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Abstract

Today openness is regarded the main driver to achieve organisational and societal
growth. This openness will happen, it is believed, through the means of open data.
There are high expectations of what the realization of open data will lead to, such
as transparent democracy and administration, increased business competitiveness,
new economic opportunities and help in tackling societal and environmental chal-
lenges.

In this paper we explore and discuss the need for a roadmap to achieve open-
ness in public authorities, as well as mechanisms of governance, and what is
needed in order for a public authority to become innovative. We conclude that
there is a range of issues that public authorities need to consider, if the openness
initiative is to succeed, from how to redesign organisational roles, administrative
tasks, control systems and decision making to organisational culture.
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Introduction

‘Open’ is the current buzz-word, and the intention with openness is to encourage
organisational and societal growth through innovation (Chesbrough 2011; Feller
et al. 2011; Janssen et al. 2012; COM 2010; PSI directive 2003; 2013). By now
the ideas of openness are spread and many organisations, both public and private,
are actively implementing policies for openness, mainly with an emphasis on open
data. Hence, openness and open data are the key concepts in the on-going trans-
formation of digital public services (Lathrop & Ruma 2010).

The intentions and expected outcomes with openness are often expressed in
various open data initiatives, often found in policy documents and other publica-
tions. The European Commission (EC) foresees that open data will lead to: (1) a
transparent democracy and administration in public authorities; (2) increased
business competitiveness; (3) new economic opportunities (through innovation
and growth); (4) help in tackling societal and environmental challenges; and (5)
increased scientific progress (PSI directive 2003; 2013). Hitherto there is not
much reported on the open policy’s progress, consequently it is not clear what the
exact impacts and benefits of open data actually are (Huijboom & Van den Broek
2011; Conradie et al. 2012). Thus, relevant issues are for example how to create
the open government, what open data strategy is suitable for governments and
how come that some governments succeed while others do not? (Huijboom & Van
den Broek 2011).

Today open data is on the political agenda, and there are defined strategies for
open data at regional government levels, but research has shown that individual
authorities are often reluctant to put these policies into practice (Huijboom and
Van den Broek 2011). For example, Swedish authorities show a protective cul-
ture, their personnel wants to be in control, thus there is a negative attitude to-
wards open data (SOU 2014:10). The Commission acknowledges that “where e-
Government services are offered, the majority of EU citizens are reluctant to use
them” (COM 2010, p. 3). Hence, the open data and open government policies are
not yet implemented, and not yet accepted. So, how will openness in public organ-
isations become realized?

The purpose of this paper is to explore and discuss the need for a roadmap to
achieve openness in the public sector and accordingly, to explore the mechanisms
of needed governance. We argue that governance is important to explore, in order
to develop suitable governance mechanisms in the public organisations. It is nota-
ble in the research literature that the concept of governance and its meaning has
been focussed lately. For instance, research on project management show that the
use of projects in organisations has evolved towards becoming a strategic means
which actually transform organisations (Biesenthal & Wilden, 2014) and that or-
ganisations, and the projects they govern, must deal with challenges posed by un-
certainty in both ecological, social as well as economic sustainability (Pitsis et al.,
2014).
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Open Government

There are many goals for open government (or Government 2.0, electronic gov-
ernment, or e-government) and its development, such as transparency, participa-
tion and collaboration (Chun et al. 2010), and the creation of smart, sustainable
and innovative government (COM 2010). Hence, open government targets de-
mocratisation, innovation and growth. It is related to open data, since open data is
viewed as the engine for innovation, growth and transparent government (COM
2011). Open data is defined as freely available data that anyone can use and re-
publish as they wish, unless the data is restricted by control mechanisms, such as
privacy, copyright, or patents (Auer et al. 2007; Janssen et al. 2012).

