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Executive summary
This study aims to identify WHAT is collaborative e-government and how
Europe is positioned against the US and Australia; HOW it is implemented
and what are its barriers and drivers; WHY it is important in terms of socioeconomic impact; and finally WHAT SHOULD BE DONE by government to
increase its positive impact. These questions are subsequently taken up and
explored by this final report.
The first part of this report introduces the analysis of collaborative
eGovernment phenomenon by giving a snapshot of collaborative production
in Europe both in policy field as well as a review of existing projects. The
mapping exercise was complemented with a deep analysis of case studies of
projects, online survey of developers and interviews with public
administration and business providers.
The second part of the report provides analysis of current state of
collaborative
eGovernment
policy
and
brings
forward
policy
recommendations for the European Commission and Member States.
The authors of this report propose following definition of the collaborative
production - any public service that is electronically provided by government,
citizens, NGOs, private companies and individual civil servants, in collaboration or
not with government institutions, based on government or citizens-generated data.
This definition spells out the two architectural components of collaborative egovernment: the data production and the service provision. We include in
this definition services that are based on both citizens and government
generated data; and that are delivered by government, citizens, or private
organisations.
The mapping of more than 150 projects in European Member States shows:


The anglo-saxon dominance
The UK is at the forefront of collaborative eGovernment.
Nevertheless, it shows also the activiness of the Netherlands, Spain,
Sweden and Germany.



Not purely bottom up
Collaborative eGovernment services are not only bottom-up
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initiatives. The NGOs play an eminent role in the field and the
government is also very active.


Collaboration happens mostly at national level
Contrary to the literature in this field that usually highlights the
local level as the most likely for developing collaborative services,
our results show that most of the services are provided at national
level.



Collaborative eGovernance does not limit itself to government
data as most of the data used by the projects are citizen-generated



Applied across all government services
Collaborative services span majoriity of services delivered
traditionally by governement with a predominance of services
focused on local information data and services that measure
government transparency

The European and Member States’ policy on collaborative eGovernment is
distinctively divided between open data and collaborative service delivery
policy streams.


Open data policies already in place even if some countries lag
behind
Open data intiatives as well as public sector information legislation
are far more developed than collaborative services delivery thanks
to the introduction of PSI directive as well as strong open data
movement bottom-up efforts.



No policy actions on European or national level but many
intiatives bud out
The overall review of Member States policies on collaborative
production shows that there is no EU country having a clear policy
action in this field. However, the UK with its Big Society initative
was the closest of coming up with a systemic approach. In many
European countries in spite of lack of unifying legislation, noncoordinated efforts on the trial-and-error basis are carried out on
local, regional and national level.



US and Australia top-down approach brings results
The example from the US and Australia are promising as they
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show a very wide but successful top-down policy effort that has
resulted in many interesting intiatives. Open Government
Directive was specified later on by the requirement of open
government plans by each federal agency and publicly available
dashboard following the results. Also in the social media use the
publicly available guidelines for civil servants and negotiated
terms of use of social network are good practice examples for
European countries. Australian Government 2.0 Taskforce report
resulted in changes in Freedom of Information Act, introducing
social media guidelines for civil servants, a blogging platform for
government and a national data.gov portal.

The take-up of collaborative eGovernment is difficult to measure given the
difference in applied metrics as well as problematic definition of beneficiary.
It may be measured by different indicators such as page views, unique
visitors, number of registered users, number (and percentage of all users)
contributors, number of downloads. As the metrics differ, it is difficult to
compare the take-up of different services. Moreover, those indicators do not
tell the whole story. Very often the number of people impacted by the service
is larger than the number of mere users (as part of the services happen also
offline). The review of existing projects showed that collaborative service
delivery in eGovernment is a growing phenomenon and most of the intiatives
are in the initial phase with a very modest take-up. Nevertheless, the
experience with online and mobile projects shows that out of hundred only a
few will gain high attention and users’ praise complying with ‘the winner
takes it all’ rule.
Average user of collaborative services does not differ from a typical
Internet user (with prevalence of younger and more educated citizens). The
developers profile is though more homogenous (young male with university
education) which may lead to development of the services that only this
group is interested in.
Drivers and obstacles were clustered in three distinctive policy areas: open
data, civic engagement and innovation as well as engagement and skills of
civil servants in order to be further developed as policy recommendations
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Open data policy is driven by


Open source movement advancements and standards, positive
open data climate



Inspiring examples from other countries



Necessity to react to crisis through radical innovation



Necessity to address systemic societal challenges that require
collaboration (e.g. climate change)



Economic pressures on cuts in services

Nevertheless, high cost of some datasets and overall difficulty of getting the
data seriously hampers the open data advancements.

