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Abstract

Many countries around the world have joined the open data movement. Data is being published for a
various number of reasons which include for the public to reuse, to create a more efficient government, and
to increase transparency. Recent development in this field is that the data published is expected to be in
machine readable format. In general, there is a lack in guidelines to regulate and help the process of opening
data. Many countries are in different stages in developing these guidelines. Indonesia is an example of a
country just beginning to join the open data movement. A field of study that is lacking is about how
countries can learn from each other in developing the necessary guidelines. Being in the early stages of
development, Indonesia can especially benefit from research in this area.

A complex comparison of open data policies is conducted in this research to provide a basis for drawing
conclusions and recommendations for the open data policy in Indonesia. For this study, five different
countries that are in different stages of development in their open data initiatives are explored which results
in an extensive list of findings. These countries include the United States, United Kingdom, Netherlands,
Kenya and Indonesia. For the design of the framework, literature and case studies are conducted. The case
studies are in the form of interviews with eight respondents involved in open data in each country. First, it is
identified what aspects influence the uneven development of open data. Second, lessons that are relevant
for Indonesia based on the many similarities and differences are identified. As the scientific contribution of
the research, this framework and comparison is given because there is currently lacking research in this area.

It was concluded that Indonesia can synthesize a number of lessons from the comparison that comprises a
combination of elements that were presented as findings from each of the countries. The lessons that were
developed include suggestions for a more robust legal framework, the creation of an ecosystem between
data publishers and data users, the development of stronger IT and organizational support for open data,
and the launch of initiatives that use open data at the district government levels. Interestingly, from the
study, it suggests that the focus of the policies for countries in the developing stages are more related to the
release of data from the publishers and less on the technical processes that are involved with opening the
data. Other interesting results that were founded from the study suggest that the difference between the
countries are influenced by specific forces and counter forces in the area of open government and also from
the existence of individuals that highly advocate for the development of open data in that country. So, the
practical contribution of this research is the lessons that each of the countries can derive from the
comparison and also the specific lessons that are designed for Indonesia’s open data policy both to reap the
identified benefits of opening data.

Further to this research, there is a possibility to conduct research on further comparisons for a more robust
and comprehensive learning process. Comparisons can be conducted on different countries about open data
policies or about different aspects of open data itself. Another possibility is to create lessons for all countries
involved in this current study.

Key words: open government data, comparison framework, open data framework, open data policy, policy
analysis, e-government
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Executive summary

The field of open data can be seen as a new trend in the world of information and communication
technology. Especially with the technological advancements to support the opening of data, more and more
countries are interested in opening their governmental data to the public. Apart from the technological
advancements, many benefits and positive impacts that have been identified also play a role in the
eagerness of countries to implement open data programs. Some of the discovered benefits include
transparency and accountability of the government, participation and self-empowerment to the citizens,
economic growth and also stimulation of innovation through re-use of data (Janssen et al., 2012, Lundqvist,
2012, Tauberer, 2009, Huijboom and Broek, 2011, Zhang et al., 2005, Zuiderwijk et al., 2012). However there
is an uneven development amongst the countries. Some countries like Australia, Denmark, Spain, the United
Kingdom (UK), and the United States (US) are seen to be more advanced (Huijooom and Broek, 2011).

In relation to the difference of development of open data policies in the several countries, it is observed that
Indonesia is a country that is still considerably behind. Although Indonesia has enacted a freedom of
information law in 2008, there has been little progress since then to further regulate the opening of data. At
the moment Indonesia only has a beta version of an open data platform (satupemerintah.net). However,
Indonesia is widely supported by the international community to further progress in terms of open
government and this is responded by action plans that are published on Open Government Indonesia. With
the uneven progress of open data in different countries it is possible to learn from each other to develop a
better program. Indonesia can benefit from these studies to develop their own open data policy. A method
that can be applied to formulate better policies and address some of the current barriers to developing open
data policies is by comparing the policies and creating a benchmark which is the problem that is addressed in
this research.

The objective of the research in this thesis is to investigate what Indonesia can learn from the open data
policies of the United Kingdom, the United States of America, the Netherlands, and Kenya in developing its
own open data policies. By doing so, this research also presents a thorough comparison of the open data
policies between the countries.

At the moment there is limited literature available on comparisons of open data policies especially in
comparing different countries. This leads to the scientific contribution of the research, to provide a
comparison framework that is used to compare different countries. The framework will include elements
that are specifically relevant to include when comparing national open data policies such as the cultural
context and also country demographics. The contribution for practice lies in the lessons that are derived
from the comparison and also the findings from the comparison itself. The lessons presented in this research
are explicitly targeted for the improvement of Indonesia’s open data policy, but it contributes to the efforts
of all involved countries to gain the benefits from opening government data.

In order to achieve the objectives and targeted contribution, the following research questions are
formulated:

Main question:

What can Indonesia learn from the open data policies of the United Kingdom, the United States of America,
the Netherlands, and Kenya in developing its own open data policy?

Sub-questions:




1. Which elements of open data policies should be compared to develop recommendations according
to available literature?

2. What are the forces and counter-forces that drive and hinder the open data policies in the examined
countries?

3. What are the differences and similarities between the countries when compared using the
comparison framework that is based on the elements identified for the examined countries?

The methodology applied to answer the questions include a literature research to find previous comparison
frameworks on both open data policies and other policy making processes and research on open data
policies, a literature research is conducted to acquire knowledge about the various countries that are
examined, lesson drawing from the results of the comparison based on Rose’s (2002) ten steps, and
interviews. A total of eight interviews were conducted for the purpose of the research.

For the purpose of the research, open data is defined as data that meets the criteria of being accessible at no
more than the cost of reproduction, without limitations based on user identity or intent, in a digital format
and free of restriction on use or redistribution in its licensing conditions. It is also important to examine the
benefits and barriers of opening data and not only the definition. This is because they lead to the
development of relevant policies that highlight the benefits and help mitigate the effects of the barriers. The
formulation of policies is highly dependent on the existing benefits and barriers.

Based on the literature findings, the framework is sub-categorized into the elements that build the policy
context and environment, policy content, and policy impact. The research was conducted to compare open
data policies in the United States, United Kingdom, Netherlands, Kenya and Indonesia. The elements
included in the framework can be seen in the following table:

Level of government organization
Key motivations, policy objectives
Open data platform launch
Technology penetration
ICT Infrastructure
Source of Funding
Legislation
Political constituencies
Hofstede — Individualism and collectivism
Minkov — Exclusionism and universalism
Trompenaars — Particularism and
universalism
Cultural beliefs

Resource allocation and
economic context:

Policy context

Social and political contexts

Drivers or forces for opening Event based
data Various forces
Counter forces that hinder the opening

Licensing (LP)

Fees for access (FB)

Data presentation (LP)
Technical aspects of the open Restricted data (LP)
data process Contact with data users (CB)
Amount of published data
Processing of data before publishing (T)
Costs for opening

Policy Content




Types of data
Data format and standards (T)
Data quality (T)
Provision of metadata (T)

Technical aspects of the data
P Interoperability with other data (T)

Accessibility of data (T)
Encouragement for data re-use (CB)
Re-use of published data

- Possible predicted risks
Policy impact

Benefit alignment with motivation
Public values

Furthermore findings from the interviews and cultural aspects showed different drivers for open data. Some
of the findings that can be concluded as forces and counter forces include the need for more evidence of the
benefits of opening data in order to stimulate further publishing of data, opening data as a big change in
mindset in all of the observed countries, individuals that advocate for the development of open data are
important in determining the development and progress of the open data movement, there needs to be a
large diversity of data types that are published, data must be understandable for all segments even if it is
already in the form of an application, a balance is needed between being completely open and regulations,
and lastly a strong foundation for open data must be laid before implementation. At the moment it can be
observed that one of the most important barriers for countries to publish data is the need for more evidence
of the benefits. There already exists many studies that predict the benefits of open data but data publishers
are seeking evidence of the effects before they are willing to participate further. On the other hand, an
important driver that is observed to stimulate the process of open data in the countries is the existence of
individuals that make an effort to see open data work in that country. Each country has a certain individual
that consistently encourages the progress of open data. All of the findings that were categorized as these
forces and counter forces are considered to be unique findings that hold importance to the reason why open
data can or cannot flourish in a country.

From the comparison that was conducted certain aspects can also be summarized. In comparing the policy
context it can be found that the UK, US and Netherlands, countries which have a stronger tendency to be
open, have in common a supporting IT infrastructure, high technology penetration, government type
(constitutional), higher GDPs, and cultural dimensions (individualists according to Hofstede (2010) and
universalists according to Minkov (Hofstede et al., 2010) and Trompenaars (1998)) Furthermore the results
of the policy content comparison suggest that, except for Indonesia, all the countries have already placed
certain guidelines for the open data process even though not all of them are formalized as policies. In terms
of the policy impact it can be concluded that all the observed countries are more focused on the process of
releasing the data than the reuse of the data.

From the results of the comparison, certain lessons were developed for Indonesia’s open data policy. These
lessons were synthesized from the current practices that are regulated in the other countries and also the
various forces and counter forces that were established from the previous findings. Because of the specific
nature of these lessons for Indonesia, the following lessons were chosen in consideration of the
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environmental context under which they will be implemented. Hence, based on the steps of lesson drawing,
the lessons that are designed for Indonesia are the following:

1. A more robust legal framework that ensures the continuous release of data from the data
publishers. The legal framework should include the minimum number of datasets that should be
published on a regular basis and regulation of the privacy issues involved with opening data on a
publicly accessibly platform.

2. Operational policies that cover more aspects of the open data process such as machine readability of
the data and the accessibility of the datasets on an open data platform without registration.

3. Creating an ecosystem between data publishers and data users by maintaining contact.

4. Ensuring quality of the published data through specific information quality acts.

5. Creating an open data support system through organizational and infrastructural changes.
Organizational changes include the designation of open data to a specific agency centrally or specific
organizational entity within each data publisher’s organization that is responsible for the published
data. Infrastructural changes in this case are related to the development of a more supportive IT
infrastructure and also building of an open data platform.

