef th
resources for starting up a collective action. sltargued that the engagement of a network of
operational actors is as important as ensuringajéevel political support and commitment.

In the Beer LL we see the construction of a verypnplex network and mobilization of processes,
dynamic and continuous in nature. In our initialalgsis, we found that the general category
“construction of networks” as proposed by Hargramel Van de Ven is too abstract to help explain
the developments observed in the Beer LL. Therefoee propose several additional analytic
categories. First of all, we propose to use difierevels of actors. Similar ideas for multi-level
analysis have also been addressed in the I0Stliterde.g. Gregor and Johnston, 2002). For the
purpose of this analysis we distinguish betweeeelMevels of analysis:

1) The level of the Beer LL, where only specific astthom different organizations are involved;

2) The level of the different organizations, whichtmapate in the Beer LL;

3) The wider network, to which the organizations dptiting in the Beer LL have access.

Furthermore, to be able to trace the dynamics efrtiobilization of actors, we propose to use the
notion of horizontal and vertical interactions. &k about a horizontal mobilization of networks
when it concerns actors from the same levels andaleabout vertical mobilization, when the
construction of the network crosses different Isvélet us provide some examples to illustrate the
mobilization of the network in the Beer LL, usirfietconcepts of horizontal and vertical interactions
across the three levels.

The interaction between high-level decision-makefsthe Technology Provider with high-level
decision makers of the Beer producer is an exaropla horizontal interaction at the level of the
organizations involved in the Beer LL (level 2).€Be interactions are considered very important, as
they attempt to ensure the commitment of the topagament in the organizations involved in the
Beer LL. This is of key importance for the adoptiohthe Beer LL solution in the organizations
involved in the Beer LL and possibly in the widemamercial and governmental context.

We observed that the people from Dutch Tax and ddostAdministration (DTCA) that are involved
in the Beer LL have real commitment to spread #seilts from the Beer LL and to use them as a tool
to bring change in the way DTCA works at the momdiiey play a very active role in bringing
awareness and getting the attention of peopledridh management of DTCA. This is an example of
vertical interaction between level 1 and level Artkermore, good contacts and collaboration are
being established with key players from DTCA, whe directly involved in the setting of the
legislation and developing the systems at the Blgllé~or example direct interactions with people
from the Directorate General for Customs and Taxatif the European Commission (TAXUD) have
already been established. This illustrates one phthvolvement through vertical interactions oéth
wider political network, across all three levels.

4.2.3 Enactment of institutional arrangements

The third element of the model is the enactmeninsfitutional arrangements. One of the major
concepts to which Hargrave and Van de Ven (2006r reshen they talk about enactment of
institutional arrangements is political opportunidolitical opportunity structures can be viewed as

2142



formal and informal political conditions that encage, discourage, or in any way affect the
movement activities (Campbell 2002). Reflectingtbe Beer LL, we see the concept of political
opportunity structures can very well capture anglar some of the developments. If we look at the
EMCS developments, the European Commission opessgtad consultation rounds concerning the
EMCS specifications and the EU directive on exditgwever, the businesses have no decision power
but only a consultative role. Though there is assesf disappointment on the side of businessestabou
how their advice is taken into account, it doesgest favourable political conditions for change.
Furthermore, if we look at the wider political cext and some of the EU strategic reports, we can
clearly see that the EU acknowledges the needHange in the direction of improved control and
security and reduced administrative burden, byoducing Single window and AEO. This indicates
that there are favourable political conditions whéncourage innovation developments.

In the Beer LL we see a clear linkage between thigigal opportunity and the way the solution ireth
Beer LL was framed. By linking the framing of thagion to the political opportunities provided by
the long-term EU goals, the Beer LL increasestli@nces of being heard and that the proposed Beer
LL solution is considered to be relevant. Furthehas a strong position to claim that for specific
types of companies (like AEO) the solution devetbpe the Beer LL is better suited than the
solutions that are currently proposed and develdyyetthe EU itself. As mentioned, this is toned down
by reframing the Beer LL solution as complementary.

We consider that it is very important that the libktween the concepts of framing contest and
enactment of institutional arrangements is furthgrlored.

424  Collective action processes

The fourth issue that Hargrave and Van de Ven (R@d@ress is the collective action processes. To
recall, building on the technology innovation laarre, the authors define the collective action
processes as the contested political process thratigch new technologies emerge. At this moment
we know how the solution is currently framed, we d®w the network of actors is involved and we
were able to discuss the political opportunity stiiees that exist at the moment. We can identify
several efforts from the Beer LL participants tingrawareness about the solution. This is done by
disseminating the Beer LL ideas via the existingvwoeks of the Beer LL participants. The Beer LL
participants also provide regular feedback to TAXblDuUt how it sees that the proposed solution can
bring benefits for SW and AEO. The Beer LL solutismow in a pilot phase. We still have to see
whether it will be adopted, first of all in the argzations which directly participated in the Béér

and as a next step, whether this solution is adomtea wider scale.

On the legal side, any adoption of the solutionettegped by the Beer LL will also depend on whether
the EU legislation will be adjusted to accommodatethe changes. The EMCS is currently under
development and its implementation is envisaged years from now, around 2009. It may happen
that the Beer LL remains as a pilot project and twaly secondary effects, provoking new way of
thinking about the problems by the different actengaged within the constructed networks. In a
more optimistic scenario, however, it may be pdssibat the legislation includes special provisions
for AEOs. In such a case it may be possible fosglmmpanies with an AEO status not to implement
the EMCS system but to ensure the provisioninghefibformation in an alternative way (where the
Beer LL solution can be one alternative). Anothgtian is that the innovation is used as an addson t
the EMCS. All these scenarios illustrate a synthashich is neither the thesis nor the anti-thesis,
something new.