Civic engagement is motivated by:


Increased expectation to co-create services



Low costs of technologies

and slowed down by:


Low quality of input from citizens



Lack of skill base to deliver some new services



Low interest in policy-making in general and low visibility of
eGovernment ventures



Lack of funding and instruments for such initiatives



Unclear business models

Finally, engagement and skills of civil servants propels thanks to:


Personal commitment



New generations entering the public workforce



Delivery of software-as-a-service enables to bypass institutional
“authorisation”

and is hold back by


Cultural resistance and risk aversion: perceived loss of control,
fear of loosing authority, fear of committing errors visible for
everyone,



Incapacity to deal with large-scale discussion
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Lack of political leadership



Low level of data literacy

Public administration’s attitude varies from indifference to some actions
showing support. It is also more often a reaction to a service that is already in
place (designed by a third-party) and gained success amongst its users. Thus,
public administration rarely shows proactive stance. In order to fully
embrace the collaborative eGovernment by public administration civil
servants change of mindset is needed. The fear of being laid off in
consequences of collaborative services-linked savings should not be ignored.
Also the complementary services offered by civil society or third-party
players require often a response from public administration, creating more
workload from civil servants. Therefore a clear quality gain should be put
forward in order to persuade the public authorities to accept participation
and not incur negative reactions.
Interviews with business providers confirmed the big IT companies
reluctance to invest in this field as being seen as too much focused for now
on smartphone and web application. This domain is therefore much more
shaped by the innovation stemming from civil society organisations and
innovators. The majority of work is done by individuals (mostly volonteers)
for kudos. Only a small percentage of those innovators manage to change
their proposal into a successful business.
New models of public administration accountability are needed. There is a
need of “new” models to ensure identification of responsibilities and at the
same time allow the full exploitation of the potential of collaborative
production of services. Based on the type of collaborative production and a
risk assessment, there is a choice between a tightly managed collaboration
model and a more flexible, loosely managed collaborative network. E.g. the
security and health of citizens will need a higher degree of accountability
management when developed in a collaborative network, then services
providing crowdsourced data on local amenities. However, successful
collaborative networks should be seen as partnerships that rely, at least partly,
on trust.
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Part 1. Collaborative production in eGovernment –

practice and implications
1. Introduction
1.1.

Policy context

The eGovernment Action Plan (2011-2015) in its first objective User
Empowerment foresees an action focused on collaborative Production of
Services. The action commences with the collaborative production in
eGovernment study is the subject of this report. This study brings forward
policy recommendations as well as indicators for the Member States that can
enable benchmarking exercise later on.
Subsequently, the EC assesses the implications of the collaborative production
and elaborates on recommendations for the Member States. In parallel
throughout 2011-2013 the EC will facilitate exchanges between the MS and set
up common targets for the roll out of collaborative services.

1.2.

Background and purpose

The notion that government is not the only provider of public service is far
from new. It is necessary to have a brief overview of the cultural roots of such
tradition in order to spell out the basis for the reflection, which will then
inform the results of this analysis.
One powerful political concept is privatisation. Contrarily to common
wisdom, the history of government is not a history of progressive
privatisation, but rather an oscillation between public and private provision
of services. In the Ancient Greece and in Rome governments contracted out
almost everything to the private sector, including tax collection, army
supplies, religious sacrifices and construction. The creation of the modern
state in the 16th century somehow restarted the move towards centralisation
and public provision, which culminated in the 20th century welfare state. The
late 20th century, and mainly from the 1980s, saw a resurgence of
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privatisation in the western world. 1 The notion of contracting out and
privatisation is deeply related to collaborative e-government:
The second notion is philantropy. Again, the roots are in the Greek and
Roman tradition, with particular relation to the religious prescription. More
recently in the western tradition, Tocqueville noticed in the 19th century the
important role of individuals in the provision of public services in America
with respect to France; and during the years of the creation of the welfare
state, in particular in the Edwardian UK, the vision emerged of the voluntary
sector as the “extension ladder” of the welfare state, catering for new and
unmet needs. In the 1980s, the emerging role of the nonprofit sector became
recognized as fundamental in the delivery of public services.2 More recently,
both left (Obama in the US) and right wing (Cameron in the UK) government
have shared the notion of government-citizens collaboration to the delivery of
public services.
Closely related in both time and meaning, the notion of self-help has very
ancient roots, but became a core social policy concept in the 19th century
through the increasing importance of mutual organisations and cooperatives.
By the end of the 19th century, over 80% of British working age men and 90%
of Australian working age men were members of one or more Friendly
Society. 3 In many domains, the importance of horizontal exchange and
collaboration has been acknowledged: tacit knowledge exchanged between
workers in communities of practice is a factor of economic competitiveness;4
peer tutoring between students is demonstratedly effective in increasing
pupils performance, 5 and patients who turn to colleague and friends for
health advice understand their condition better and generally show a greater
ability to cope.6

