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ABSTRACT

We consider open government (OG) within the contefxte-
government and its broader implications for theufetof public
administration. We argue that the current US Adstiation’s
Open Government Initiative blurs traditional distions between
e-democracy and e-government by incorporating sty
democratic practices, now enabled by emerging oy,
within administrative agencies. We consider haangparency,
participation, and collaboration function as deraticr practices
in administrative agencies, suggesting that theseegses are
instrumental attributes of administrative actiond adecision
making, rather than the objective of administratietion, as they
appear to be currently treated. We propose aligaha that
planning and assessing OG be addressed within lai¢pualue”
framework. The creation of public value is the goélpublic
organizations; through public value, public orgations meet
the needs and wishes of the public with respectutostantive
benefits as well as the intrinsic value of bettevagnment. We
extend this view to OG by using the framework away to
describe the value produced when interaction
government and citizens becomes more transparericipative,
and collaborative, i.e., more democratic.

Categories and Subject Descriptors

J.4. [Computer Applications]: Social and Behaviogaliences —
Communication. C.4 [Performance of Systems]: Desfyrdies;
Measurement techniques; Performance attributes

General Terms
Design, Theory, Experimentation, Human Factors, &f@ment,
Measurement, Performance
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E-government, e-governance, e-democracy, Open gowst,
collaboration, participation, transparency, demograpublic
value, social media.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Barack Obama's use of the Internet and social medfnologies
in his 2008 presidential bid is widely credited Hwit
revolutionizing the contemporary art of politicahmpaigning
[52]. Having engineered a campaign organizati@t tapitalized
on the strategic contributions of volunteers andt thngaged
voters with wide ranging opportunities for contaeith the
candidate, victory had scarcely been declared bgioedictions
circulated that Obama would seek to translateufeat of this
experience into the day to day administration af #xecutive
branch [53]. Dubbed the first “Internet Presidend$5], the
President-Elect and his transition team quickly enagod on
these predictions. In one of his first executieéams on January
21, 2009, President Obama issuderesidential Memorandum on
Transparency and Open Governmjgtii] instructing the Office of
Management and Budget to promulgate an Open Gowsrnm
Directive within 120 days. The memorandum establish
transparency, participation, and collaborationhes tallmarks of
open government.

The Open Government Directive ultimately issuedDetember
8, 2009 foregrounded the principles of transparepayticipation,
and collaboration as “the cornerstone of an opeveigonent”
[43]. The Directive instructed federal agencies fioplement
these principles” by broadening access to goverhimégrmation
(including the reduction of Freedom of Informatiorquest
backlogs), improving the quality of governmentoimhation, and
creating and institutionalizing a “culture of opgovernment” that
would focus on involving people with “insight angpertise” and
forming “high impact collaborations with researchethe private
sector, and civil society” [43:5]. Emerging techogikes, which
have the potential to “open new forms of commutidcabetween
a government and the people” [43:5], are viewedesto this
enterprise. The Directive also instructed relevederal agencies
to identify and propose revisions to any existingigies that
might pose impediments to using new technologiesptomote
open government goals. Agencies complying with Gfiective
have subsequently made ample use of the Interretren\Web,
as well as new capabilities offered by social mettiadhe Open
Government plans they have produced (see
http://www.whitehouse.gov/open/documents/flagshiidatives
for an overview). Thus, in one breathtaking movee ODbama
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Administration substantially redefined the focuseedovernment
practice at the federal level for at least the r3eyears.

The novelty of the Open Government (OG) Initiativay best be
appreciated by comparing it with those of priomaustrations.
In the 90s, the Clinton Administration's Nationatrférmance
Review and subsequent Partnership for Reinventiogethment
focused on using technology in the back office ffect business
process improvement, and using the emerging Woride\WVeb
to make accessible to citizens information aboowegnment
services and programs through the creation of agemb sites.
The goals were to improve agency performance, wdtithately
reduce the size of federal bureaucracy [15,23]. Phesidential
Management Agenda introduced by the Bush Admiristra
focused on developing cross-agency projects antiopias to
make it easier to access relevant services andamsg reducing
the business costs of providing information to goweent;
improving information sharing between federal, testdocal, and
tribal governments; and improving federal governtrefficiency
[23].