6. Creating initiatives at the district levels of the government to trigger more demand for data.

Other conclusions that can be drawn from the research conducted is that at the moment there is more
urgency in developing legal frameworks that ensure the continuous release of data from the government
compared to the policies regarding the requirements of the data itself. This holds true in the countries that
are considered to be less advanced with their open data initiatives such as the Netherlands, Kenya and
Indonesia. However, attention should still be paid to the machine readability of the data that is published
which will pose an easier transition when the policies for the data are enacted as well. A recommendation
that is suggested as further research is to identify the benefits that have materialized from the current
published data and identify the impact of opening data thus far. This is especially relevant in countries that
have been involved with open data for longer with enough data already published.

Existing research in the field of open data is often focused on the usage of open data or other activities that
can benefit from the usage of open data. This research is focused on guidelines that enable the usage of
open data which are identified to be open data policies. Comparisons of open data programs and open data
policies have been completed in previous research (Zuiderwijk and Janssen, (to be published), Huijboom and
Broek, 2011, Rothenberg, 2012) but on a different scale and complexity. Because the scope of the research
compares open data policies in different countries, this creates an international setting to the analysis.

The findings in this thesis also have practical implications for the countries that are compared (US, UK,
Netherlands, Kenya, and Indonesia) in terms of continuing the development of their open data programs.
For each of the countries, this thesis can be used to draw lessons and also to observe the strengths and
weaknesses of their current situation. The research that is presented in this thesis adds to the existing
research that is available in guiding organizations, agencies, and countries in reaching their objectives of
opening data to the public.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Starting from the Freedom of Information Act (FolA) that has existed since 1966 in the US and since 2000 in
the UK, countries have tried to create a culture where the government publishes their data to the public.
This act encourages governmental agencies to release their data to the public as requested. A newer concept
called open data is a progression of this act that emphasizes the need for the data to be in formats that are
easily re-usable and machine readable. Also with the advancement in infrastructure to support the opening
of data, such as the World Wide Web and the Internet, the process of opening data has become the focus of
some organizations and countries alike. Many can pinpoint the start of the open data trend in 2009 when
President Barack Obama’s administration announced the Open Government Directive (Obama, 2009) which
motivated other countries to take more concrete actions to deliver similar directives. The European Union
Public Sector Information directive in 2003 can also be called a start to the opening of data in Europe. On the
global front, the Open Government Partnership (OGP) was launched in September 2011 as a global effort to
make governments better (Open_Government_Partnership, 2011b). The eight founding governments
include Brazil, Indonesia, Mexico, Norway, Philippines, South Africa, United Kingdom, and United States that
endorsed the Open Government Declaration and announced their country actions plans. Since then the OGP
has welcomed the commitment of 47 additional governments to join the Partnership. One of the
commitments of the OGP is to increase the availability of governmental information that is collected on
behalf of the public.

The field of open data can be seen as a new breakthrough in the world of information and communication
technology. Open data is seen to be the concrete step towards the hopes of an open government. Research
into the field of open government and open data has increased in the last years as many are looking for
answers to how open data can help create a better government for the citizens. The reason why open data is
seemingly an attractive practice is that many benefits and positive impacts have been identified. Some of the
discovered benefits include transparency and accountability of the government, participation and self-
empowerment to the citizens, economic growth and also stimulation of innovation through re-use of data
(Zuiderwijk et al., 2012, Lundqvist, 2012, Janssen et al., 2012, Tauberer, 2009, Zhang et al., 2005, Huijboom
and Broek, 2011). These benefits seem to draw more and more countries to be more actively involved in
opening their data and in turn also being a more open government. For instance the Open Government
Directive in US and the EU PSI directive which calls for attention to the principles of transparency,
participation and collaboration (European_Commission, 2003). This allows citizens to monitor performance
of their government and hold the government accountable for their actions. On the other hand, the aim of
the OGP is to promote transparency, empower citizens, fight corruption, and harness new technologies to
strengthen governance (Open_Government_Partnership, 2011b).

Concrete actions of open data from most countries include the launching of various open data portals as
point of access for the citizens to retrieve the published data. In response to the Open Government Directive
in the US, the data.gov portal was launched in 2009 by Federal Chief Information Officer as the national
open data portal. In the UK, the data.gov.uk portal was officially launched in January 2010 and has since
developed into a repository of 9000 unique datasets. Meanwhile a country that has recently joined the
movement is the Netherlands by launching their national open data portal data.overheid.nl in September
2011. Slightly trailing behind these examples is Kenya (opendata.go.ke) in 2011 with their national open data




portal and Indonesia with a beta version (satupemerintah.net). Although the Kenyan open data portal
already contains some datasets, they are not enough to stimulate reuse.

In light of the global movements towards a more open government this research is focused on the open data
policies that help provide guidance for the opening of data in different countries. This research thesis
identifies in detail the steps, approaches, and results of the research project in the following thesis report.

a. Problem description and research objective

As the release of open data becomes more of a common practice in some countries, open data policies have
been developed to provide stimulation and guidance (Zuiderwijk and Janssen, 2012b). Countries that are
considered to have an established open data policy include Australia, Denmark, Spain, the United Kingdom
(UK), and the United States (US) although each country has different focuses for opening data (Huijboom
and Broek, 2011). It can be observed that the countries indicated above are commonly known as western
countries or more developed countries. There is no definite answer as to why the phenomenon occurs
where policies are more developed in developed countries. Previous research on the openness of
government, which was conducted on government websites, states that openness is highly correlated to the
size of the country and also to national wealth (La Porte et al., 2002). Although it is also argued that these
factors are not definitive in defining whether or not a government is open, the majority of countries follow
this rule. In other previous research, it is stated that open data is still in its very early stages in developing
countries with very limited data and access to the available data (Schwegmann, 2012). However, it is still
acknowledged that developing countries can also benefit greatly from initiating open data programs and
these countries are also enthusiastic about participating (Schwegmann, 2012). An example of a country in
this situation is Indonesia. In 2008, Indonesia launched the policy to open public data which was the first
step towards a more open government. As a next step to the policy, Indonesia recently launched the ‘Open
Government Indonesia’ (OGI) website (opengovindonesia.org) in 2012 that contains information about the
OGl initiative and its actions plans. Little is mentioned about open data specifically as it is more generalized.
Even though progress has been made, the open government and open data initiative has yet to fully launch
which is especially seen by the duration needed between the policies until the portal launch. The goal of the
Indonesian government in launching this program is to initiate a change in the bureaucracy between sectors
and institutions, to improve transparency for the public which in turn leads to identification of ineffective
and inefficient processes or individuals, and also to improve the overall service that is provided to the public
(0GI,2012). However, from initial study on the open data movement that has begun in Indonesia, it is
evident that improvements could still be made in terms of their open data policies. This thesis will present
lessons that can be used in the policy making process of Indonesia’s open data policies that is derived from
more established open data programs in leading countries.

With the uneven progress of open data in different countries it is possible to learn from each other to
develop a better program. A method that has been applied to formulate better policies and address some of
the current barriers with developing open data policies is by comparing the policies and creating a
benchmark. Countries with less developed open data policies can gain insight from the comparison and
improve their own policies. The research objective of the research in this thesis is to investigate what
Indonesia can learn from the open data policies of the United Kingdom, the United States of America, the
Netherlands, and Kenya in developing its own open data policies.

At the moment this method has been applied, through research, in the open data field in different
governmental institutions in the same country or on a very generic level (Zuiderwijk and Janssen 2012,




Huijboom and Broek, 2011). Even though it has been identified that it is beneficial to learn from comparisons
of the policies, there are still many unaddressed issues when looking at a cross-country comparison of open
data policies. The added value of this research is that it will be a cross-country comparison that will not only
include important open data policy elements in the comparison but also country specific characteristics that
influence the policy making process. These characteristics include cultural dimension, deep rooted beliefs,
political culture, and also major forces and counter forces that motivate or hinder the opening of data. In
further detail, the research will identify elements of open data policies that should be compared in the
framework. This will be based on an explorative study into open data policies and also existing frameworks
to derive the elements. These elements can be argued to be unchangeable variables as they are variables
that have been implanted from cultural upbringing. However it is founded that most policy transplantations
are only successful when these differences are taken into account (de Jong, 2009). This is especially true
when the comparison is expected to result in a recommendation or policy change in a different country.
Simply transplanting a successful policy of one country to another country does not guarantee success. Some
studies have shown that forcing a policy may result in rejection by the society because it goes against
cultural beliefs that exist (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000).

In order to reach this objective, a framework is designed to compare the open data policies and derive
lessons from the comparison. The lessons will then be formulated as recommendations to improve
Indonesia’s open data policy. Being in the early stages, Indonesia still has much room for improvement and
development and will benefit from further research.

The outline of the thesis will be as follows:
* Chapter 1 —Introduction and research approach

v" This chapter will further detail the background of the problem that is researched. This
includes the context of the problem, the societal and scientific relevance of the research that
is conducted, a clear delineation of the problem that will be addressed and research
questions that clearly stem from the problem identified. The methodologies that will be
applied to answer the research questions will also be stated based on the appropriate
approaches to reach the answer.

* Chapter 2 — Theoretical background

v' This section will give a more detailed explanation of open data and how open data has
affected the way governmental agencies operate in the modern age. A definition of open
data that the author has chosen for the research will be provided along with identified
benefits and barriers of open data. Brief descriptions of each of the countries that are
compared are also given from the theoretical standpoint. Following that a more detailed
look specifically at open data policies and the existing comparison frameworks for open data
policies and other relevant comparisons. This section will identify the initial elements to be
included in the design of the framework.

* Chapter 3 — Analyzing the countries

v’ This section will provide a more thorough overview of the examined countries based on the
interviews that were conducted. Events that have influenced the open data process in each
of the countries will also be identified. In addition this section will also address the cultural




aspects that influence open data policies that will also be compared. This section will then
derive additional elements that are country relevant to be included in the design of the
framework and also identify the forces and counter forces that strongly influence open data
policies in each of the countries.

* Chapter 4 — Conducting the comparison of open data policies

v" Based on the findings from the previous sections, this section will list all the elements that
will be included in the comparison framework and finalize the framework for the
comparison. The next part of this section will apply the framework to the countries
examined and create a comparison. Steps will then be applied to the results to derive
lessons learned.