These macro-trends can also be observed in other geographical context, but with different
timing and patterns.
2 Salamon, L.M. & Anheier, H.K., 1996. The Emerging Nonprofit Sector: An Overview (Johns
Hopkins Nonprofit Sector Series, 1), Manchester Univ Pr.
3 Weinbren, D. & James, B. (2005) “Getting a Grip: the Roles of Friendly Societies in Australia
and Britain Reappraised”, Labour History, Vol. 88.
4 Nonaka, Ikujiro; Takeuchi, Hirotaka (1995), The knowledge creating company: how Japanese
companies create the dynamics of innovation, New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 284,
ISBN 9780195092691
5 Merrell, C. & Tymms, P. 2011. Changes in Children’s Cognitive Development at the Start of
School in England 2001 – 2008. Oxford Review of Education 37(3): 333-345.
6 Mayo, E. & Steinberg, T., 2007. The Power of Information : An independent review.
1
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These concepts are now yet again on the table of policy-makers, through the
new “buzzword” of social innovation.
Against this background, ICT play a fundamental role in lowering the costs of
collaboration and thereby increase exponentially the applicability and the
impact of collaboration.7 In the particular field of eGovernment, we have seen
in recent years the emerging paradigm of government 2.0, where apps and
public services are developed by third parties, largely on top of governmentdata and where citizens become coproducers and sensors.

1.3.

Study objectives

This study aims to identify WHAT is collaborative e-government and how
Europe is positioned against the US and Australia; HOW it is implemented
and what are its barriers and drivers; WHY it is important in terms of socioeconomic impact; and finally WHAT SHOULD BE DONE by government to
increase its positive impact. These questions are subsequently taken up and
explored by this final report.

1.4.

Report structure

Part one of this final report focusses on practice and implication analysis of
the data gathered during the fielwork phase (the data was presented in detail
in the previous Data report). The second part brings forward the policy
recommendations.
The final report commences with the extensive definition of the
collaborative governance (WHAT). Subsequently, it gives a snapshot of the
data that was gathered by the study team. Chapter three introduces a
profound analysis of the take-up with drivers and barriers of the
collaborative services development (HOW). Fourth chapter brings forward
the implications analysis of the phenomenon (WHY).
The second part of the report – Policy recommendations (WHAT SHOULD
BE DONE) gives an overview of innovative funding mechanisms that could
Shirky, C., 2009. Here Comes Everybody: How Change Happens When People Come Together,
Penguin.
7
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be employed in order to nurture collaborative eGovernment in the EU as well
as policy actions that can help with the roll out of those service. Finally, it
spells out the indicators for future benchmarking of Member States.

1.5.

Methodology

The study articulates therefore under these headlines a set of research
objectives which are addressed through several methods, as outlined in the
table below.
Study
objective

Method
Chapter
Literature
review

WHAT

Comprehensive
mapping

Online
survey of
innovators

Indepth
case
studies

Interviews
with
business
providers
and PA

Definition

Part 1.
Chapter

Mapping

Part 1.
Chapter

Practice analysis
HOW

Role of PA

Part 1.
Chapter

Take-up

Part 1.
Chapter

Drivers and
obstacles

Part 1.
Chapter

Implication analysis
WHY

SO
WHAT

Internal
efficiency

Part 1.
Chapter

Citizens’
effectiveness

Part 1.
Chapter

Third-party
business
model
Work of civil
servants

Part 1.
Chapter

Accountabilit
y

Part 1.
Chapter

Privatepublic
boundaries
Policy
recommenda
tions and
indicators

Part 1.
Chapter

Part 1.
Chapter

Part 2
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Table 1 Methods and types of data used for each of the objective of the study

The data gathered during the fieldwork (as well as methodology) was
presented in detail in the Inception and Data Report, see table for details.
Literature review

Comprehensive
mapping

Online survey of
innovators

Inception report

Data report

Data report

In-depth
case
studies
Data report

Interviews with
business providers
and PA
Data report

Table 2 Source of data and its place in the study reports

2. What is collaborative eGovernment?
Before defining the phenomenon in question, one word of caution is
necessary. Collaborative e-government is ill-defined and fast evolving. There
are many grey areas and new services are set up on a daily basis. For example,
it takes two minutes to set up an open idea-collection tool such as
ideascale.com.
As such, there is no such thing as statistical representitiveness and any
quantitative survey can only detect trends and orders of magnitude, rather
than deliver representative and statistically robust results.
This report is therefore an attempt to give a snapshot and a definition of this
evolving phenomenon. What is more, we bring forward analysis of gathered
data and assess the implications of the collaborative projects (as the impact of
it cannot be asssed yet).

2.1.

Definition

When dealing with emerging trends, definition is not a basic formality but a
fundamental goal of the research. Where traditionally government produces
the data and builds services, collaborative e-government is typically
considered as “cool app” built by third party on top of open government data.
Our definition goes beyond this. We define as collaborative e-government any
public service that is electronically provided by government, citizens, NGOs, private

 Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

14

companies and individual civil servants, in collaboration or not with government
institutions, based on government or citizens-generated data.
This definition spells out the 2 architectural components of collaborative egovernment: the data production and the service provision. As illustrated in
Table 3, we include in this definition services that are based on both citizens
and government generated data; and that are delivered by government,
citizens, or private organisations. We originally considered excluding from
this definition services produced by government based on government data,
but then decided to bring them back in order to include mash-up and services
built informally by civil servants. It is now widely recognized that the web
not only unleashes the creativity of individual amateurs, but also of
employees, which are considered as the main source of innovation for
organisations.
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Table 3: Visual definition of collaborative e-government

Service provider Government

Data source
Government

Civil servant’s
innovation

Civil society
(citizens and
NGOs)

Third party
players

Apps and
visualisations

Private-public
partnerships
Commercial apps

Citizens

Crowdsourcing

Self-help and
collaboration

Crowdsourcing

Also, in order to make a clear distinction between collaborative services and
eParticipation, we insist on the notion of service delivery in our definition of
collaborative eGovernment.