In contrast, the goal of the OG Initiative is to kmanformation
and decision making processes in federal agenciesssible to
citizen examination and input, and in so doing tEeemocratic
structures that “facilitate citizens' social anditzal judgment”
[26:107] about the outcomes of government work.aBery access
to government data and other documentation, thdtyatid
contribute information and perspectives to decisimaking
processes within government agencies, and the hjlitysiof
responsible engagement with agency leadershipdh decision
making processes are incrementally more democaations that
lie at the heart of the open government visionusTht appears
that a substantially new and expansive approactietnocratic
governance may be unfolding at the federal lewghpsrted by
new technologies that may now significantly atter relationship
between citizens and government agency leaders.

What is not yet clear is how to assess the imphatiteoprograms
and policies created in pursuit of transpareneytigipation, and
collaboration. While these key terms resonate imilfar and
positive ways, it is not obvious how to determingatvactions and
programs count as transparent, participative, talworative, and
from whose perspective such judgments should bieateal. For
example, Sifry [50] reports that “[l]literally hunelds of thousands
of data streams are coming online at Data.gov arnle process a
whole new kind of public engagement with publicoimhation is
being enabled” [50:119]. But even if one assumas tiie data is
both usable and of high quality, which cannot bemafor granted
[2,16], does the act of making greater amounteégiment data
available to the public by itself count as “traasgncy” and what
kinds of metrics present a clear basis for makfrig tase? Will
involving citizens in agency decision making in@eahe extent
to which that agency is viewed as “participativayid whose
perceptions count in arriving at such a conclusidgih®se are
difficult issues that have not yet been directinftonted.

In this paper, we consider OG within the contextha&f academic
field of e-government and its broader implicatidas the future
of public administration; we further propose a agptoal

framework to guide policy makers in planning angeasing their
open government programs. We begin by situatings@fiin two

traditions of thought addressing the relationshiptween
technology, democracy, and government — e-democaacdy e-
government — suggesting that the OG Initiative dlihese
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distinctions by incorporating historically demodcapractices,
now enabled by emerging technology, within adntiats/e

agencies. We then consider how transparency cjgation, and
collaboration function as democratic practices dmmistrative
agencies. Our analysis suggests that these valeésstrumental
in producing an environment characterized by deatacr
practices. Transparency, participation, and colation are
potential attributes of administrative action afetision making,
but not in themselves the end or objective of adStiative

action. Instead, they are means to greater erigugh what
those ends might be is not completely evident.

We propose alternatively that planning and assg¥9i@ related
programs and projects be addressed within a “putditie”

framework.  The concept of public value is borrdwigom

existing work that draws upon the larger, ultimateblitical,

character of public administration. The creationpablic value,
represented in information, programs, and benefitthe goal of
public organizations; through public value, puldiganizations
meet the needs and wishes of the public. We extesdview to

OG by using the framework as a way to descritee vhlue
produced when interaction between government atidecs

becomes more transparent, participative, and lmiiive, i.e.,
more democratic. We conclude that OG efforts maimately

have the effect of stimulating deeper changekénstructure and
organization of the federal bureaucracy by exposirggways in
which more transparent, participative, and collakive

administrative mechanisms produce concrete outcdimgs are
valued by government agencies and their staketmlder

2. TECHNOLOGY, DEMOCRACY AND
GOVERNMENT

The idea of using new technologies to support, eodaexpand,
or re-invigorate democratic practices is not novehe history of
20" century media has demonstrated that the introoluaf new

communication technologies routinely gives rise itdense

speculation about their impact on the processespaactices of
democracy [29]. In the case of computer-mediatednoonication

and information technologies, that speculation hsen

particularly intense, and has been applied to bymadesses of
democratic decision making and e-democracy as agetb more
targeted forms of government action as e-government

Studies of e-democracy generally focus on the wthgd the
Internet and its associated technologies may wariamplify the
political voice of ordinary citizens” [32:6] in badl political
processes. This happens by increasing the avéabdf
information required for the development of poligseferences;
by dislocating entrenched monopolies on informati@tribution
by media elites in favor of other information prdeis; by
encouraging political participation in campaignimegferenda and
voting; interacting with elected representativeasd by engaging
in deliberation over policy in the public venues.

In contrast, the field of e-government has focuseade squarely
on the use of technology within the routine ad@gtundertaken
by public organizations [15]: the provision of pubdervices, the
quality and cost-effectiveness of basic governnmaggrations,
citizen engagement and consultation, the statneslegislative
mandates required to effect these processes, aratithinistrative
and institutional reforms undertaken in pursuit infovation.