The underlying intention with open government is to ensure that citizens are
provided insight into public administration and affairs. However, Lathrop & Ru-
ma (2010) argue that the intentions behind open government evolve and the policy
is now also addressing citizens’ participation in governmental procedures. For the
government the expectations are improved communication and operations across
different levels of government, as well as increased efficiency and accountability
(ibid.).

Within the EU it is the PSI directive that in many parts constitutes the
roadmap. In the 2003 version of the directive, emphasis was on economic growth
through the publishing of open data, but also a wish to increase knowledge among
citizens (PSI directive 2003). By now, open data is expected to contribute to
transparent democracies, business competitiveness, economic opportunities and
tackling societal and environmental challenges, as well as scientific progress (PSI
directive 2003; 2013).

How to implement openness differs among governments. Huijpboom and Van
den Broek (2011) report from an international comparison of strategies for open
data involving Australia, Denmark, Spain, United Kingdom and United States,
and these countries used education and training, voluntary approaches, economic
incentives and legislation/control when implementing open data policies.
Huijboom and Van den Broek (2011) also found that good examples from those at
the front is helpful; political leadership; initiatives taken by regions, citizens or the
market; emerging technologies, European legislation; and finally experts and
communities that have the power to put open data on the political agenda. There
are also phenomena that hinder the implementation, of which a closed government
culture is regarded to be the greatest barrier. In addition, privacy legislation; data
of limited quality; limited user friendliness and information overload; lack of
standardization of open data policy and security threats are examples of other hin-
drances.

Where the PSI Directive is mainly focussing on open data and open infor-
mation, the US Open Government Directive explicitly aims at open government.
US governmental authorities are expected to post their open government plans,
with detailed descriptions of what steps and actions the authority is planning in
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order to improve transparency. They are also expected to provide links to web-
sites, making it possible for citizens to engage in participatory processes
(McDermott 2010). Nevertheless, Ganapati and Reddick (2010) report from an
online survey answered by 24 Chief Information Officers (CIO) across the state
governments in the US, and their findings suggest that the implementation of open
government differs. The CIOs reasoned that a high level of open government is
reached, but when they were asked about transparency, participation and collabo-
ration, they hesitated. Of these it was first and foremost transparency that was
implemented, according to the CIOs, while there were less success with participa-
tion and collaboration. Altogether, there is a similar situation in Australia, the EU
and the US, hence we state that open government is on its way, but there is a long
way ahead. As Huijboom and Van den Broek (2011) put it, there is so far no evi-
dence of the economic impact of open data, nor can the causal relation between
open data and increased democracy be established.

This indicates that there are a number of dilemmas that need to be addressed
for the open government to succeed, which all stems from the fundamental ques-
tion of how to actually handle the open policy implementation. Is there a thorough
understanding of what this openness actually implies? Is it clear who should take
responsibility, and for what? How to actually reach transparency, citizen’s partici-
pation and democratization?

Governance of openness

The dilemma we identify regarding governance of openness relates to the tradi-
tional way of governing public authorities. Governance can be defined as a gov-
ernment’s ability to make and enforce rules, and to deliver services, regardless of
whether that government is democratic or not (Fukuyama 2013). Also, govern-
ance is about the performance of so called agents in carrying out the wishes of
stakeholders (not only about the goals that stakeholders set) (Benz & Frey 2007).
Governance is thus about execution, the division of power within firms, rules of
succession in top positions, and institutionalized competition in core areas of gov-
ernance (Benz & Frey 2007). The concept of governance can also be viewed as
‘unilateral governance’ (the firm’s controlling authority) that deals with formal
controls and mechanisms that are put in place to manage the unilateral relation-
ships. For example, personnel involved in the day-to-day management of the rela-
tionship would have rules for information sharing and tools to monitor and limit
knowledge flows. ‘Bilateral governance’ on the contrary, is based on mutual rela-
tional norms and has an emphasis on trust, relational norms, and mutuality in the
relationship (Mohr & Sengupta 2002). In its broadest definition, good governance
can be related to how individuals, groups, organisations, societies, and nation
states are held accountable not only for outcomes but also ethical behaviours
(Pitsis et al., 2014).
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The importance of governance is shown in recent project management research
literature (e.g. Biesenthal and Wilden, 2014). Nielsen (2010) states that project
governance represent a higher-level structure; defining processes and structures to
govern and manage strategic objectives. This is also observed by Pitsis et al.,
(2014), who claim that governance matters, i.e. project and program governance
has the potential to make a major scholarly and practical contribution to govern-
ance practice. Thus a major challenge for leadership is to ensure that projects
align with strategic imperatives and changing contexts of action that might rede-
fine these imperatives (Meskendahl, 2010).