Table 4 Place of collaborative eGovernment in open government field

Finally, the collaborative services are offered in the whole cycle of service
delivery: design, implementation and evaluation. The examples are showed
on the graph below:
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Table 5 Examples of collaborative production in the service delivery cycle

2.2.

Projects mapping exercise

The first question that the project set out to answer was a clear mapping of
collaborative e-government, in terms of geographical and sectoral distribution.
More than 150 examples of collaborative service production in the EU and
beyond were presented online on a dynamic web-based map. Moreover a
profile for every EU country using the information from the policy factsheets
(an overview of the MS current and planned legislation) was prepared. The
projects and policy factsheets were presented on the ourservice.eu website
(see screenshots below).
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Figure 1 Screenshot of the home page – ourservices.eu

Figure 2 Screenshot of the map visualising the projects distribution

While by design the results could not statistically representative, they provide
a general overview of the most popular collaborative eServices and their
characteristics. What can we infer from this project and policy collection?
The anglo-saxon dominance
A first look on the results shows a clear and overwhelming dominance of the
UK in Europe (40 cases registered). The second country the Netherlands is
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represented by 18 projects (less than half of the UK cases). The Netherlands
are followed closely by Spain (14 cases) and then Sweden and Germany (9
cases both). The rest of the EU Member States are represented in average by
three cases.
The mapping exercise confirms that the UK is at the forefront of collaborative
eGovernment. Nevertheless, it shows also the activiness of the Netherlands,
Spain, Sweden and Germany. Furthermore, the collaborative production
spans the whole Europe, as we were able to identify at least one project in
almost every EU country. See for instance examples such as Politikat.net in
Bulgaria or Seime.lt in Lithuania. Still, the countries of two latest accessions
have less collaborative projects and those projects are very often limited to
government data visualisation with some functonalities enabling user’s input
(transparency projects – election data, Members of Parliament activities, etc).

Figure 3 EUMember States examples of collaborative services – geographical range

Not purely bottom up
Looking closely at the cases presented at ourservice.eu, we see that the
majority of them are provided by a third-party organization (private or
public) rather than delivered by government or citizens (46%). Government
providers come second with 32% represented and citizens with 23% are those
least numerous 18. Even if the differences in percentages are not very
disparate, what we should underline is the fact that collaborative
eGovernment services are not only bottom-up initiatives. The NGOs play an

 Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

19

eminent role in the field and the government is also very active (FixMyStreet
is probably the most known example of a NGO-led project).

Organization
service

18
36

25

Government
service
Citizen service

Figure 4 Distribution of cases per service provider

Collaboration happens mostly at national level
The literature usually highlights the local level as the most likely for
developing collaborative services. However, the mapping exercise shows that
most of the services gathered are provided at national level (49%). It might be
due to the need to reach sufficient critical mass of users to generate network
effects. The local level though is well represented (28% of the cases) but
somewhat surprisingly, the are only 10% of the cases delivered at regional
level, even less than at the international level (14%), even if the latter is far
away from the citizens and has probably little potential government services
to be provided. The lack of regional level might stem from the lack of
importance of this level of governance in many Member States though Italy
and Spain, for example, should have a stronger representation of services on
this level.
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7

National

10

35

Local
International

20

Regional

Figure 5 Distribution of cases per tag on level of which the service is provided

Not all about government data
The most common image of collaborative eGovernment is ‘applications built
on top of government data’. Our mapping exercise demonstrates instead that
most of the data used by the projects are citizen-generated (51%) versus 28%
that are supplied by government. This may suggest that the government data
are still not easily available (not free, not machine-readable or of low quality)
which will be further confirmed by results of developers’ survey. Nonetheless,
it is also a proof that the collaborative services are disctinct from open data
phenomenon and its definition should be much wider.
0
17

Citizendata
Govdata
42

23

Mixdata
Orgdata

Figure 6 Distribution of cases per tag on data source

Applied across all services
In order to have a snapshot of the key application domains, we associated
each service with the COFOG classification. Almost all sectors were included,
showing the pervasive nature of collaborative e-government. As expected,
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most projects are classified as “general”(35%), with “housing” as close second
(26%). The housing services are very popular mostly in the UK and the US.
one of the examples is Every Block app8 in the US, which allows to obtain all
relevant information about one’s neighborhood. The predominance of
housing shows the value of local data.
2
0 0