Indeed, as Chadwick and May [7] have demonstrétedgugh

their examination of e-government initiatives i tnited States,
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Great Britain, and the European Union, a “manatiende of

interaction through information and communicatiechnologies
(ICT) between citizens and the federal agencies basn

historically privileged at the expense of more adtaive or

participatory modes of interaction. This is not $ay that
participation and engagement have not figuredlatithin the e-

government field. Riley [46] and Cullen [13] haddferentiated

between e-government and e-governance, with ther ldefined
as programs that invite “citizens to engage inptbkcy processes
of oversight through a range of technologies fremagl, to social
networking applications, and online conferencingelectronic

consultation includes more formal systems of e-gageent,

initiatives such as the US E-rulemaking processd a

participation initiatives” [13:58]. However, e-gennance
activities have not been the focus of previous igesgial

administrations, nor have they been evident at rsiade or local
government levels.

This may be because administrative agencies have no
traditionally been viewed as sites for politicalcid&on making.
The decisions made by administrators have beenmaskto be
largely technical, taken principally to implemenggislative
mandates, and best made by agency employees whasaremed
to possess requisite expertise. Thus, participatih the public
is not needed. More recently, this perspective theen sharply
critiqued. Some doubt the assumption that admatists
invariably possess the expertise required for @esgsion making
[40]. Butitis also increasingly recognizedttregencies “make
decisions that they believe are technical thatdat fare not”
[10:14]. Administrators exercise discretion in séley among
options for designing and implementing policy; ioirty so, they
make value judgments at all stages of the poliocess [47:5].
These value judgments are implicit in competingiovis in
society of what is “good” and bureaucrats confrénaide-offs
between the different values to be pursued [10this sense, the
decisions taken by administrative agencies arefrtan value-
neutral; on the contrary, they are political andyvauch wrapped
up in the dynamics of democratic politics.

It is increasingly recognized that administratagencies must be
responsive to public will [33], which can be accdisiped

indirectly through action by elected representativeDirectly,

legislation such as the Administrative Proceduresdk 1946 has
compelled administrators to consult the public abproposed
rulemaking activities across various agencies. Trederal

Advisory Committee Act, which implicitly recognizeshat

expertise can lie outside the agency, recognizesntirits of
seeking advice from citizens. But these solut@msonly partial.
The OG Initiative extends responsiveness more adgidy

acknowledging that citizens must have informatian hold

agencies accountable and the desirability of dineptit in the

decision making-processes taken by administratiemeies.

Thus, although e-democracy in political and e-gorent in
administrative realms have historically been largetparated, it
now appears OG brings these two spheres of actioijether.
But regardless of whether federal agency attengpisnplement
open government are best viewed as e-democracy -or e
governance, it seems clear that these effortspglce in contexts
that lack the conceptual frameworks and the perdioca
benchmarks for evaluating their success (see,[84).
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3. TRANSPARENCY, PARTICIPATION,
AND COLLABORATION

The idea of “open government” is animated by ofgimover
what can be accomplished politically through the wé new
technology; the term draws in part on the philéso@and
methods of the “open source” programming movemédtist as
open source software allows users to change artdilmate to the
source code of their software,” according to Laphemd Ruma,
“‘open government now means government where ciizeot
only have access to information, documents, andgadings, but
can also become participants in a meaningful wag}ix]. The
open source movement is characterized by its ade®cas
transparent, participative, and collaborative, bibése terms also
represent political values with a substantial hisia democratic
theory, directly relevant to broad processes oizemit action
related to voting and public policy choices, nowoabhpplied in
the context of routine administrative actions witlgovernment
bureaucracy. In our discussion below, we show how
transparency, participation, and collaboration, olhirelate
directly to democratic theory, have become increggirelevant
to administrative contexts.

3.1 Transparency

The relationships between information, transparenend

democracy are fundamental and basic. Informaticgsgential to
the formation of such basic democratic competencéss
formulating  preferences and opinions, testing oémi and
participating in decision making [19,54]. Withoutuch

competencies, a citizen cannot negotiate the maedas of ideas
and is denied effective voice and the exerciseirst ARmendment
rights to free speech [6]. Thus, “good” informatjon sufficient
quantity, quality, and accessibility, is a preresipei for “good”

democracy [17].