* Chapter 5 — Conclusions and recommendations

v' This section presents the main findings and conclusions to the research question on
development of open data policies in the countries and also outlines the limitations of the
research conducted and the designed framework. The conclusions and lesson drawn from
previous sections will be applied to propose a set of recommendations to improve
Indonesia’s open data policies and also further research on the topic.

b. Practical and scientific relevance

The research is identified to be both relevant in practice and provide a contribution to science. First, as
stated before, there are many identified benefits to open data that countries and governmental
organizations can benefit from. These benefits will be further explained in the following chapter but overall
improving a country’s open data policy can help the country to reap these benefits. Opening data is not only
for better transparency and accountability of the organizations that open their data but also for a better
relationship between the citizens and the government. An example of the many identified benefits is the
economic gain that is estimated in Europe as 30 billion euro per year (Lundqvist, 2012). Furthermore, public
bodies hold a large number of data sets that may play a crucial role in innovation through the development
of new applications, products and services (Janssen, 2011). This research will contribute to the effort of
countries’ to gain these benefits.

Second, this research will contribute to the current scientific studies on open data policies and comparison
frameworks in the field of open data. Open data research still has a long way to go especially with the many
barriers and challenges that have been identified during the process of implementation. At the moment
there is still very little literature that discusses the issues of lesson learning using comparison frameworks in
the field of open data. Most literature is focused on individual countries in their efforts to partake in the
open data movement which also largely focus on lower levels of government. Research of open data policies
on the national context is also limited.

Additionally, specific lesson drawing for open data policies in Indonesia is also a new field of study with many
gaps to be filled. More studies are focused on the e-government and open government development with
limited research into open data and related areas. These insights may also be relevant for other open data
policies that are at the same level of maturity with Indonesia’s policy.




c. Research question
From the problem description above it can be concluded that the problem addressed is a benchmarking
study of open data policies. For the project itself the research will be focused on the following proposed

research question and sub-questions:

Main question:

What can Indonesia learn from the open data policies of the United Kingdom, the United States of America,

the Netherlands, and Kenya in developing its own open data policy?

Sub-questions:

1. Which elements of open data policies should be compared to develop recommendations according

to available literature?

a.

Methodology: Literature on open data policies, general policies relevant to public sector
information, comparison frameworks of open data policies, comparison frameworks of
cross-country comparisons in policies or open government initiatives

Expected results/outcomes: initial elements to be included in the comparison framework
that is developed

2. What are the forces and counter-forces that drive and hinder the open data policies in the examined

countries?

a.

Methodology: literature search on the drivers and barriers on open data policies from the
political (from the political leaders and political class), cultural (from the citizen's acceptance
and response), motivation and strategy (what the objectives to opening data are) point of
view, contact with researchers of open data and policy making through the open data
portals available from the countries as the initial point of contact, current news search on
media and citizen responses to open data programs.

Expected results/outcomes: additional elements that will be added to the framework as the
drivers and barriers to open data in each of the examined countries.

3. What are the differences and similarities between the countries when compared using the

comparison framework that is based on the elements identified for the examined countries?

a.

Methodology: using the elements identified in the previous sub-questions to design a
comparison framework used to examine the differences and the similarities between the
countries.

Expected results/outcomes: a comparison framework of open data policies and relevant
elements of open data policies of different countries.

d. Research methodology
In order to answer the proposed research questions, certain methodologies are applied to obtain

and analyze the data. First of all, a literature research is conducted to find previous comparison frameworks

on both open data policies and other policy making processes and research on open data policies. This point

is more of an explorative research into the open data policy field to find which frameworks are suitable to

adapt to compare different countries. Search terms include ‘open data policy’, ‘public sector information

regulations’, ‘comparing policies’, ‘comparing open data policy’ to search databases such as Scopus, Science

Direct, TU Delft repository, and Google Scholar. A previous framework designed by Zuiderwijk and Janssen

((to be published)) is used as the main framework to expand.




Second, a literature research is conducted to acquire knowledge about the various countries that are
examined. The choice of countries stems from proof of an ongoing open data program, availability of initial
information about the open data initiative and also possibility of contact with experts that have knowledge
about open data in the countries. Further literature study is conducted for a more in depth look into the
appropriateness of the countries for the comparison. The information gathered is based on policy
documents and information that is stored on the various open data portals of the involved countries. Other
criteria that are addressed are the cultural aspects of the countries. Hofstede’s book on cultural dimensions
(2010) is applied to analyze the similarities and differences of the countries that affect the comparison.
Furthermore, literature that is more focused on dimensions developed by Minkov and Trompenaars in their
respective publications are also studied. This desk research provides more elements that should be
compared in the framework.

The previous desk research and interviews will provide knowledge of key elements that need to be included
in the framework. In the design process of the framework, the approach of Bergmann (1957) is applied
which includes observation, deduction, and induction. This approach is chosen because it provides logical
steps to follow in the process of collecting and analyzing the data. Also it provides a certain level of flexibility
which is needed when dealing with large amounts of data from different perspectives. The steps mentioned
before are considered the observation step. Deduction comes from the interviews that validate the findings
of the desk research and further refine the designed framework.

After applying the framework, inductive reasoning is used to derive recommendations. More specifically,
from the results of the comparison, the next step to be conducted in the research is lesson drawing from the
results of the comparison. For this purpose, a step-by-step process, that is outlined in a paper by Rose
(2002), provides ten steps to draw lessons in the field of policy and policy transplantation that is followed.
The lessons that are drawn from the comparison are intended to provide guidance for Indonesia’s still
developing open data policy hence the requirements of the lesson will include the applicability to Indonesia.
According to Rose (2002), lesson drawing cannot be simply a description of what another country is doing
but also the process (p. 5). The questions that should be answered in lesson drawing are under what
circumstances and to what extent (p. 5). The following steps are developed by Rose (2002):

1. Diagnose the problem
Deciding where to look for a lesson
Investigating how a program works there
Abstracting a cause-and-effect model for export
Designing a lesson
Deciding whether to import
Dealing with resource requirements and constraints
Handling the problem of context

Lo N R WN

Bounding speculation through prospective evaluation
10. Using foreign countries as positive or negative symbols

Selected countries and interviews

To apply the framework that is designed, it was decided to analyze five countries that have open data
programs in various stages and apply the framework to the existing situation. This can be considered as
using a case study method as is described by Yin (2008). A case study method allows the investigators to
retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real life events which include organizational and
managerial processes and international relations (Yin, 2008). The choice of multiple case studies, by using




five different countries, is justified by the fact that Yin (2008) states that evidence from multiple cases is
often considered more compelling and the overall study is therefore regarded as being more robust. Each
selection of case or country in this research is done using the logic that the cases will (a) predict similar
results (literal replication) or (b) predict contrasting results but for predictable reasons (theoretical
replication). In this research it is done with a combination of the two predicted results, some cases are literal
replications and a few other cases pursue different patterns of theoretical replications. The literal
replications are between the countries that are in the same level of development in open data. The
theoretical replications are between countries that are very much on different stages with open data but
with reasons that can be foreseen. According to Yin (2008) an important step of these replications is that a
rich theoretical framework is developed, which further justifies the design process of a framework to analyze
the situation in the countries. This framework states the conditions under which the open data phenomenon
starts.

The UK and the US are included in the comparison because of their influence on the open data movement
globally. These countries can be seen as the literal replications that form the multiple-case study. Both
countries are considered to have the most advanced national open data portals and have also been
recognized as leading countries in the field of open government. Moreover the choice of the Netherlands to
also be included in the comparison is because the Netherlands can be considered as a country that is in the
middle of progress in the field of open data. It is not highly advanced as either the UK or US but has
progressed immensely over the years. As for Kenya, the development of open data there is still relatively
new. It was chosen because their current development with open data is still more advanced than the
progress that has been made by Indonesia. Last of all, Indonesia is included in the comparison because of the
early stage developments that Indonesia is going through. On top of that, because of personal interest in the
development of Indonesia, this is the last country that is compared. As will be further deducted in the
following research, more identifiers will establish the fitness of these countries to be compared.

Furthermore, targeted interviews about country specific questions are conducted for further details.
Interviews are conducted with experts in the field of open government and/or open data in each of the
compared countries. The experts vary from researchers that have conducted thorough case studies in the
country, civil servants that are involved in opening data in the country, and people that work within
organizations that are involved in the development of open government in the countries. Further details on
the organizations or institutions that were approached for the interviews can be seen in Table 1. The choice
of countries also depended on the willingness of the experts to participate in the research as interview
sources. The full details and summaries of the 45 minute interview can be found in the appendix at the end
of this report along with the list of questions that were asked. The first interview that was conducted was
done in the early stages of the research and thus used a different approach compared to the rest. The
purpose of this interview was explorative into the open data situation from the researcher’s point of view.

United Kingdom STFC Rutherford Appleton - Head e-science scientific applications 9 May 2013

United Kingdom W3C on E-Government and Open Data Projects 7 June 2013
United States National Science Foundation — Chief Technology Officer 7 May 2013
Netherlands Delft University of Technology — PHD student 18 December 2012
Netherlands Data.Overheid.NL — Project leader 17 May 2013
Kenya Princeton University — Senior research specialist 22 June 2013
Kenya Open Institute — Executive Director 4 July 2013
Indonesia World Bank Jakarta — Public sector specialist 15 May 2013

Table 1 Interview sources




After examining the problem area of the research presented in this research, the following chapters will
further elaborate the work that has been completed and also present the findings and analysis of the
research. Using the research background, research question and presented methodology as a base of the
research a thorough step-by-step plan to create a comparison framework is presented. Some drawbacks and
constraints to these methods is the lack of access to people with sufficient knowledge to open data
processes in different countries, very little previous research to draw from, lack of understanding of certain
aspects that is researched by interview sources and also a lack of time to complete the extensive research.
The steps that are taken to conduct the research are presented in Figure 1 as a flow chart to illustrate the
process that is completed.
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Figure 1 Research flow diagram

As can be seen, the diagram consists of different colors which represent different aspects of the research.
Green indicates desk research or literature studies, blue activities are interviews that were conducted, and
orange indicates the design activities. It should be mentioned here that ‘validate’ in the diagram means that
the transcript and summary of the interviews were sent back to the sources of the interview to check and
comment on. Additional aspects were mentioned and the findings were commented on before included.