0

1

4

general

3

housing

6

27

economy
environment

7

health
social

8
20

defense
community

Figure 7 Distribution of cases per tag on thematic service

To sum up, the mapping exercise shows that in Europe UK with strong
presence of Netherlands, Scandinavian countries and Spain. Eeastern and
Southern Europe is under-represented which is a picture very much in line
with other eGovernment intiatives. Moreover, the strong presence of NGO’s
in our sample points out that collaborative services are not only intiatives of
individuals. This may be due to the fact that NGOs pushing government
transparency and citizens’ engagement agenda put also in place services that
help to attain their objectives. What is more, the services are in majority
available nationally, regional and local level is less represented. This weak
presence of regions may be caused by a lesser range of services that can be
delivered specifically on regional level. Nevertheless, even if services operate
mostly nationally, the analysis of type of government services offered shows
that still local information, above all data on local ameneneties is very
important. Those results strongly confirm that collaborative eGovernment
definition should be not focused on open government data applications but

8

http://www.everyblock.com/
 Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

22

extended and refocused on users’ input (user-generated data and
participation).

2.3.

Going deeper - six case studies of collaborative services

This section presents the results of the in-depth case studies exercise. The
fieldwork involved interviews and desk research on six project case studies.
As we already mentioned, this study proposes following definition of
collaborative production in eGovernment - built around two axes – type of
the service provider (government, civil society or business) and type of the
data source (government, citizens) - designating the realm of collaborative
production. It means that there are three initiators of the collaborative
services. They may be created and run by government, by civil society
(individuals or NGOs) or by third party players with the aim of profit. Those
services can also use two types of data, either they are build with the use of
government data (which can be locked or open) or data provided by citizens
(see table below).

Service
provider

Government

(Citizens and
NGOs)

Data source
Government

Civil society

Civil servant’s
innovation
ISTAT widget (IT)

Online and mobile
apps and
visualisations
Openly Local (UK)

Citizens

Crowdsourcing
Digitalkoot (FI)

Self-help and social
innovation
Activemobs (UK)

Third party
players

Private-public
partnerships
Google Transit
(global/BE)

Crowdsourcing
Seecklickfix
(US)

Table 6 Project cases sampling rationale

The study therefore sampled six examples of collaborative production to use
as case studies, each representing one box of the table.
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A. The services initiated by government built on government data are a
particular type of collaborative production, as they are initiated either
by the governmental structure (top-down) or by inspired civil servants
(middle layer). The example of civil servant innovation is described
below:
ISTAT widget (IT) sidebar plug-in for
wordpress displaying real-time data
on residents in Italian municipalities.
The application is available at
www.datagov.it/2011/04/04/widgetdata/
and
on
Wordpress
wordpress.org/extend/plugins/resid
ent-population-in-italianmunicipalities/.
Vincenzo Patruno an IT and Web Technologies specialist at Italian National
Statistical Office (ISTAT) wanted to explore new channels to reach citizens
and enable the citizens to have a real-time, instant access to data without
passing via the official ISTAT website. He created in his free time a simple
widget displaying Italian population data without using any public budget
and put it on the users disposal in December 2010.
B. The services initiated by government and making use of citizens’ data
are often based on crowdsourcing principle. This strategy is often used
in the beginning and end of the policy cycle (policy design and policy
evaluation). The case study shows an example from cultural heritage
services:

 Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

24

Digitalkoot (FI) –
collaborative indexing of
the National Library of
Finland archives
(www.digitalkoot.fi)
Digitalkoot is a project of
the National Library of
Finland and Microtask, a
small company offering
microtasking services.
The project aims to attract online volunteers by offering online games
that help to correct digitalised historical content. The National Library
who has already copied about 4 million pages into computer
databases, including newspapers, maps and other valuable
documents, had problems with OCR (optical character recognition
software) mistakes. Employing people to check those documents was
a costly solution. Moreover, the task in itself was rather uninspiring.
This is where, Microtask, a private company offered an innovative
solution. It deployed an approach called “gamification”, i.e. nudging
people to desire behaviours by using human propensity to gaming.
Moreover, the pleasure of those games was reinforced by introducing
rankings, scores and other elements of social networking.

C. Services initiated by civil society built on open government data are
first and foremost online and mobile applications and visualizations.
Our example is a national repository of local government data:
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Openly Local (UK) - a
project to develop an
open and unified way
of accessing Local
Government
information with the
local government
spending dashboard
(openlylocal.com/)
Openly Local is a website, launched in summer 2009 by Chris Taggart,
offering information on local councils’ data in an open format, free for
re-use (including commercial re-use). The data is gathered by scraping
the local councils websites. Apart from the local council data, it offers a
hyper local sites directory and a dashboard of council spending. It has
two APIs that can be used by councils and on private websites to stream
the Openly Local data.
Chris Taggart, originally a data journalist, opened the website in
summer 2009. A year later, Open Charities, an open version of register
of charities was built to match spending of councils with businesses and
charities. Recently, he has set up another website – Open Corporates
that aims at having a URL for every company in the world. It pulls
together the information from company registries of different countries
to create an open and unified companies database.
D. There are also services provided by third party players that make use
of government data (mostly data available for free but sometimes also
available upon paid license). In this case study we focused on privatepublic partnership initiatives.
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Google Transit – public transport
planner [US/global service]
(www.google.com/intl/en/landi
ng/transit/#mdy)
The Google Transit in Brussels has
been considered by STIB as a pilot
project in order to test their
capacities to cooperate with
external partners in the frame of
transport data re-use.