Today, the role of government is being transformed from direct service pro-
vider to generator of public value, but in the twentieth century, rigid, hierarchical
government bureaucracy was the main organisational model used to deliver public
services and realize public policy goals (Goldsmith & Eggers 2004). Thus, for a
long time the focus has been on stability where the purpose of actions tends to be
execution of regulations. Managers in bureaucratises tend to be conservative and
cautious, and use strict guidelines to direct behaviours (Gregory et al. 2009).
Since the role of government has transformed from direct service provider to gen-
erator of public value, with different benefits — flexibility, speed, innovation, citi-
zen focus, governments must create means of how to manage networks to get the
results citizens expect. Inflexible bureaucratic systems that operate with control
procedures, constructed work restrictions, and “inward-looking” cultures and op-
erational models do no longer fit to address problems that often concern external
parties i.e. that go beyond organisational boundaries (Goldsmith & Eggers 2004).
Therefore, we argue that there is a need of changed governance mechanisms that
support a flexible and “outward-looking” culture since openness builds on the
idea of interaction, communication and collaboration with external groups found
outside the organisation. Central for the openness initiative are the understandings
of how open innovation and networked governance can be of support.

The dilemma of openness

The term “openness” has been frequently discussed in the open innovation litera-
ture (e.g. Laursen & Salter 2006; Chesbrough & Appleygard 2007; Enkel et al.
2009; Dahlander & Gann 2010). In defining openness, Chesbrough (2003, p.
XXIV) claims that “open innovation is a paradigm that assumes that firms can and
should use external ideas as well as internal ideas, and internal and external paths
to market, as firms look to advance their technology”. We argue that the dilemma
of openness relates to the absence of clarity regarding what mechanisms are need-
ed in the public sector to enhance open innovation and thus supportive govern-
ance. Lee et al. (2012) summarise that a growing number of public sector organi-
sations are now reaching out for good ideas and new ways to deliver public ser-
vices from across the world. Instead of innovating all by themselves, authorities
attempt to make the greatest use of external knowledge sources to add public val-
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ue, something that, according to Lee et al. (2012), has resulted in a widespread
restructuring of organisational forms within the public sector. Some of the chal-
lenges of becoming a ‘value provider’ are related to: structure, government’s or-
ganisational, management, and personnel systems (designed to operate within a
hierarchical model of government). Because of the hierarchical decision-making
structure, inflexible bureaucracies tend to react slowly to new situations and op-
portunities. In order to become a provider of public value, a form of ‘public man-
agement’ of required, which is very different from what governments and their
citizens have become accustomed to over the past hundred years.