Chapter 2
Theoretical background

This chapter presents the literature review about the various aspects that are analyzed in this research. It
includes an overview of open data, the literature findings of the countries analyzed, and also a review of the
existing comparison frameworks that are relevant to the field of open data and open data policy. This
chapter also states the many assumptions that are made for the purpose of the research. The chapter first
begins with an overview of open data which includes the chosen definition and the benefits and barriers to
opening data. Next, is an overview of the facts about the observed countries which include demographics
and also an overview of the current open data situation is provided. Following that is an overview of all
relevant comparison frameworks to compare open data policies or other relevant cross country
comparisons. Finally, this chapter presents the initial theoretical framework this is used in this research to
compare the open data policies in the observed countries.

a. Open data

The following section provides a review of the basic knowledge in open data. As with any recent field of
research there are still many contradictions between researchers on certain aspects of open data. This
section clarifies the perspective taken on these contradictions which provides clear definitions of each
element that is presented.

i. Defining open data

An example of this is the definition of open data. In previous research, there are many ways in which open
data is defined. Before determining which definition best suits this research, an overview of the different
definitions will be provided. The difference in definitions can be identified through the difference in data
providers, type of data, users of data, format of data, and origin of data.

The Open Definition states open data as “a piece of data or content is open if anyone is free to use, reuse,
and redistribute it — subject only, at most, to the requirement to attribute and/or share-alike”
(opendefinition.org). It also further defines under what characteristics is data considered to be open through
its accessibility, redistribution, reuse, absence of technological restriction, attribution, integrity, and non-
discrimination. On the other hand according to data.gov, the official open data portal of the United States
government, open data is considered as high value, machine readable datasets generated by the Federal
government that is not private or restricted for national security reasons and is published to the public
through the portal as the repository for all the information (data.gov). On the other hand, the Open Data
White Paper published by the UK government defines open data as data that meets the criteria of being
accessible at no more than the cost of reproduction, without limitations based on user identity or intent, in a
digital, machine readable format for interoperation with other data and free of restriction on use or
redistribution in its licensing conditions (HM_Government, 2012). A different definition can be found from
the European Commission which defines open data as data that the public sector collects, produces,
reproduces and disseminates (European_Commission, 2003). In Geiger and Lucke (2011) they present a very
broad definition of open data as all stored data which could be made accessible in the public interest
without any restrictions on usage and distribution. They go further in their article to define open
government data which are all stored data of the public sector which could be made accessible by the
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government in the public interest without any restrictions on usage and distribution. However it excludes
the publication of all stored data of the public sector which must remain confidential.

Each of the above definitions has similarities and differences even though the main point is still evident. Both
of the official open data documentation related to the US government and UK government respectively has
similar definitions of open data which includes the variable of having the data machine readable and easily
accessed. In contrast, the definition that is provided by the European Commission and Geiger and Lucke do
not describe a lot about the specific requirements for the data.

However, because of the unique characteristic of the research that is presented in this report, a new
definition that is based on the different definitions presented in the overview is used. The completeness of
the definition provided by the UK government is the closest definition that is used as the reference point.
The definition clearly states the accessibility requirements of the data, the format of the data as well as the
licensing conditions that still bind it. To this point there are still limitations to what types of governmental
data can be opened, a fact that is also clearly defined with this definition. However, it also provides the
requirement to make the data linkable to other data thus ensuring the efficient re-use of the data that is
opened. This part of the definition is adapted to fit the new definition needed for this research. Because of
the different motivations in each country to open their data, creating linkable data is not included as a
requirement for open data. Hence open data, for this research is defined as:

“Data that meets the criteria of being accessible at no more than the cost of reproduction, without
limitations based on user identity or intent, in a digital format and free of restriction on use or redistribution
in its licensing conditions”.

ii. Benefits and barriers to opening data

Besides the many definitions of open data, there is also much research into the benefits and barriers that
arise with the opening of governmental data. It can be said that the benefits and barriers to open data
depend highly on the characteristics of the governmental agency that is opening their data. The research
that is currently being conducted in this field hopes to identify more benefits of open data that can further
stimulate the willingness of countries to join the open data and open government movement. However it
must be noted that even though there are many benefits that have been identified, there is still lacking clear
evidence that leads to proof of the impact (Huijboom and Broek, 2011, Schwegmann, 2012). This is because
open data is still a relatively new movement which started around the year 2009. Most of the benefits are
only realized in the long term which is yet to uncover itself at the moment. It is hoped that in the coming
years it will become clearer. The following section will provide an overview of the relevant benefits and
barriers for this thesis that is derived from the many existing ones. The importance of providing an overview
of these benefits and barriers is because they lead to the development of relevant policies that highlight the
benefits and help mitigate the effects of the barriers. The formulation of policies is highly dependent on the
existing benefits and barriers. The explained benefits and barriers are examples of aspects that are taken
into consideration when developing said policies.

First, the benefits of opening data will be explained. The main benefits include the improved accountability
and transparency of the government (Zhang et al., 2005, Public_Accounts_Committee, 2012, Janssen, 2011)
and also the increase of citizen participation (Schwegmann, 2012). Economic gains are also mentioned as a
considerable benefit from opening data, it is said that the value of Public Sector Information in Europe is
estimated at 30 billion euro per year (Lundqvist, 2012). On top of that “public bodies hold a large number of
data sets that may play a crucial role in innovation through the development of new applications, products
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and services” Janssen (2011, p. 446). Stakeholders that are involved in the open data process have also been
discovered to have high hopes for the benefits of opening data even with knowledge about the barriers
included (Zhang et al., 2005). In the report about Learnings from Kenya’s Open Data Initiative (Kenei, 2012)
some of the benefits that they have identified to motivate the opening of data in Kenya include
transparency, accountability of government and donors to its citizens, empowerment of citizens, promoting
inclusive development, and also economic benefits. In a nutshell, it covers all the benefits that were
mentioned in previous research as well. Furthermore, open data can be offered to active citizens in order to
facilitate innovation (Tauberer, 2009, Huijboom and Broek, 2011). An example is the utilization of open data
to develop applications that are more widely used by the public such as traffic applications and updated
weather forecasts.

Other benefits include the reduction of duplication of data collection and data handling, improvement of
policy-making processes and sustainability of data. Reduction of duplication of data collection is best
explained through an example of different governmental agencies needing the same data to perform public
services which would be more efficient without having to collect the data multiple times but having it
available for use by opening it. This would not only reduce the duplication of the data but also lower the
costs that are involved. For the improvement of policy-making processes open data can aid policy makers by
providing sufficient data that is needed so that they can better understand the problems that they are
dealing with and thus take well-informed decisions (Arzberger et al.,, 2004). Open data is also a way to
ensure that the data that is stored is maintained and protected from being lost thus ensuring the
sustainability of the data.

Despite the many benefits to opening data, there still arise many impediments that need to be addressed.
To create an effective use of open data there needs to be a balance between the benefits and barriers.
Currently research is being carried out and policies are being developed to mitigate the barriers and
promote more uses of open data. According to research conducted by Peled (2011), barriers such as the
power play of the politicians and governmental agencies are factors that prevent the open data initiative
from taking full potential. This is seen as a barrier because then the data that is published may be mistaken
as data that has been previously doctored which eliminates the purpose of opening governmental data. Data
manipulation of this type can also lead to false results if the data is further used in research by academics.

Upon examination of five countries worldwide, certain barriers for open data in each of the countries were
derived and presented by Huijboom and Broek (2011). As each country has different motivations to open
data, the barriers or impediments that are presented in their research differ accordingly and were placed in
certain rankings based on how many countries agreed on a certain barrier. The top barrier was the closed
government culture that currently exists making it difficult to change this frame of organization and have
them be more open. In past years governmental practitioners have been more accustomed to working in
secrecy and not in openness, for the data users this means that there will still be some data withheld by
organizations (Australian_Government, 2012). The reason for this is there have previously been policies
which actually ensure that governments keep the data private. Another mentioned barrier is the tension
between the open data policy and the existing privacy legislations. Although open data is supposed to be as
transparent as possible there are certain conflicting interests that arise from how open it can be without
publishing information that may lead to the identification of the persons involved.

More barriers mentioned by Huijooom and Broek (2011) are about the quality of the data itself and how
useable this data is. Because of the previously mentioned secrecy in the operations of governmental
agencies in previous years, the data that is stored or kept is not always of highest quality making it difficult
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to publish it for useable purposes. In relation to the quality, the data that is published has also been
discovered to be in less user-friendly formats which are caused by the lack of standardization of the data
that can be published. Commonly used formats for this type of data include excel files or .CSV files which
should be standardized in the open data guidelines. Another impediment is that certain datasets require a
certain payable fee before being able to gain access. This reduces the purpose of having the data available
for public if fees are instilled it limits access to certain parties that may not have the ability to purchase such
data. But looking at it from the data provider’s perspective, most organizations gain income from selling data
which means by providing it on open data platforms for free they are letting go of a source of income. One
of the last barriers mentioned in this literature is the unequal access to the open data and network overload
by presenting large amounts of data on the existing infrastructure. Unequal access to data is mainly
discovered to be true in Spain and the US where there is a digital divide which causes this inequality of
access. Unequal access in this case means that even though the data is published for everyone, the
infrastructure does not allow some people to have easy access to the data. As for the network overload, this
is mainly visible in the US where there are not enough available networks that have the capacity to hold this
data because the US is publishing such large amounts of data.