Without information it is similarly impossible faitizens to hold
the governments they elect accountable to thdieatore will.
According to De Ferranti [21], transparency refer® ‘“the
availability and increased flow to the public ofmdly,
comprehensive, relevant, high quality and reliainiformation
concerning government activities” [21:7]. In a regentative
democracy in which citizens delegate authority fiecision
making, such information is essential to providemgontinuing
basis for consent. Transparency thus describesxtieat to which
government actors make available the data and demtsm the
public needs in order to assess government actidnexercise
voice in decision making [22]. The Freedom of Imfiation Act
(FOIA) enables federal agencies to negotiate beivtiee right to
know and justified needs for secrecy, giving citik@ mechanism
for requesting information that has otherwise neerb released.
The voluntary and routine disclosure of budgetslitau policies,
and executive actions provides a basis for citizenassess the
efficacy of administrative action and make demaatsut the
kinds of public services that are provided by gowent; these
acts coincidentally also generate pressure for ongu
performance.

But it is worth noting, as has Fung [26], that fparency is not
an unalloyed good. Maximizing the transparency @fegnment
processes, for example, may bring into sharp fahesways in
which government decision making is problematictheiit due
regard for the goods and benefits that are prodadedg with
these problems. He calls for “public accountingtays” that
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would enable citizens to provide ongoing feedbac# broader
evaluations of government services.

Beyond its potential for fostering accountabilitydagenerating
improved government performance, transparency ke lzeen
discussed as an instrumental solution to legitimaoblems. As
Curtin and Meijer [14] point out, transparency nemnhance the
public's willingness to accept institutional strwets in a variety
of ways: by clarifying the way that an authoritsusture has been
constituted, by demonstrating the concrete benefik

institutional actions, and by cultivating the bélibat citizens
have a fair chance to influence institutional diecis and evaluate
results, to name a few. These are empirical questiof course;
the extent to which transparency is related to ritgny

hypothesized objectives has yet to be fully esshllil (see [30]).

3.2 Participation

Based on the model of the Athenian polis, the estriform of
democratic governance is participatory democramhich does
not distinguish between those who govern and ciizg31].
Through face-to-face discussion and, sometimespetation,
citizens engage directly in decision making abdugirt civic
affairs. Since such processes have become imphédicall but
small communities, the emergence of new technatogieited
many with the possibility of including more indivdl voices in
political discourse and reinvigorating civic lifench political
participation [5, 28].

In contrast to representative government, partioiyademocracy
requires individuals to become more knowledgealtleut the
perspectives of others and the interests that liadénose
perspectives [48] so they may deliberate more tiey.

Opinion exchange takes place in a variety of venudsor

Habermas [27], the link between the public and dzatxc

government is forged through discourse in the “jubphere”
that is, through the social intercourse that tajlese between
citizens discussing issues of common concern inadety of

public places—coffee houses, salons, and jourrfalpiaion. For
communitarian democracy [1,20] and its contemposaargiogues
or extensions (e.g., “strong democracy,” [4]), sthmteraction
takes place in neutral gathering places or “greatigplaces” [42]
where citizens meet as community members to disegses that
sustain community life and build civic commitmenRegardless
of venue, the assumption is that all citizens hegeal influence
over decisions ultimately taken, and that they tettesir influence
under conditions of individual autonomy.

When applying this model to administrative agencipsblic
participation is the “process by which public comse needs, and
values are incorporated into governmental and catpalecision
making” [10:7], a process that is democraticallgtified when it
is acknowledged that decisions taken by adminisgagencies
have a political character.

Public participation has the potential to includeedse citizens'
voices in the public policy process [18]; when itiatally

excluded voices are included, policies may beghesi that can
help them overcome disadvantageous positions. ISegiaty is

recognized as a core objective of public adminiistna[24] and
public participation is instrumental to achievingst objective.
Public participation can serve as a means for &tetution of
power that enables the have-not citizens, presentiuded from
the political and economic processes, to be deltbér included
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in the future” [3:216], thus yielding decisions thare
characterized by social justice.

Public participation in agency decision making Isahought to
yield concrete benefits for the decision makingsaue. Public
participation processes present different perspesthat can help
decision makers make more informed decisions; ezisz may
know as well as bureaucrats, or perhaps even Hetteause they
deal with such problems more frequently, what oygtioonstitute
desirable policy [35:72].

Finally, like transparency, public participationshthe potential to
be instrumental in helping contemporary governmedtiress the
problem of legitimacy [25]. Government action isnsmlered
legitimate if the public has good reasons to supjitorPublic

participation in government decision making can réase
legitimacy by incorporating the public intereststhe decision
making process; support comes from the recognitimat the

government is responsive to the interest of thdiputather than
organized interest groups [25].