With respect to the wider adoption in the businesscan also only speculate at the moment. For
example, interesting questions are: even if théslagon is adjusted, would the other brewers who
were not involved in the Beer LL agree to adoptdbktion as well? For instance, the network of the
Brewers of Europe is very heterogeneous itselthwitly a few large partners and numerous small
breweries. Promotion of innovations throughout ttésvork is not an easy task. And what about other
companies that deal with export of other excisedg@arhis also seems to bring us back to the notion
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of framing: Is the current framing of the Beer Laligtion only targeting the EU or does it also camta

a valuable message to the businesses? And perhajesaim for adoption in a network with such
heterogeneous actors and interest (EU, nationhbéties, businesses), it may be necessary that the
solution is framed in such a way so that it is ader®d relevant by the diversity of stakeholderswH
could that be achieved? These are only a few aquesstithe exploration of which will remain for
further research, when we actually observe theadaption (or lack thereof) of the Beer LL solugon

in practice.

4.3 Reflection on possible conflicts

The central dialectical conflict that we explorethis paper is the confrontation between the pregos
EU approach and system (EMCS) against the altemapproach and solution proposed in the Beer
LL and we are interested how a collective actionrganize to bring the Beer LL innovation further.
Despite the fact that this dialectic cycle is th@mfocus for our analysis, we observe that mahgot
conflicts and dialectics cycles may be active, Whinay enable or hinder the collective action
processes. We argue that these conflicts need idebdified and further considered. There may for
instance be a conflict between the technology pieavand the network of his competitors; a conflict
between DTCA and the wider EU policies regulatioos;a conflict between the beer producer
involved in the Beer LL and the other beer prodsicEhese types of conflicts may affect the adoption
of the Beer LL solution beyond the network of origations, involved in the development of the Beer
LL solution. This illustrates that although we hawee focal dialectic cycle that we want to follow,
there may be other different types of conflicts.

What we observe in the Beer LL is that, similadythe mobilization of the network, we need to use
concepts which would allow us to make a finer-gedianalysis of such possible conflicts. To do that,
we propose that the levels, as well as the horaostd vertical interaction analysis can help to
identify the variety of such possible conflicts.eTanticipation and mitigation of such conflicts nisey

an important factor to consider when mobilizingledtive actions to bring institutional innovation.

5 CONCLUSIONSAND FURTHER RESEARCH

In this paper, we have provided an analysis of limhg a network for collective action in the coxtte

of eCustoms innovation for cross-border trade. VW@wehdiscussed an extension of studies on
eGovernment, in particular to those that look diligiprivate partnerships, providing an investigati

on IS-based innovation and change using the dial@etrspective. We have made use of a novel
theory, recently presented by Hargrave and Van ée {2006) to investigate developments in the
setting of the Beer Living Lab, a pilot within thBAIDE project. The collective action model proved
helpful as a theoretical lens. It provided an int@or means for us to make sense of the empiri¢al da

It also stimulated us to think and formulate a nemtif questions that can be explored further, & th
context of our broader ITAIDE research as wellrasther settings. Based on our analysis, we came to
a number of insights which may be used to furtlexetbp the collective action model.

The data suggest that the Beer LL proposes appeeaaid solutions (the anti-thesis) that are quite
different from EU approaches and proposed solutiphs thesis). We analyzed the processes for
mobilization of collective action in the Beer LL teach a new synthesis. Although there may be one
focal dialectic cycle which is in the centre of #malysis here, at the same time we need to besawar
that there may be many other dialectic cycles mgpait different levels, which may hinder or enable
the collective action processes.

Based on the case, we also recommend to pay partattention to the linkages between the different
elements in the framework. For example concernifigniing contests” and “construction of
networks”: the framing of the innovative solutioraynbe very well suited to reach the EU officials
and legislators, but not attractive for the bussrestors, which may affect the possible adoptiothef
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solution from the business actors. In the speciétworks that we explored in the Beer LL it is not
sufficient that only one type of actors commitghe solution. Rather, all the actors involved ie th
transaction will need to have at least some lef/ebmmitment in order to facilitate the change. The
case also suggests a clear linkage between thegoc&e “Framing contests” and “Political
opportunity structure” (the latter being part ofndetment of institutional arrangement”), future
research may investigate the proposition that iatiee solutions have a better chance to be
institutionalized if they are properly framed adatiog to the existing political opportunity structgr

We observed that the notion of construction of eks proposed by Hargrave and Van de Ven is
very general. The distinction between the diffedentls in the network as well as the two types of
interactions (within and across these levels) helpgo provide an additional insight for analyzing
both conflicts and how the network is mobilized.isTkean help in the further exploration of the
construction of networks. One can e.g. zoom inrmadyaing only one specific actor and the strategies
that this actor used in his vertical and horizomé&tractions to contribute to the constructiorthof
network. This type of more detailed studies camd@awareness of the types of strategies that the
actors use or can use to mobilize the network.

All in all, we would like to conclude that the cetitive action model, building upon the notion of

dialectics, appears to be a suitable alternative rmovel perspective for analyzing eCustoms. We
consider that it will be interesting for future easch to elaborate on the collective action model,
specifically on the interrelationships between itin@del’s different constructs. Future exploratiofis o

such linkages seem particularly promising as thay provide additional insight in strategic choices
that can be made when mobilizing collective actmrcross-border trade innovations.
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