A different perspective of analyzing the impediments or barriers to open data is to view it from the data user
perspective. There are ten categories of impediments that are identified by Zuiderwijk et al. (2013) that is
viewed as socio technical impediments of open data from the data user perspectives. The ten categories
include 1) the availability and access, 2) find ability, 3) usability, 4) understand ability, 5) quality, 6) linking
and combining data, 7) comparability and compatibility, 8) metadata, 9) interaction with data provider, and
10) opening and uploading. Most of the barriers identified relate to the ability of users to re-use the data
and create value from the data that is published. Based on the research that was conducted, from literature,
workshops and interviews, it is clear that there is a need for open data policies that not only puts pressure
for the organizations to publish but to also publish data that is usable for the users (Zuiderwijk et al., 2013).
At the moment there is still a certain reluctance from data providers to open their data because of the
unknown impact (Zuiderwijk et al., 2013). One important barrier is the inability of users to handle the
complexity of the data presented and actually use the data presented on the open data platforms. The more
data is available it becomes more difficult to analyze and draw conclusions from it (Zurada and Karwowski,
2011). This barrier is also mentioned by Janssen et al. (2012) which creates the need for good structure and
support in handling and using the available data. Making the data open and available to public may not be
sufficient anymore. Additional support is needed for users to actually use this data in a meaningful way.
Hence, there is a need for a uniform policy that ensures that the data published is not just published but also
accessible for data users to understand and re-use (Zuiderwijk et al., 2013).

b. Examining the countries

As explained in the methodology, the countries that are examined for the purpose of the research are the
United States, United Kingdom, Netherlands, Kenya and Indonesia. The reasons for choosing these countries
are also explained in that section. Before explaining the current open data situation in each of the countries,
an overview of how the countries differ from each other in terms of more general characteristics are
provided in the following Table 2. The statistics provided in the table is taken from latest information that is
provided in the ‘The World Factbook’ by the Central_Intelligence_Agency (2013) as the most up-to-date
facts on each of the characteristics.
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Total area 9,826,675 sq 243,610 sq km 41,543 sq km 580,367 sq km 1,904,569 sq km
km
Population 316,668,567 63,395,574 16,805,037 44,037,656 251,160,124
Age 40.2% 41.1% 40.8% 32.4% 42.2%
structure
(25 -54
years)
Government  Constitutional Constitutional Constitutional Republic Republic
type based monarchy monarchy
Federal
Republic

Common law Common law Civil law system based
on Roman-Dutch model
and influenced by

customary law

Mixed legal system of
English common law,
Islamic law, and
customary law

Legal system Civil law system

GDP per $ 50,700 $37,500 $42,900 $1,800 $5,100
capita
Taxes 15.7% of GDP 40.8% of GDP 44.9% of GDP 17.9% of GDP -1.9% of GDP

Table 2 Country facts and demographics (Central_Intelligence_Agency, 2013)

From Table 2, it can be observed that in terms of wealth, Kenya and Indonesia are quite different from the
US, UK and Netherlands. As is previously mentioned in La Porte et al. (2002), characteristics of a country that
have an influence on the openness of the government is dependent on national wealth and the size of the
country. This is why these characteristics are to be included in the comparison that is conducted. The next
table that is included contains indexes that are a result of the United Nations E-Government Survey in 2012
(United_Nations, 2012). This report also states the relation between highly developed e-government with
high economy countries. For the survey, the included in the parameters are e-government development
index, online services index, telecommunication infrastructure index, and human capital index. The e-
government development index is a benchmark for numerical ranking of e-government development in
countries that are in the United Nations. It is “a weighted average of three normalized scores on the most
important dimensions of e-government of e-government” (United_Nations, 2012, p. 136). These dimensions
are the other indexes that are included in the survey as well. The indexes can be seen in Table 3.

E-Government Development Index 0.8687 0.8960 0.9125 0.4212 0.4949
Online Services Index 1.000 0.9739 0.9608 0.4314 0.4967
Telecommunication Infrastructure Index 0.6860 0.8135 0.8342 0.1212 0.1897
Internet users (per 100 inhabitants) 79 85 90.72 20.98 9.10
Main fixed telephone lines (per 100 48.70 53.71 43.15 1.14 15.83
inhabitants)

Mobile subscribers (per 100 inhabitants) 89.86 130.25 116.23 61.63 91.72
Fixed internet subscriptions (per 100 26.63 31.14 37.02 0.08 0.73
inhabitants)

Fixed broadband facilities (per 100 inhabitants) 26.43 31.38 37.97 0.01 0.79
Human capital index 0.9202 0.9007 0.9425 0.7109 0.7982

Table 3 E-government development indexes (based on UN E-Government Survey 2012)
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The online services index is a measure of how much the country’s governments put online. To reach this
value each country’s national website is assessed, including portals, e-services, e-participation and
ministerial websites. The websites are assessed for content, features, and level of web content accessibility.
The telecommunication infrastructure index contains the average of elements that are also included in Table
3 (internet users, main fixed telephone lines, mobile subscribers, fixed internet subscriptions, and fixed
broadband facilities). Finally the human capital index is an average of adult literacy and gross enrollment
ration which both show the education level of that country. Both Table 2 and Table 3 present more elements
that are important to compare between countries when it comes to e-government programs such as open
data. These elements are considered in the analysis of the cross country comparison that is in this report.
These elements are identified in the two sources as elements that influence open data in the countries that
are further observed in this report.

To further examine the countries under observation, the following sections include an overview of each
country, in terms of open data, individually. Included in the overview are the actions that have been taken
for open data, the current open data policy situation, and the goal and objectives for open data in each
country.

i. United States of America

The government of the United States (US) is one of the first countries to opt for open data in the world. The
US has been a long believer that citizens have the right to know about information the government
possesses since the enactment of the Freedom of Information Act in 1966. The importance of the open
government movement in the US is clearly seen by the fact that President Obama has made it a high priority
since the first day of his administration (Open_Government_Partnership, 2011c). The Open Government
memorandum was the first action that Obama signed during his administration on 21 January 2009. Shortly
after was the launch of data.gov as the national open data portal in May 2009, in response to the Open
Government Directive. The portal intends to increase public access to high value, machine readable datasets
generated by the Executive Branch of the Federal Government. In a recent Executive Order in May 2013,
President Obama signed the order to the opening of machine readable data as the new default for
government information and published a new open data policy. Obama hopes that by doing so that it will
help launch more start-ups, businesses, promote innovation and ingenuity that will transform the way many
things are accomplished (Sinai and Dyck, 2013).

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) was instructed by Obama to issue an Open Government
Directive to implement the principles of transparency, participation, and collaboration (Obama, 2009).
Transparency promotes accountability which can in turn improve the overall performance of the
government and also to encourage participation of the public through information that is readily available
through new technologies. In response to this memorandum, the director of the OMB issued the Open
Government Directive to direct executive departments and agencies to take actions and implement the
three principles (The_White_House, 2009). In the following months, the Freedom of Information Act (FolA)
was adapted to reflect the new commitment towards an open government in March 2009. The Open
Government Directive states that executive departments and agencies are to take certain steps to create a
more open government which includes publication of government information online, improvement of the
quality of government information, creation and institutionalize a culture of open government, and creation
of an enabling policy framework for open government.

In relation to publishing government information online, the memorandum states that it shall always be in
favor to openness as is also specified in the newly updated FolA. However, it also needs to be under the
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extent that is permitted by law and subject to valid privacy, confidentiality, security and other restrictions.
Data quality is also a step that is mentioned in the directive. This is conducted by ensuring that there is a
process that is followed according to the Information Quality Act and is regularly maintained.

To create and institutionalize a culture of open government, openness should be underlying in any and all
government work as is incorporated by senior leaders. This is encouraged by working together as a whole
government and together achieving the end goal of an open government. In the memorandum itself, each
agency is asked to develop and publish an Open Government Plan that details that agency’s efforts in
improving transparency. Another course of action is creating a working group that meets to discuss and help
each other to create a more integrated open government effort that goes across all the agencies.

A policy framework should be created that takes into consideration the usage of emerging technologies to
publish the data that is to be opened. Existing policies regarding the release of data that has already been
regulated through the OMB will be updated to provide guidelines that will assist the opening of data through
various available technologies. These are the current aspects that are mentioned in the policy document
about the open data situation in order to reach the goal of transparency and accountability that is the main
goal of open data in the US. From the initial findings about open data in the US, it is clear that it can be
considered to be a strong leader in the field. The development of the policies that strongly encourage the
opening of data is seen to elevate the level of openness within the government and other organizations. For
the research that is presented, it was easy to access all the needed information about the open data process
that is followed by Federal Agencies. This is also another reason why the US can be viewed as a leader
because anyone can access information about how the data is managed which benefits both the publishers
and the users. From this literature review of open data in the US, it is decided to include the US in the
comparison that is conducted.

ii. United Kingdom

Following the US, the UK was next to join the open data movement. However, the beginning of open data in
the United Kingdom (UK) began with the Freedom of Information Act in 2000 that stated that the public has
the right to access public sector information (PSI). In this case, PSI is what we have defined so far as open
data. Another campaign that ignited the awareness of open data in the UK was the “Free Our Data”
campaign by a British daily national newspaper The Guardian in 2006. Even though it only reached a small
target group of readers, it is still noticeable as one of the first movements towards open data in the UK. A
few years later the open data portal of the UK, Data.Gov.UK, was made available since 30 September 2009
although it was officially launched in January 2010.

One of the recent changes that have been published in regard with the existing FolA is that several sections
have been adapted to incorporate the free availability of data in machine readable format. This amendment
to the FolA also incorporates the new Code of Practice. These two policies further encourage the re-use of
data by ensuring that the data published is in raw format. This allows a broader re-use of the data by users
and also promotes the linking of data. Besides providing ways for data users to contact the data publishers in
regard to the datasets that are made available or hoped to be made available, it is possible for citizens to
participate in the process of designing these policies and guidelines to open the data. For instance the Code
of Practice was open for consultation for twelve months before the draft was published. Consultation in this
case means that data publishers and users that are active within the Data.Gov.UK communities can
contribute to the decision making process by recommending certain courses of action that will ease the
open data use and re-use from their perspective
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The focus for open government in the UK has been on increasing public sector accountability, improving
public services and more effectively managing public resources which is stated in two open letters from the
Prime Minister to his cabinet. The letters established commitments towards opening data that is held within
the governmental bodies such as spending data for the central and local governments, crime data, and data
regarding the civil servants. Further to this, the second letter was described as one of the most ambitious
open data commitments in the world because of the extensive list of data that was supposed to be opened
which included health, education, criminal justice, transport and government financial information
(Cameron, 2011). Additionally actions that were taken include the establishment of the Public Sector
Transparency Board and the creation of the Open Government License. In terms of policies that regulate the
opening of data there are several policy documents that exist. Some of the guidelines used to open data
include the Public Data Principles which provides fourteen compulsory principles that were published by the
Public Sector Transparency Board, Sir Tim Berners-Lee Five Star ranking system for the re-use process of the
data, and the Government Principles for Open Standards especially for software interoperability, data and
document formats.

In the beginning, the focus of the UK to open their data was also to increase transparency of the government
but this has evolved as the open data initiative continues to grow. In the Open Data White Paper, the steps
taken to unleash the full potential of open data in the UK are described and commitments of each
participating department are provided as well (HM_Government, 2012). Some of the points in the White
Paper that are worth mentioning include the commitment to use the Five Star Scheme by Tim Berners-Lee to
measure the usability of open data. This will ensure the highest level of usability of the published datasets
and in turn will promote the users to re-use the data in innovative ways. It also goes further to commit to
include the participation of the data user communities in developing the databases further. This opens the
traditionally closed government to have more interaction with the data users and gain feedback on how to
improve the data that is disclosed. This also serves as a way to maintain the quality of data that is being
published. As mentioned in the previous chapter, one of the concerns that arise from the release of data is
the fact that personal information might be uncovered with the linking of several anonymous datasets. This
challenge is also addressed in the White Paper by committing to the hiring of a privacy expert that will
conduct Privacy Impact Assessments that will mitigate threats that could exist from releasing a dataset.