Although public participation in administrative d&on making is

acknowledged to hold considerable potential, thé&realso

considerable evidence to suggest it is not alwagsessful [34].

It is not the case that more participation is alsvdpetter; a
contingency approach recognizes different levelpaticipation

are more or less desirable depending on the cleaistats of the
policy process and the goals pursued. The extedtkamd of

public participation should depend on the potent@htribution

to be made and the potential adverse consequédmatasay ensue
[9:533]. According to this approach, participatiearies in three
different dimensions: (1) who participates, (2) hparticipants
exchange information and make decisions, (3) thke fietween
public participation and decision making [25]. Habl
participation initiatives vary on these three disiens depending
on the desired outcomes.

3.3 Collaboration

Unlike transparency and participation, collabonatibas not
traditionally been directly associated with demticraolitical
theory. Instead, Noveck [40] argues that collationais “a form
of democratic participation” [40:19] that diffens important ways
from traditional participative and deliberative gtiaes, which
often take place in circumstances disconnected fo@uision
making. Deliberation often turns into an opportynfor the
exchange of views, rather than the context for rddteng a
specific course of action. While there are bengditensuring that
diverse viewpoints are incorporated into governnaetion (as we
have seen above), she argues that collaborationa as
contemporary form of participative democracy brimgdividuals
with expertise together with government decisiorkensa to create
solutions that will be implemented.

This approach to collaboration finds its foundation recent
public administration theory as collaborative pabtianagement,
the “process of facilitating and operating in maiganizational
arrangements in order to remedy problems that dammsolved-
or solved easily- by single organizations” [38:33hd in
analogous models such as “new governance” [49:8].
Collaboration  helps governments address publicblpros
described as “wicked” because they have no eahytimus.
Addressing “wicked issues requires a new stylgaferning. It
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involves a capacity to work across organizatioralrularies, to
think holistically and to involve the public” [8].

Just like participation, collaboration can potelhti@nhance the
effectiveness of governments, but it does so bgogeizing that
impartiality, expertise, resources, discipline ande to make
public decisions are resources that are distribirtesbciety and
by incorporating them into policy processes. Guilation calls
for different sectors of society to work togethexcognizing that
citizens possess complementary information thatmmused to
solve public problems [49] and that collaboratoam potentially
build social capital needed for citizens to playltie adding”
roles [51]. The potential of collaborative approastis greatly
enhanced by new technologies that give rise to eabie
“networked” structures allowing people to conneatroas
organizational boundaries [38].

However, collaboration has also been criticizedthe public
administration literature. For instance, the rai@n of
governments on third party actors has generatedirtage of the
hollow state to describe governments that becomsiamted from
the services they deliver to citizens [45].  Adulitlly,
accountability issues may arise for holding these participants
responsible for their actions [44]. There is lmitunderstanding
of the impact of collaboration on program outcormaewd a
generalized assumption that more collaboratiorivigys desired
[38]. But collaboration is desirable to the extémdt it can meet
its potentials and lead to more effective probleiwiag.

These perspectives reflect the same quality ofungntality that
characterizes transparency and participation. Aselk [40]
points out “Collaboration is a means to an endend¢ the
emphasis is not on participation for its own saké dn inviting
experts, loosely defined as those with expertiseiab problem,
to engage in information gathering, information leation and
measurement, and the development of specific swolstifor
implementation.” [40:39]

4. THE PUBLIC VALUE FRAMEWORK

It should be clear from the prior discussion thansparency,
participation, and collaboration are best viewedhatrumental to
the accomplishment of democracy in that they enabieens to

enact their various roles as citizens. That isigparency is not an
end citizens pursue for its own sake. Citizens magire their

government to be transparent, but that is largefcabse

something else is at stake: Information and actionsst be

transparent so that citizens can scrutinize andsasthe concrete
outcomes of government action. Similarly, parttipn for the

mere sake of participating is an empty and aliegagxercise;

instead, citizens participate in order to produgeegnment action
that responds to and reflects their input in  megfoil ways.