Brussels transport agency, STIB (la Société des Transports
Intercommunaux de Bruxelles), operates in Brussels 19 communes of
the Brussels Capital Region as well as 11 other outlying communes.
Google Transit on Google Maps is a public transportation planning tool
offering information from public transport agencies combined with
Google maps localisation. Depending on agency, it makes available
transit time information, route, schedule, and fare information
necessary to plan a trip as well as gives a comparison to a car or
walking directions. It is also available on mobile devices. Currently
it’s covering more than 400 cities worldwide.
The data are transferred to Google servers using a particular
specification GTFS (previously Google Transit Feed Specification), a
standardized data format developed by Google and open sourced
afterwards.

E. Another type of services are run by civil society and based on citizen
data. Those initiatives can be defined as self-help and an example of
social innovation in action. The identified case study was a self-help
social network:
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Activemobs – a social network
designed to nudge positive behaviour
(UK)
www.participle.net/projects/view/7
/104/
Activmobs is a scheme, created
through partnership between the
Design Council, organisation
promoting design and innovation for
the public good, and Kent County
Council (KCC).
It helps people to form groups, or 'mobs', of friends, relatives and
neighbours to support a sustainable change to a healthier lifestyle.
Initially, Activemobs was conceived as an open platform that provided
web-based tools to help people find, suggest and start ‘mobs’ as well as
to set collective goals, record activity and schedule meetings
(www.activmob.com). Each mob is a small group that carries out an
activity on a regular basis. So any resident could join and register his/her
group with the Activmobs system and then the service would give an
access to a number of resources including facilities and personal trainer
who would help to set goals for a group and optimise activities.

F. Finally, there are services provided by third-party players making use of
citizen data. Those services are often crowdsourced. The case study below is
an example of a very successful public complaint system:
Seeclickfix – public complaint
report and track system (US)
SeeClickFix.com (SCF) is a webbased service designed to help
citizens report non-emergency
issues in their neighbourhood. The
submissions can be submitted via a
web interface, by iPhone,
Blackberry and Android reporting
apps and a Facebook application.
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Local government officials receive alerts about submitted issues or can track
issues that citizens submitted via the so-called “Watch Area” they are
responsible for. The platform allows for direct feedback mechanisms: Local
government officials assign a work order number and can change the status
of the repair (from open, in progress, to fixed). Citizens are automatically
informed about changes in the status of their reported issues allowing for a
full feedback cycle. The service is integrated into the social networking
services Twitter and Facebook and provides map-based reporting widgets
for government and newspaper websites.
Ben Berkowitz, the co-founder and CEO, had the initial idea for the service
in 2007 and officially launched the platform in 2008.
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The table below summarises the cases studies:
Title
Description

Role
of
government

ISTAT demographic
widget
An initiative of a
civil servant from
Italian
Statistical
Office
widget
(plugin
for
wordpress websites
and
blogs)
displaying official
data
on
Italian
population at the
municipal level.

Indirect: Civil
servant initiative

Openly Local

Google Transit

Activmobs

SeeClickFix.com

Online volunteers
playing online games
complete small
portions of work
helping to correct
digitalised historical
content. It combines
entertainment and
volunteer work using
the crowsourcing
effort of the wider
public.

Openly Local is a
website offering
information on local
councils’ data in an
open format, free for
re-use (including
commercial re-use).
The data is gathered by
scraping the local
councils websites.

Google Transit on
Google Maps is a
public transportation
planning tool offering
information from
public transport
agencies combined
with Google maps
localisation.

Project helps people
to form 'mobs' of
friends, relatives and
neighbours to
support a
sustainable change
to a healthier
lifestyle

Citizen reporting tool
for non-emergency
issues in
neighbourhoods with
automatic alerts for
local governments to
initiate a work process

Direct: the National
Library of Finland
was approached by
a private company
(Microtask) and both
organisations
together realised the
project.

Indirect: The data is
scraped from local
council’s data. Some
of the councils link
back to Openly Local
website.

Direct: Google
approached STIB
offering the agency to
join its Partner
Programme.

Direct: Kent County
Council played an
important part
throughout all stages
of the project
including design,
funding and
maintenance

Indirect: Governments
receive an automated
email alert when an
issue is reported and
can chose to respond
directly on the
SeeClickFix.com
platform

Digitalkoot

Business
model

Voluntary work

Non-profit project.
Cost of developing
the project - 100.000150.000 € (with the
use of company
platform)

The website is run on
voluntary basis and
does not create any
revenue.