The UK is also considered a global leader in the field of open government and open data. After the initial
research that was conducted this opinion is also shared for the purpose of this research. The findings
through policy documents and website searches proved that the UK has indeed a strong foundation for their
open data and it is also promoted strongly by the government, which is similar to the situation in the US. The
published documents on open data also provide clear guidelines that are beneficial to both the publisher
and the data user in order to manage the data that is opened. Even though, through the initial research that
was conducted, no mention of having to open the data is found, it is evident that the UK have been actively
opening data through the open data portal. The UK is also an important country to be included in the
comparison based on the initial findings.

iii. The Netherlands

The Netherlands has been ranked second for ‘open government’ in the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law
Index for 2010 (Open_Government_Partnership, 2011a) which shows its strong grasp on the principles of
open government. This is also reflected on the long presence of the Government Information (Public Access)
Act (Wet Openbaarheid van Bestuur; WOB) since 1980 which has been amended to fulfill the more specific
requirements of open data. However, the open data movement started when the Obama administration
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announced their open government directive and this created the initiative to follow in the Netherlands as
well. Although the Netherlands is not considered one of the first countries to come on board with the open
data movement, there has certainly been increasing progress in the field. In September 2011 the Minister of
Interior and Kingdom Relations launched the national Open Data portal (data.overheid.nl) which is
motivated by the need to get commercial value and contribute to economic growth after data enrichment
that is done by the citizens. It is also said to lead to a more transparent government, stimulate economic
activity, build an efficient government, improve the public services, and drive innovation. Under the Action
Plan for the Open Government Partnership, there are certain areas which the Netherlands has committed to
improve in order to move towards a more open government. These areas include amendments to the WOB,
active publication policy, open data programs from each of the ministries, efforts in the area of integrity,
increasing the number of civil society initiatives, and improvement of various public services. Each of these
areas shows the structured plan of the Netherlands to prove their country to be as open as is ranked.

Through the WOB, citizens had the right to request for information about an administrative matter to an
administrative authority. Most of the information that is produced by the government is made public under
the WOB. Now, with the launch of Overheid.nl, this data is available for easier access which also aligns with
the government’s latest actions to promote the reuse of government information. The portal consists of no
actual data but a reference index that provides access to sources of government information, an overview of
the possibilities that data reuse can provide, news and background information about open data in the
Netherlands, and also links to forums for citizens to actively participate in discussion about open data. As of
now, the open data portal consists of over 5000 dataset links, the complete Dutch legislation and other deep
links to publicly available government information which are all available for free reuse.

On the portal of Overheid.nl, there is much information about suggested guidelines to open data. However,
these guidelines are not yet compiled in an official policy document. There is also not a law that forces any
governmental bodies to publish their data. When observing the existing guidelines that are available on the
portal, it can be seen that these guidelines are very detailed and provide usable guidance when a data owner
wishes to open the data. The guidelines consist of five steps that are involved with the process of opening
data. The steps start with deciding which data is suitable to publish. This step-by-step process is shown in a
flow chart diagram that takes the publishers through the process. Another guideline that is included is about
deciding which license is needed for the data or the legal check. The next step involves explaining how best
to organize the data that is published and the tasks that are involved. The last step is to include identifiers to
the data to make the data discoverable and accessible. This step-by-step process is only given as
encouragement and best practice and is not obligated to be followed. To create these guidelines into formal
policies it has proved to be a long process which could still take years to complete. Continuing efforts to
increase the availability and provision of data, there are three areas that have been identified to stimulate
the reuse of open government data which includes the usage to address specific societal issues, usage by the
public sector itself and stimulating commercial reuse.

Because of the lack of policies, the overview of the Netherlands is unable to be as detailed as that under the
US or the UK. It is interesting to note that even without policies of such, the guidelines that are made
available are detailed and if followed can make opening data considerably easy. This is one of the reasons
the Netherlands is included in the comparison because these guidelines are available even if they are not
considered policies. The Netherlands is further considered as a country to be included in the comparison
because in rankings and surveys (United_Nations, 2012, Open_Government_Partnership, 2011a) it remains
one of the highest ranked countries for openness or e-government.
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iv. Kenya

The start of open data in Kenya can be seen to have a longer story compared to the countries that are stated
above. Different from the US, UK, or the Netherlands, Kenya had a sense of urgency to apply open
government to help the development of the country as a whole. Under former President Daniel arap Moi,
between years 1978-2002, the government restricted the free flow of information and hindered other forms
of media networks. This was held under the Official Secrets Act that had existed from the colonial era. Under
the influence of such an Act, it is understandable that the government culture was built to restrict access to
information from the public and to closely guard all categories of information. It could be said that there was
an pressing need for transparency and openness in order to rid the country of corruption. In 2005, Bitange
Ndemo became the permanent secretary of Kenya’s Ministry of Information and Communications and
brought changes within the government that would enable a more open government. On 8 July 2011,
President Kibaki officially launched opendata.go.ke with 200 datasets that were categorized into education,
energy, health, population, poverty, and water and sanitation. The launching of the website also launched
the Kenya Open Data Initiative which was an important step for the country.

When the portal launched, Ndemo wanted to avoid confrontation with public officials on publishing non-
public data by launching the portal with data that was already categorized for the public but not yet
published. However, no policies were enacted to ensure the government opened their non-published data.
In 2010 there was an addition to the constitution which called for the government to “publish and publicize
important information affecting the nation”. This constitution amendment was the anchor to the open data
efforts instead of waiting for the Freedom of Information law. Another document that contains statements
about open data is the Vision 2030 Plan, which is a long term development blue print launched in 2008. This
Plan provides the means towards a more open government through ICT infrastructural developments.
However, because of the lack of Freedom of Information law there is no legal background or formal policies
that enforce the government to open the data. To the extent of the document search that was conducted
for this research, there were no mentions of formal policies that regulate the opening of data. There is
however, mentions of requirements on the opendata.go.ke portal about the data that is to be published.
Similar to the situation in the Netherlands but significantly less detailed. Issues such as licensing, privacy,
metadata, and formats of data are mentioned very briefly and merely suggested as best practices. It is
mentioned on the portal that there are mechanisms for users to present recommendations about the data.
This is meant to provide input for the continuous evolvement of the portal.

On the global scale, Kenya has also made a statement to the world by joining the Open Government
Partnership. Through the OGP, Kenya has formulated an action plan that is committed towards addressing
certain areas of open government. The areas include the improving of public services, increasing public
integrity, and more effectively managing public resources. The action plan also states many on-going
initiatives that are targeted at solving these areas along with the target dates of accomplishing the plan
(Open_Government_Partnership, 2012). The Freedom of Information law is currently still tied up in
parliament and has yet to be announced as a new law. This law may be one of the turning points needed for
the Kenya Open Data Initiative to be completely in action.

Kenya is said to be the first developing country to launch an open data portal (opendata.go.ke), which is one
of the main reasons why it is included in this comparison. From a different perspective, the other countries
in this research are all considered to be developed countries. Also, because the intention of the research is
to create a recommendation for Indonesia, Kenya is a good example of how open data can be beneficial to a
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country’s reformation. To bring diversity to the comparison, Kenya is a country that has launched its open
data initiative but is still considered to be in the very early stages.

v. Indonesia

In Indonesia the need for open government came in line with the 1998 riots and the fall of former President
Soeharto. It became clear that the government needed to make drastic changes towards a more transparent
government because of the heavily rooted corruption that had permeated into many areas of the
government. This brought around changes in the way the public responded to governmental actions and also
led to the start of the democratization process. In 2004, the devolution of power came to Indonesia through
decentralization of the government. Since then, many efforts have been implemented to empower the
citizens to be more engaged in public affairs. Openness in government activities is hoped to trigger the
bureaucracy reform between sectors (Sekretariat_OGIl, 2012b). This will lead to transparency and can
improve un-effective and inefficient processes and procedures within the government. This will also clarify
systems and procedures that are needed to provide high level of service to the public. These factors are
considered to be the end goal or objective of open data in Indonesia at the moment.

The Open Government Indonesia (OGl) movement started in September 2011. In the effort to enforce the
open government movement in Indonesia, a specific unit was appointed under the President called the
UKP4. This unit is tasked with all the open government duties, also those related to the global Open
Government Partnership of which Indonesia is co-chair in 2013. In 2008 the Freedom of Information law was
decreed which is used as one of the legislative backgrounds for opening data in Indonesia. However there
are not specific open data policies that are targeted at opening data on an online portal. The Fol law is
already considered a big step towards a more transparent government. It gives citizens’ rights to information
related to public policy making, encourages active participation of the citizens, and improves the managing
of public services. Because Indonesia is only at the very early stages of becoming an open government, many
policies are still needed. Currently there only exists the 2008 Fol law in the field of open data which simply
encourages the publishing of public information and does not force it. A specific law that regulates and
guides the actual publishing is still lacking. The information that can be included in this section about
Indonesian open data is very limited because of the lack of information that is available about the topic in
general. Most of the information that is on the OGI website relates to the long term plans for openness that
Indonesia wishes to accomplish. It is not focused on open data or the policies that have been enacted so far.

From the initial desk research that was conducted on Indonesia open data, it can be seen that open data is
still in the very beginning stages of development in Indonesia. At the moment there is more focus on
gathering awareness on the matter of open data and open government rather than formulating policies on
the opening of data. From the desk search, there was not found to be any regulations that mention the need
for specific data types, formats, licensing, or any other policy related aspects as were mentioned about the
previous countries. However, the designation of a specific taskforce to ensure the development of open
government is a sign of Indonesia’s seriousness in joining the global movement. Also by participating in the
Open Government Partnership, Indonesia has made an international statement of its commitment to the
movement. This is why this research hopes to assist Indonesia in providing lessons that are needed to
support enforcement of opening data nationally.

c. Current research on comparing policies
The Merriam-Webster dictionary defines policy as a high-level overall plan embracing the general goals and
acceptable procedures especially of a governmental body. Another definition of policies is a purposive
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course of action followed by an actor or set of actors in dealing with a problem or matter of concern
(Anderson, 2010). When applied to the field of open data it can be said that open data policies provide
guidelines that can help stimulate the continuous opening and reuse of data through a well thought plan. For
the purpose of this research open data policies are seen as guidelines that regulate the continuous opening
of data to the public that is not by request. Also the focus of this research is on national open data policies
that are valid for the opening of data in the country and also specifically for publishing on the national open
data portal. Some of these guidelines may not be formally known as national open data policies because
they are not strongly reinforced but they are considered as the open data policies that are analyzed in this
research.