Collaboration only makes sense where participaatsoontribute

useful expertise, and substantive decisions
consideration. It's important to note that, althoudghese
instrumental values may not be ends in themselvdsen

implemented, they must be genuinely enacted. eitizmust be
assured and trust that these values have not leepted in the
service of other politicized agendas. At the séime, as we have
pointed out, it is also not the case that more sparency,
participation, or collaboration is necessarily Hfemna. Instead,

care must be taken to determine the ways and tbasmns in
which these processes are undertaken. Thus, sétdat merely
quantify how many datasets are available or howvgueatly
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are erund

opportunities to participate or collaborate areilatsée cannot be
taken as unequivocal indicators that open goventrnas been
successful.

We suggest that when transparency, participationd an
collaboration are meaningful, it is because thegbdéa groups of
people to pursue their objectives. If that is trughat are these
objectives? In the section below, we propose that “public
value” framework enables us to understand how terdeéne the
value of government activities and to do so fromltiple
stakeholder perspectives, not just a “citizen” \peint.

4.1 Public Value in Public Administration

The public value perspective, introduced by Mo@@][ assumes
that administrative organizations make decisionst thare
inevitably political, and argues that managers mihsrefore
determine how best to make such decisions. Jugirigately

owned economic organizations create “private valim@” their

owners, Moore proposes that public organizatioester “public
value” for citizens and a wide range of other staltders. Private
value is created when goods and services are bamghthese
transactions produce a profit; it is reasonabbyda discern and
measure. Public value, on the other hand, is tlelyst of

governmentally-produced benefits, which are undtertawhen
market mechanisms are unable to guarantee theiitabtpu
production. Part of public value is derived frome thlirect

usefulness of such benefits; another part is dérifrem the

fairness and equitability of their production andtidbution, and
meets citizens' requirements for “properly ordesad productive
public institutions” [39:53].

This perspective makes clear that efficiency anf@céfeness
measures are not necessarily the only or evemprheipal way
that government programs or services might besasge As
Moore puts it [39:38] “In the end none of the cepis of
'politically neutral competence,’ 'policy analys@&id 'program
evaluation," or 'customer satisfaction' can findipnish politics
from its preeminent place in defining what is véligato produce
in the public sector. Politics remains the findbiger of public
value just as private consumption decisions rentam final
arbiter of private value.” Citizens each have indiial
perspectives on the relative worth of governmeatéivities, but
ultimately whether a government action creates ipuldlue is a
collective judgment. The extent of value perceivedikely to
vary based upon interest group perspectives aratidocin the
hierarchy, and may also change over time. Sincédseability of
government action is not derived from legislativenaiate, public
managers must attend actively to perceptions dfipwalue
produced by agency programs and services. Moofersof
considerable advice about how best to engage setimanagerial
processes.

However, he does not offer a systematic methodafalyzing
public value. Since financial metrics such as &fficy, profit, and
productivity cannot be wholly transported to thistext, we must
find analogous methods for analyzing public vallie.address
this problem, Cresswell and his colleagues [11,hER®je designed
a set of strategies for linking the concrete irgtreof multiple
stakeholders to specific government activities, auadticularly
those related to ICT investments designed to aehiepen
government principals.
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4.2 Public Value Impacts

Public value, in the most general sense, focuseatention on
the collective and societal interests that areeskivy particular
institutional forms and actions of government. W speak in
broad terms about those interests, but to be mesfulthe
analysis of public value must center on particidtakeholder
groups and their interests. The distribution of uealacross
multiple stakeholders will vary according to thegdarticular
interests and expectations for government. Thelyalgb vary in
the benefits they receive from the same govertiaetion; some
stakeholders may also suffer from an action. Bezanfs this
distribution, considering public value as an absoiadicator of
government outcomes misses the variety of intestispossible
benefits across many stakeholders. Past literagegovernment
declarations link open government initiatives te tbroad all-
inclusive category of “citizens.” By treating suceh diverse
population as one group and analyzing it as onaugrdhe
analysis falls woefully short of understanding tedue of the
government action. Instead we treat each goverhmetion as
potentially presenting value to multiple and dieestakeholders
from both inside and outside the organization. Big outcome
represents a set of complex, iterative interactidretween
multiple stakeholders and the operations of a gowent agency
or program.

The cornerstone of the public value rationale Vigthin the link
between government action and the multiple typgsublic value
that can accrue. Public value types distinguishween the

intrinsic value of government as a societal asset and the

substantivevalue of government actions and policies thatveeli
specific benefits directly to individuals, groums, organizations.
Public value can be described in terms of six gantypes that
capture the range of possible results of governnmetite ways of
interest here.