Take-up

Application
downloaded 133 times

300 unique users per
week, 9.3 minutes on
the games and
completed 118 tasks
per users on average,
50 thousand visitors
on the website and 8
000 players during
first four months

3000 visitors a
day, increasing
trend

Users’ profile

Targeted at public 25-45 years old, slight
administration,
predominance of men
bloggers and third but with women
sector websites
completing more
tasks

Citizens interested
in local politics
and local
councillors looking
for information
that is better
exposed or to
compare with
other councils.
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Google draws profit
from advertisements
linked to its website.
STIB invested around
1000€ to introduce
small changes
enabling data transfer
to Google servers.
No traffic data
available, 50% of
surveyed
passengers use
the Google tool,
another 50% STIB’s own
journey planner

Occasional public
transport user,
non-locals
arriving in
Brussels, people
looking for a
simple journey
planner tool

Activmobs makes
revenue by
providing its
services to statute
bodies that work
with communities

Freemium model –
Different options for
public sector:
Free, Pro ($40/month),
Plus ($100/month),
Connect models

Vary from community
to community; Park
Wood involved
around 300 citizens
participating in 30
mobs.

Over 100,000 issues
reports, doubled every
year, ~10% of visitors
contribute, available in
83 languages

The service
targets adults of
any age. Most
commonly
Activmob users
are those, who
suffer from some
sort of social
disadvantage or
social exclusion

Target: All users that
would like to report an
issue;
Majority includes
women over 30 years
old
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Barriers
drivers

and

Lack of high-level data
dissemination
strategy,
new
dissemination
channels and web
trends overlooked by
public administration

Lack of funding to
achieve the goal in a
traditional way

Fear of civil servants
of novel solutions and
being replaced by
Advent of web.20, crowdsourced efforts
appification
and
widgetization of the
Internet,
increasing
data re-use

Open source
movement
advancements and
standards, positive
open data climate in
the UK of the central
government, opening
up of the local council
spending data
Local council websites
difficult to navigate
and the data not easy
to find, data difficult to
extract lack of
legislation on this
specific kind of data reuse (scraping data),
resistance of civil
servants, low level of
data literacy
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Change of mindset
within the agency
thanks to popularity of
open data movement
and public data re-use,
success of Google
Transit in other cities

Culture and attitude of
public servants

Non-responsive
governments

Tapping into interests
and social networks
people already have

Open issues

Use of static data in
the planner, lack of
standards for real-time
transport data
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Benefits
as
seen by the
interviewees

Proof of concept,
illustration
of
possibilities of realtime
data
dissemination

Efficiency in terms
of low costs of
running the project
and the time
allocated by
volunteers
High attention of the
media and hence
wider public
Presenting the
National Library to
the public in an
innovative and
attractive way.
Gaining attention of
non-users

One repository of
local data
Data presented in a
straight forward way
Influencing the local
government
communication
strategies

Enhanced visibility
of the agency, change
of mindset which
resulted in the launch
of several new open
data and interactive
projects

Reduction of future
demand for health
care and sustainable
change to a
healthier lifestyle

Easy to use tool for
low cost on multiple
platforms:
webinterface, mobile
phone & Facebook
applications

Impact
on
government

The widget may be
a
nudge
to
implement
new
ways of displaying
and disseminating
data as well as
reaching out to
citizens

Increased efficiency in
some of the public
tasks – in the four
months time, gains of
the equivalent three
man year work

Increasing the quality
of the council
websites/data,
showing the good
practice

Visibility of the
agency thanks to the
popularity of the
Google Maps
website

Insights into
why particular
groups may or
may not be
engaged with all
sorts of services
and facilities
that are made
available to
them

Some local
governments respond
very positively and
have implemented the
service, adopted their
own internal standard
operating procedures
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Impact
on
civil servants

Introduction of new
ways
of
communication with
citizens

Mixed: fear of being
replaced by
volunteers but also
gains in efficiency
thanks to online
volunteers

Mixed outcome –
some feel
threatened by the
transparency, some
find useful the way
the data are
presented (meeting
calendar, hyperlocal
websites directory)

Not direct

Impact
citizens

on

Easy and more local
access to (statistical)
data
(without
accessing the official
websites)

Satisfaction of
helping in carrying
out of a public task
and being part of the
community

Presenting the local
data in an easy-tograsp and easy to
compare way

Complementary
journey planner using
multi-modal choice of
travel

Impact
business

on

None

Developing a new
product that can
be offered to other
public bodies

Simpler access to local
information

New business
possibilities –
transport data re-use
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Civil servants
preferred less open,
more targeted ways
of working with
their clients to
exercise more
control on the
service (hence
closing the open
platform)
Sustainable change
to a healthier
lifestyle. Connecting
up available services
and facilities and
people
Generates social
capital and resilience
of the community
through
collaboration of
citizens
None

Some civil servants are
overwhelmed by
unsolicited emails,
while adopters
embrace it as the best
issue reporting service
out there.