As has been defined in the previous section in this chapter, open data is predicted to be highly important
and valuable. This causes the appearance of some boundaries that need to be regulated through policies.
These open data policies can be seen as a way in which a country can guarantee that their government will
continue to open data and remain transparent and accountable for all their actions. Besides from ensuring
the process of opening data, open data policies aim to achieve a certain impact on the society as does any

policy.

Several sources have stated that a comparison of open data policies and implementation of the open data
programs can assist the better formulation of the policies and overcome some of the current obstacles
(Zuiderwijk and Janssen, 2012a, Zuiderwijk and Janssen, (to be published), Huijpoom and Broek, 2011). In
this section a brief explanation of the current frameworks that have been developed for this purpose will be
given. Before explaining the existing frameworks, a look into the domains that need to be managed for
efficient data access which is essential to open data will be explained. These domains are the building blocks
on which the open data policies are developed then are translated into the elements that need to be
analyzed when comparing different policies. The domains that need to be assessed for data access
management include technological (T), institutional and managerial (IM), financial and budgetary (FB), legal
and policy (LP), and cultural and behavioral (CB) considerations (Arzberger et al., 2004) which is seen in
Figure 2. Arzberger et al. (2004, p.144) argues that these domains are in itself “a framework for locating and
analyzing where improvements to data access and sharing can be made”
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Figure 2 Data access management domains (Arzberger et al., 2004)

Moreover attempts have also been made to develop guidelines for the opening of government data
(Zuiderwijk et al., 2012). Issues that need to be taken into account when opening data have been identified
that are also part of formulating open data policies. According to research conducted by Zuiderwijk et al.
(2012) there are general issues and dataset specific issues that need to be taken into account when opening
the data. General issues include the confidentiality, deletion policy, embargo placement, organizational
changes, ownership of data, privacy sensitivity, lack of metadata, use and reuse of data, policy sensitivity and
unlawfulness. Dataset specific issues include the completeness and exhaustiveness, representation, validity,
reliability, clearness, provision of additional reports, and overall data quality. These issues combined with the
data access domains formulate the basis of the comparison frameworks that exist. In a further extension of
this framework, Zuiderwijk and Janssen ((to be published)) separate their framework, based mainly on
existing literature, according to environment and context elements as the input, policy content, policy
evaluation using performance indicators, and policy evaluation by realizing public values. The domains that
categorize the elements in the comparison framework are based on the policy making cycles of Stewart Jr et
al. (2007) which include agenda setting, policy formulation, policy implementation, policy evaluation, and
policy change or termination. The framework that was developed is used for comparing open data policies at
different government levels within the Netherlands. The reason for this is that a closer look into the policies
that exist at the lower levels of the government will affect the national policy too. The framework can be
seen in Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3 Comparison framework from Zuiderwijk and Janssen (to be published)

The framework in Figure 3 shows a detailed look at the various aspects that are considered when comparing
open data policies. A limitation about this research is that the public value or impact of open data as part of
the framework is near impossible to measure when comparing national open data policies of different
countries. Also because this framework was designed to analyze open data policies at lower levels of the
government specifically in the Netherlands, it is possible to gather more detailed information about the
more technical aspects of open data. However because of its high level of detail into the elements compared
in open data policies, this framework is used as the main reference.

In a different study by Gibbs et al. (2003), a framework for comparing the diffusion of e-commerce in
different countries is presented. The use of this framework is to identify the additional elements that need
to be inspected when performing a cross country comparison as opposed to a lower level comparison as
conducted in the abovementioned frameworks. According to Gibbs et al. (2003), factors of global
environment and national environment need to be taken into consideration when developing a comparison
of this scale. The national environment factors that are mentioned include demographic factors, economic
and financial resources, information infrastructure, organizational environment, public preferences, and
national policies on legislation and the promotion of e-government. On the other hand, the mentioned
global environment is not relevant for the study of open data or open data policies and is not taken into
consideration for this research. From the study of these factors, many lessons can be drawn in conclusion
about the adoption of e-commerce and e-government to some extent. Because this framework was
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developed for a more global view on how to compare different countries not all of it is applicable to this
thesis. Although a global view needs to be analyzed when conducting a cross-country comparison, for the
case of open data policies a more detailed overview of the technical aspects that are involved with open
data should also be considered. However, this framework provides the elements from the national
environment that need to be compared which is included in the framework presented here. A closer look at
the conceptual framework by Gibbs et al. (2003) can be seen in Figure 4.
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Figure 4 Conceptual framework by Gibbs, et. al (2003)

Another source that compares open data programs and the implementation of open data policies across
different countries is provided by Huijboom and Broek (2011). The countries that are evaluated in this
literature are the five countries that are considered to have an established open data initiative (Australia,
Denmark, Spain, UK, US). This comparison is mainly focused on the implementation of open data policies,
instruments used to implement their open data strategy, and how they are motivated and hindered in each
country. However it can also be seen through this comparison that there are similar factors that are
evaluated compared to the previous framework by Gibbs (2003) such as the economic instruments that the
country owns to execute the policy which is considered the national environment. The factors compared
include the education, voluntary approaches, economic instruments, and legislation and control. The
framework that was developed can be seen in Table 4. A limitation from this framework and also to the
previous framework by Gibbs is that they do not take into consideration that cultural aspects or even specific
forces or counter forces might be the underlying cause as to how open data is progressing in those countries
at a different pace. This is how the research presented here provides additional value.

Education and training Voluntary approaches Economic instruments Legislation and
control
Knowledge exchange Overall strategies and Competitions, app Freedom of
platforms programs contests, and camps information act
s General Financing of open data .
Instruments Guidelines . g P Technical standards
recommendations portals
Conferences, sessions, . L
Public voluntary schemes Monitoring

workshops
Table 4 Framework by Huijboom and Broek (2011)
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d. Proposed theoretical framework

From this overview of the current research that has been conducted on the various comparisons of policies
related to open data and also from the overview of the countries, an initial framework can be developed for
the purpose of the benchmark in this thesis. The initial elements that are included in the framework are
based on the available literature in the field and are formulated to answer the first sub-question of the
research questions. It should be noted that the comparison that is conducted in this thesis is an extension of
the research conducted by Zuiderwijk and Janssen ((to be published)). The difference is that this research
compares national open data policies of different countries instead of different government levels within
one country. The basic overview of the framework is highly similar to the framework by Zuiderwijk and
Janssen ((to be published)). The framework is separated into the following categories:

1. Policy context

This category evaluates the external factors that exist in each country that affect the formulation of national
policies. The elements included here form the context in which the policy is formulated. It includes the
aspects that form the circumstances under which the policy is enacted. This includes the objectives,
allocation of resources, existing legislations, social and political contexts, and the forces and counter forces
that affect the opening of data. These elements were deducted based on the existing framework by
Zuiderwijk and Janssen (to be published) and also by the overview of the countries and other frameworks
that was conducted in the beginning of this chapter. Based on literature provided by Gibbs et al. (2003) and
the domains of Arzberger et al. (2004) the policy context also compares the country demographics,
economic resources, information (IT) infrastructure and cultural influences. The complete elements and
description of how they are identified are provided in the following Table 5:

Huijboom and Broek (2011), What level is the policy
Gibbs et al. (2003) observed?
What are the motivations to

Level of government organization

Key motivations, policy objectives Huijboom and Broek (2011) opening data?
When was the national open
Open data platform launch Huijboom and Broek (2011) data platform launched for public
use?
According to statistics, how has
Technology penetration technology permeated in the
society?
Resource allocation Huijboom and Broek (2011), Does the current ICT
and economic ICT Infrastructure Gibbs et al. (2003), Eskelinen infrastructure support open
context: et al. (2008) data?
Where is the main source of
Source of Funding funding of the open data
program?
- Eskelinen et al. (2008), Gibbs  Under what legislation is the
Legislation .
et al. (2003) opening of data based on?
Do the existing political
Political constituencies constituencies influence open
Social and political Eskelinen et al. (2008), data for personal gain?
context: Cultural dimensions Schwegmann (2012), Gibbs et
Cultural beliefs al. (2003), La Porte et al. What beliefs exist about
(2002) information sharing?
Drivers c\.r forces for Event based What event/s triggered the open
opening data data movement?
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What other forces influenced the
opening of data?

What non-technical issues create
a barrier to open data?

Various forces

Counter forces that hinder the opening?

Table 5 Policy context elements

2. Policy content

For the policy content category, it is further refined into sub-categories which are more relevant in terms of
national policies. It includes technical aspects of the process and technical aspects of the data itself. The
difference with the framework that was developed by Zuiderwijk and Janssen ((to be published)) is that the
national policies is at more of a high level policy compared to the various governmental agencies that were
examined. High level, in this case, means that it is from a national level instead of from specific
governmental agencies. This results in a more high level comparison of the policies as well, which requires an
adjustment to the elements that are included. Moreover, the list of compared elements must also be
derived from the definition of open data that was taken for the purpose of the thesis. Another aspect that is
taken into account when formulating the elements in this framework is the previously mentioned data
access management domains that are presented by Arzberger et al. (2004). The elements are further
categorized into these domains which are shown by the abbreviation for each domain in brackets. The
elements to be included in the framework are:

Rothenberg (2012), Jaeger

and Bertot (2010), What are the conditions that
Licensing (LP) Sunlight_Foundation must be fulfilled in terms of
(2010), Arzberger et al. ownership of the data?
(2004)
Sunlight_Foundation Do users pay to gain access to
Fees for access (FB) (2010), Arzberger et al. data?
(2004) '
The_White_House (2009),
Data presentation (LP) Huijboom and Broek Is the data presented in a user
(2011), Arzberger et al. friendly way?
Technical aspects of (2004)
Jaeger and Bertot (2010), .
the open data Restricted data (LP) Arzberger et al. (2004), What?data is not allowed to be
process Rothenberg (2012) open:
Rothenberg (2012), What mechanisms are available
Contact with data users (IM)  The_White_House (2009), to create a feedback loop with
Arzberger et al. (2004) the users?
. Zuiderwijk and Janssen How many datasets are
Amount of published data ((to be published)) currently published for re-use?