*  Financial — impacts on current or future
income, asset values, liabilities, entitlements,
or other aspects of wealth or risks to any of
the above.

« Political — impacts on a person’s or group’s
influence on government actions or policy, on
their role in political affairs, influence in
political parties or prospects for public office.

e Social— impacts on family or community
relationships, social mobility, status, and
identity.

e  Strategic— impacts on person’s or group's
economic or political advantage or
opportunities, goals, and resources for
innovation or planning.

¢ ldeological — impacts on beliefs, moral or
ethical commitments, alignment of
government actions or policies or social
outcomes with beliefs, or moral or ethical
positions.

¢ Stewardship— impacts on the public’s view
of government officials as faithful stewards or
guardians of the value of the government in
terms of public trust, integrity, and legitimacy.

Of these, the first four types are impacts reldtethe substantive
private interests of individuals or groups. The agrng two types
are related to intrinsic or societal and democratitcomes. The
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public value of stewardship results from greatetednity,
responsiveness, and legitimacy of government |ggtdirincreased
trust and satisfaction with the government overkieological
public value aligns government action with morald agthical
preferences or beliefs.

From identifying these six basic types of value acts, we can
move to considering issues related to how valwdated. Value
is produced by value generating mechanisms; idémgfthese
mechanisms allows us to specify the means by whach
government action is related to the production oé @r more
public values. The value generating mechanisms atetiee
instrumental pathways by which a given governmaettion is
related to the creation of a value. According to ramework,
actions to effect transparency, participation, amdlaboration
belong within this group of value generators. Taksna whole,
the set of value generators consists of:

« efficiency — obtaining increased outputs or
goal attainment with the same resources, or
obtaining the same outputs or goals with
lower resource consumption.

- effectiveness- increasing the quality of the
desired outcome.

« intrinsic enhancements- changing the

environment or circumstances of a stakeholder

in ways that are valued for their own sake.

. transparency —access to information about
the actions of government officials or
operation of government programs that
enhances accountability or influence on
government.

e participation — frequency and intensity of
direct involvement in decision making about
or operation of government programs or in
selection of or actions of officials.

e collaboration —frequency or duration of
activities in which more than one set of
stakeholders share responsibility or authority
for decisions about operation, policies, or
actions of government.

Connecting a value type with a value generating haeism
makes clear how a government program results inayn@ore
public values. For example, an IT investment intipgtlicense
application and renewals online may increase efficy or
effectiveness and yield strategic or financial pubfalue for
stakeholders that use such licenses.

Transparent, participative, or collaborative actiotaken by
government may have the effect of enabling a aititee derive

substantive financial, social, political or strategalues and/or
intrinsic value related to government itself. Fo@ample, when
provided with environmental information (with trgg@sency as
the enabling value generating mechanism) a oitimay derive a
couple of types of value. In this case, a citizelmowacquires
information about a toxic chemical release in ésghborhood
may derive social benefits for his/her family aheé tommunity,

but may also gain greater trust in the stewardshggovernment
agency that provides such information. But conugysé is also

possible that some stakeholders will derive negapiublic value
from this release of information. The same citinéro learns of a
toxic chemical release may sue the business aliegesbonsible,
resulting in negative public value for that busmstakeholder. It
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is also possible that a group of internal goverrtalestakeholders
may accrue positive political and strategic valyerddeasing the
information because it meets an open governmentinegent;

while another set of internal stakeholders maytsatas negative
political impact. Therefore, determining the valwd any

government action requires the systematic analgkimultiple

stakeholder perspectives so that both positive aedative

impacts are identified and understood. It is with information

generated through this careful analysis that mar®rined

decisions can be made about open government imésat

4.3 Applying the public value framework

We are currently developing this approach to previd
foundation for more systematic and detailed analydmut a
number of implications may be highlighted at th@inp. First, a
public value analysis requires a relatively compligtventory of
stakeholders for a government agency or unit. Agsndo not
serve “the public” at large; instead, they serveipalar groups of
people with particular needs and desires, and tedg able to
connect their initiatives to the stakeholders taey committed to
serving.

Second, a public value analysis requires that ana@glink its
open government initiatives to its mission and fitis. The open
government principles of transparency, participatioand
collaboration are best viewed as strategies the¢rgonent takes
to accomplish organizational objectives (which dbaalready be
rooted in public values), that provide the oppoitiuto achieve
greater or additional value through incorporatingse democratic
practices. More information, participation or cblaative actions
may enable better decisions that provide stakemoldeith
financial, social or strategic values while alsal@ing them to
achieve the stewardship value of increased trust the
responsiveness of government.