As an alternative to the paradigms discussed above, some public sector organ-
isations have adopted networked forms of governance (Lee et al. 2012), i.e. citi-
zen-centred governance based on emerging patterns of governance and service
delivery (Hartley 2005). Lee et al. (2010) point out that one important characteris-
tic of networked governance is that the public is considered co-producers of ser-
vice and innovation. Also, an increasing number of governments are developing
so called open innovation policies to bring together external partners with specific
capabilities and integrate their contributions (Lee et al. 2012). Lee et al. (2012)
argue that the notion of applying the open innovation paradigm in the public sec-
tor is not really new and that the traditional government model has been changed
toward a network model which involves establishing a network of partners and
empowering them. For an organisation, regardless whether public or private, some
things must be in place if they are to open up their information. These challenges
are of different nature, and range from technical (infrastructures and interoperabil-
ity) issues, via common policies (around objectives, strategies and methods), to
administrative and organisational challenge (Runardotter et al. 2011). In this paper
we are leaving the technical aspects aside, since they are not always the main
problem. We argue that there is a great deal of organisational challenges to con-
sider and work with for a public manager, e.g. how to handle the open data policy
implementation (Huijboom & Van den Broek 2011), dealing with lack of
knowledge (Halonen 2012), area of responsibility, etc.

Our proposition is that in order to become open and transparent in its deepest
sense, an organisation must pay attention to its processes and routines, govern-
ance, management, and strategies, but also to its organisational culture and values
as suggested by Alvesson & Sveningsson (2008). Firstly, there is need of
knowledge on what facilitates/hinders the development of open organisations, and
how to manage and steer a policy implementation process towards openness, as
well as how to manage and steer the open organisation in the long run. Secondly,
there is a need of suitable governance mechanisms that build a relationship with
citizens so that openness can be achieved. We claim that different openness initia-
tives require a diversity of approaches, and that there is need of ‘open manage-
ment’ guidance appropriate for different contexts. As Rahman (2007) states, or-
ganisations need ‘good governance’, and both organisational and technical
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knowledge for to be able to implement policies and initiatives that lead to the
open e-society. Good governance should also adhere to principles such as working
toward greater openness; participation; accountability; effectiveness, and coher-
ence (COM 2001).

Concluding remarks

The purpose of this paper was to explore and discuss the roadmap of achieving
openness in the public sector and hence to explore the mechanisms of needed
governance. The openness initiative in the public sector is, as we have showed
above, neither entirely implemented in public authorities, nor fully accepted by
citizens. This indicates that there are obstacles along the way. Managers at differ-
ent levels are stuck in the middle and expected to carry out a policy which they
might not have adequate means and guidelines for to accomplish. Hence, we ar-
gue that there is a need of a governance roadmap that will support the change to-
wards openness within public authorities.

We have identified some issues that must be considered for the openness ini-
tiative to succeed. A public authority needs to consider whether the policy of
openness requires any redesign when it comes to organisational roles, administra-
tive tasks, control systems, and decision making, as well as consider how to be-
come a flexible, innovative and open organisation. All this is to happen within an
organisation marked by a certain culture, which is many times distinguished by
being hierarchical and bureaucratic. In this kind of organisational culture empha-
sis 1s put on internal efficiency, uniformity, coordination and control (Denison &
Spreitzer 1991). Thus, the dilemma is: how will an organisation that focuses on
effectiveness based on criterions such as control, stability and efficiency become
open, flexible and innovative? Moreover, public authorities are now also expected
to collaborate with citizens to a higher degree (i.e. the democratisation objective
of open government), which adds further complexity for the public authorities to
handle.

In sum, we argue that public authorities need to re-think many parts of their
organisation such as organisational roles, with whom to collaborate, and how to
share information and knowledge. How to create an organisational culture that
supports innovation and openness is also of vital importance.

Since this is a conceptual paper, we argue that future research is needed, in
order to strengthen our proposition. First of all, it would beneficial to conduct case
studies, and action research to explore both what the current situation looks like in
public authorities, and what are the managers’ needs, wants and wishes when it
comes to open government? It would also be interesting to test and verify our
suggestions, in order to be able to provide managerial implications, and thereby
establish the concept of ‘open management’. These suggestions to investigate
mechanisms to development needed processes, routines, change of mind-sets and
values, i.e. there is a need of a road map of how to manage openness. We also
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suggest further critical investigation of the concept ‘open’, and how it is interpret-
ed, experienced and understood among public authorities’ personnel as well as
among citizens.
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