Rothenberg (2012), Jaeger
Processing of data before and Bertot (2010), The
publishing (T) White House (2009),

What processing is needed
before it is published on the

?
Arzberger et al. (2004) portal:
Costs for opening (FB) Sunlight Foundation What costs are involved in
penine (2010) opening data?

Zuiderwijk and Janssen (to

be published), Arzberger What categories of data are
et al. (2004), The White made open?

House (2009)

Technical aspects of

the data Types of data (LP)
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Rothenberg (2012),

Data format and standards Huijboom and Broek What formats and standards
) (2011), Sunlight need to be followed when
Foundation (2010), The publishing data?
White House (2009)
Data quality (T) Rothenberg (2012) How is the quality of the data

maintained?
Rothenberg (2012),
Huijboom and Broek
Provision of metadata (T) (2011), Zuiderwijk and
Janssen (to be published),
Arzberger et al. (2004)
Rothenberg (2012),
Huijboom and Broek
(2011), Zuiderwijk and

Is the provision of metadata
regulated?

Interoperability with other Is interoperability with other

data (T) Janssen (to be published), data regulated in the policy?
Arzberger et al. (2004)
The White House (2009), How can users gain access to the
Accessibility of data (T) Huijboom and Broek data?

(2011), Jaeger (2007) )
Rothenberg (2012),

Encouragement for data re- Huijboom and Broek Is data re-using strongly
(2011), Zuiderwijk and encouraged by the data

use (CB) Janssen (to be published),  providers?

Arzberger et al. (2004)
Table 6 Policy content elements (technological (T), institutional and managerial (IM), financial and budgetary (FB), legal and policy
(LP), cultural and behavioral (CB))

3. Policy impact

As explained through the benefits of opening data, it is hoped that these policies have the capability to
realize some of the benefits and bring a significant impact to the society. However, because of the fact that
open data is a relatively new field that is being done the clear impact from opening data is still considered
un-measureable. Keeping that in mind, there are a few elements that are included in the framework to
compare what the impact has been so far in the different countries. The performance indicators taken here
are similar to those stated in the framework designed by Zuiderwijk and Janssen (to be published).

Huijboom and Broek (2011), How is the data being actively used for re-

Re-use of published data Zuiderwijk and Janssen (to be use by the targeted group of users?
published) y getea group '

Possible predicted risks Huijboom and Broek (2011) What risks are predicted to happen from the

release of open data?
- . Are the current benefits of open data
Benefit al t with
em'e : .a ‘shment wi Huijboom and Broek (2011) aligned with the original motivation to
motivation open?

Zuiderwijk and Janssen (to be
published)
Table 7 Policy impact elements

n/a

Public values

An important factor to consider when analyzing policies is the impact of those policies on the public,
especially when the intent of open data is frequently stated to benefit the public ((Huijpoom and Broek,
2011, Zuiderwijk and Janssen, (to be published), Schwegmann, 2012). However, because open data policies
are newly developed and have not yet been implemented long, the impact and value are still yet to be seen.
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Moreover, because the impact of open data can be seen when there is sufficient re-use of the data that has
been published, the tangible impact is still unforeseen. Many can make estimates as to how big the influence
of open data will be, but to prove these estimates can only be done in the long term. As stated in the
research by Zuiderwijk and Janssen ((to be published)), “the only possible measure of policy impact is over
time” (p. 10). Because of this, although public value of policies is highly important, they are disregarded in
this research but are recommended to be studied in future research.
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Chapter 3
Analyzing the countries

The following chapter contains the analysis that was conducted on the countries that are observed for the
comparison. Different from the information that was given in the previous chapter, this chapter will focus on
the results that were obtained from the interviews that were conducted and also on the analysis based on
cultural dimension literature and the influence on open data. The summary of the interviews that were
conducted can be read in the appendix of this report. This chapter contains only findings that are relevant
for the comparison. The contents of this chapter will be further analyzed in the comparison in relation to the
other countries in the following chapter using the proposed framework. First, the findings from the
interviews are explained followed by the cross cultural analysis. Second, the forces and counter forces that
influence open data in each country are presented.

a. Findings from conducted interviews

Literature and theoretical studies are not enough to gain knowledge about a certain topic. Additional
knowledge from people that are active in the field can be used as another perspective and to gain more
information that is not founded in literature. Because of its unique nature, interviews and the knowledge
gained can be the added value that a research can offer. In the case of the research presented in this report
the interviews were conducted with sources that have an involvement in the development of open data in
specific countries and also globally. As can be seen in Table 1, a total of eight interviews were conducted
with sources from all five countries that are compared. With the exception of the first interview, the
interviews focused on verifying the findings about each country and also to gain more information about the
various elements of the framework that were not founded in literature. Elements of the framework were
questioned without showing the framework itself to the interviewees. The questions were formulated as
open questions to stimulate more information instead of closed questions. For each country there were
three main themes that categorized the questions throughout the interview. Each interview was also
recorded to create a more accurate transcription of the conversation. Because of the global scale under
which the interview was conducted, most of them were conducted via Skype. The following is the list of
themes and questions of the interviews:

I. General about open data
1. Canyou tell me how you are involved with open data?
In this country what is the main goal or strategy of open data?
Why is it beneficial for the country at this point?
What event started the open data/open government initiative in this country?
Is all data subject to publishing on the open data portal?

o Uk wnN

What is the official legislation for open data?

Il. Open data policies
7. What policies exist on a national level that helps regulate the opening of data?
8. What areas do these policies regulate?
9. What are the licensing conditions?
10. What is required from the users to access the datasets?
11. What dataset formats is required?
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12. How do the datasets receive feedback?

13. What type of preprocessing is required before publishing the data?

14. What are the estimated costs of opening data? What do the costs cover?

15. How is the quality of the data maintained?

16. How is the inclusion of identifiers regulated?

17. How is the interoperability with other data ensured?

18. How effective have the policies been in ensuring the opening of data?

19. Would you agree that in practice these elements are efficiently regulated? What challenges do they
create?

[ll. Open data impact
20. By nature, is it easy for the involved organizations/agencies to open their data?
21. What underlying beliefs or habits create a barrier?
22. How is the impact of opening data checked or measured?
23. In your opinion are the efforts/policies enough? What is being done to improve or expand them?
24. Are there any future improvements in store for this country in terms of open data or open
government?

After conducting the interview and writing the transcript and summary, each interview source was given the
chance to reread the results of the interview. Some of the sources provided follow-up answers or
information and also corrections to the written summaries. The following sections will further detail the
findings that were uncovered from each of the interviews. The complete details of the interviews can be
found in the Appendices.

General open data
Under the general theme of open data, an interview was conducted initially to explore the possible research

areas that still need to be conducted. This interview was the starting point of the research which assisted in
narrowing down the scope of the research to the comparison of open data policies. The results of the
interview further encouraged the continuation of research that is presented here.

It can be seen that there are many different aspects that need to be considered when launching a project of
this kind. Even with an open data platform that is targeted for a certain group of researchers and citizens
that narrows down the scope of the platform, this is still considered to be difficult and complex to handle.
There is observed to be a problem with incorporating all the user requirements for use of the platform.
Because of the target groups of this platform, there are also specific user requirements that are expected to
be fulfilled. From experience with the platform, it can be seen that on a national level, the user requirements
would also be as complex if not even more. This sheds some light into the fact that launching a portal, that is
ready and capable for data reuse, is not an easy task. To achieve the degree of reuse that open data expects,
the portals and the data must be ready for other abilities than just minimum visualization.

In terms of policies, an aspect that is considered highly important in publishing data is the inclusion of proper
metadata to explain the data. Without metadata a dataset will be unsearchable or might be misused. This
observation, along with other sources that state the same importance, puts the inclusion of metadata as an
element that is required for publishing data. Another observation that is made is that there needs to be
stronger connection between the open data process and the policies that guide it. A link that can be made is,
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for example, the inclusion of regulation about metadata. Although at the moment there are many policies
involved with open data, they are not always related to the actual process.

The last analysis that is included from the interview is that “less advanced countries in open data can learn
from the frontrunners” (appendix A). The frontrunners that were discussed in the interview include US, UK,
and Australia because they are able to make improvements in a relatively short period of time. The next step
that is important in the process is to create the platform. From here it seems logical that there needs to be a
strong foundation to build a complex infrastructure such as an open data portal. A portal which contains
government data without any regulations or guidelines could become useless because the data might be
unfit for reuse. This then led to the conclusion to conduct the comparison on the open data policies instead
of more general open data or open government. The need for the policies to relate better to the actual
process further creates a stronger reasoning for the policies to be well developed as the first step.

United States of America

A finding that is worth mentioning about the US is that it is considered a common activity within the
governmental agencies to publish data which did not impose extra burdens or resistance from the publishers
of the data. It is stated that “... research paid by tax payers should be available to the tax payers with little or
no cost or delay” (Blatecky, 2013) which underlies the various agency’s objective in ensuring that their data
is available to the public. The open data movement in the US is seen to be a continuation of the existing
FolA. The extension involves making it readily available and in machine readable format. Also, the act of
making data readily available for the public is not a strange or new thing for the government to do and there
have not been considerable issues with changing this mindset. This is also a point where the US has a lead
over the other countries. Because the US has had the FolA for a longer period, making data public is not a
new concept. Even though the FolA can be cumbersome, it is clear that it has helped the opening of data as
specified by the open government directive (OGD). It can be concluded that having a legal background for
opening data helps the process as it moves towards digital data like open data.

Seemingly the open government and open data movement in US has started strong and now the
continuation of the process is being planned by encouraging the innovative reuse of the already published
data that is available through the portal. This is a finding that is noted by the interviewee, that open data is
now encouraged for the linking and innovative reuse which has slightly shifted from the key motivation that
is stated in data.gov. However the OGD does focus on the creation of economic opportunities as well. A key
motivation that is seen to be achieved is the collaboration that is formed between the agencies because of
the openness. It is easier to form collaborations between agencies because each agency is more transparent
about the information that they own and it can be used together.

From the encouraged usage of open data for innovation, this leads to a related finding that can be
considered to be unusual. Even though there is a strong intention for the data to be used as linked data,
there are currently no guidelines that make metadata a necessary attribute to be included with the
published data. As mentioned