Third, government leaders may benefit from this rapph by
using it to plan, design, and assess open governimigiatives.

The selection and design of open government iniatcan be
enhanced by a clear understanding of who is setweda

particular initiative, by specifying what values enitiative seeks
to create, and by understanding the value gengratitions that
are required to achieve benefit. This is a reéipeclear-minded
planning and design that we trust will improve fhregress of
open government planning. Planners can conduat anelyses
by initiative, asking what stakeholders and valaestargeted by
initiatives in their portfolios, thus insuring thatitiatives each
have a discernible audience and anticipated outsomighey can
also analyze their portfolios by stakeholder, agkimhat

initiatives serve each stakeholder group and intwhays they
will derive value, thus insuring that the agencwdkiressing the
needs of those segments of the public they are ateddo serve.

Conversely, government leaders may also benefit fusing this
approach to evaluate their open government inigati Our
approach suggests that initiative stakeholderdjerathan the
public at large, will be best situated to evaluatespecific
initiative. Further, rather than metrics focusau numbers of
datasets available, numbers of downloads, participa
opportunities, numbers of discussion posts, etgeneies will

need to assess the validity of the pathways franmaiative to

one or more stakeholders, through value generatiaghanisms
and finally to one or more values derived.
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Open government will have achieved its goals whakeholders
derive substantive or intrinsic value from goveemt actions
that are at least in part characterized by tramesEsy
participation, and/or collaboration. We predict tthagency
stakeholders who derive one or more public valué®m

initiatives  that are transparent, participative, d/an

collaboratively conducted will perceive that goweent agency to
be more responsive, accessible, engaged, and timesapen.

5. CONCLUSION

Our public value approach to open government, amdthe
democratic aspirations at the heart of this effagtstill under
construction and requires empirical testing. Howevas e-
government researchers, we believe that this efforvitally
important. As our analysis has shown, our field's
conceptualizations of e-government have roughlyoreéd those
advanced by elected leaders, rather than servimgspgation to
those who seek to lead. While we have includeahabeatic
enhancements in our e-government typologies, thgg heceived
little development in our field. It is remarkablo see the e-
government aspirations of the Obama Administrafiolifowing
the lead of the open software movement, rather thafield of e-
government. As researchers, we must be pro-aativieelping
federal government leaders implement, develop, a@sgkss the
open government vision.

This is all the more important given the naturetrahsparency,
participation, and collaboration, as instrumentabnaepts
themselves, since they are so easily misunderstobae open
government principles can be relatively easily rapenalized.
However, doing so without reference to value cartiee risk that
such actions will be empty scaffolding. Transpayenfor
example, will not be achieved through the mere doadgting of
data sets. The data sets must consist of relatulesalid data, the
data must be useful, and, most crucially, they reasble citizens
to do something they find valuable and importarft. nbt,
transparency is just another empty promise, andcaiitribute to
growing cynicism within the electorate. Similarlgarticipation
and collaboration must be meaningful, must be tid¢oward
goals that are carefully defined, must be acknogéedby ample
government feedback, and the citizen input theyegge must be
represented in outcomes that are visible to stdder® in the
decisions and the value produced.

At the same time, open government reconciles thergént paths
of e-democracy and e-government. While transparency
participation, and collaboration may initially takeore time and
resources, they bear the promise of ultimately awimg policy
performance — the historic focus of e-governmeity—creating
shared understandings of current performance amckrgeng
pressure to improve, increasing the pool of appleadeas,
tapping into new sources of expertise, and building: capacity.
All these may ultimately turn out to be the key doncrete
improvements in policy outcomes and the quality pafblic
services.

But achieving such outcomes will inevitably requaieanges in
the structure and organization of government. Fainr(®005) has
observed that such structural changes rarely naéigrithrough e-
government initiatives. Instead, technology enaatmall too
often reproduces existing rules, routines, normsgd g@ower
relations, despite the new and innovative cap@slithat new
technologies introduce. The promise of open guwent is to
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provide a source of pressure that counteracts tleegkencies, a
promise that may be fulfiled provided that openvegrmment
changes the nature of relationships between stédetsoand
government, producing innovative forms of orgamgzthat
enable groups to link across organizational bouedaand
functions. The creation of public value may be st possible
argument for stimulating and justifying such stwal changes.
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