In communities in
which local
government has
actively adopted
SeeClickFix,
government reports a
higher degree of
happiness, trust and
perceived
accountability
perceptions among
their constituencies.
New business models

34

Accountability

Data are pulled from
the official website
therefore no risk of
data inaccuracy

Perceived as National Data are scraped from
Library (hence public) authoritative sources so
users see no problem of
Project
data accuracy.

The data accuracy is
considered the sole
responsibility of the
STIB. Still, as the data
are static, the errors in
timetables might
occur.

Lessons learnt

An
experiment
proving public interest
in statistical data when
available in simple
format,
close-by,
without
accessing
public sector body’s
website

Gamification helps
to lure users, media
coverage enhances
considerably the
take-up, use of the
social media increase
the success of the
project (fast and
effective marketing,
social rankings
effect)

A need to present
(local) government
data in an easy to
grasp and re-use way
Changing the way in
which government
functions by
delivering alternative
solutions

The success of the
initiative encouraged
the public agency to
extend its cooperation
to other re-users. For
now STIB has signed
contract with 20 reusers of its transport
data. What is more,
the agency is working
on providing realtime data to re-users.

Success
indicators

Number
downloads
users’ feedback

High press
coverage,
take-up

Number of links from
local councils
Website’s traffic
User satisfaction from
the service

Multi-modal shift
(percentage of
passengers choosing
public transport over
cars) and website’s
traffic

of
and
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None

Use increases
transparency,
efficiency and
perception of
accountability, while
non-use leads to
increased
dissatisfaction with
government
responsiveness.
Massive and difficult
Non-adopters might
culture shift is required never change their
in public sector to
attitude towards
embrace ideas of
citizen participation.
openness and
participation. It is much
easier to create a
sustainable initiative
outside the public
sector

Number of people
engaged in activities
as well as indicators
that measure social
capital and how
people and services
are connected.

Numbers of issues
reported as of May 9,
2011: 100,000 (doubled
every year)
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Scalability
and
sustainability

Possibility of
extension of
the
project
(new
data
sets),
low
costs of set-up
enable a longterm run

Low costs enable
long-term run of the
project though users
attention has to be
sustained. Project
can be easily
transferred to other
countries and adapt
to other goals

Several developers
interested in copying
the solutions in other
European countries but
until now no other
website was opened.
A pan-European
website might be an
option to enable crossanalysis of local data
although the
differences between
countries in local
government
organisation are a
serious barrier.
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The cooperation was
extended to other
third-party providers.
The Google Transit
tool does not involve
any substantial costs
for the company,
therefore the
partnership will be
continued.

Low costs enable
multiplying the
initiative
although the
open platform
permitting
spreading out of
the project was
closed. Also the
Internet use was
limited with the
time

Cloud service that is
hosted on Amazon
server with
“unlimited” capacity
Multiple platforms
(web interface, mobile,
Facebook applications)
Available in currently
83 languages
Business angel
funding of $1.5 million
received, won
multiple awards
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To recap, the case studies gave us a very wide picture of collaborative
production, from small individual initiatives targeted at specific type of users,
such as ISTAT widget to soaring business projects aimed at all citizens
(SeeClickFix). These successful projects prove the need of attractive ways of
presenting and visualising government data (OpenlyLocal, ISTAT widget) as
well as new methods to capture citizens’ attention in order to have their
participation (gamification case of Digitalkoot or an easy to user SeeClickFix
complaint system). Also complementary services initiated by civil society
(OpenlyLocal) may inspire the authorities to change the way in which the
public service in question is delivered. Public administration engaging in
ventures with innovative private companies often gives rise to new ideas
internally (Finnish National Library after Digitalkoot experience plans new
crowdsourcing projects, Belgian public transport company launches couple of
open data projects after Google Transit success). Nevertheless, the case of
Activemobs reminds us that in order to succeed on a larger scale a shift in
civil servant mindset towards more openness and user-centered services is
needed.

2.4.

Complementing the picture - online survey of developers

In order to further explore the supply of collaborative services we have asked
developers of collaborative projects to share information on their services. The
survey was available online9 and disseminated by various open government
and open data networks. The survey despite wide dissemination and intial
excitement of the community (predominantly interested by the results)
gathered only 18 responses. Therefore the data should be treated with caution
but nevertheless, since the results are consistent, the survey gives us a first
snapshot of the civic developers community.
The majority (85%) of collaborative services developers do it voluntarily,
without any financial rewards or funding (only one developer who
responded to the survey receives government funding). This is possible given
the low costs of running these services, since in 80% of the cases the costs do
not exceed 1000 € per year.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/viewform?hl=en_US&formkey=dG9QQXdNeV9sQn
dCZks2b0llekJVVlE6MQ#gid=0
9
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Those two aspects (low costs and lack of funding or revenue) are matched
with motivations of the developers. They create their services in majority
(90%) answering to need not yet covered and were motivated by a desire to
make a difference (85%) 10 . Less than a half of reposndents see this as a
possibility of a high visibility. Finally, as announced above, money plays a
minor role as a motivation.
In our survey we have looked at obstacles of collaborative services
development. For developers the main obstacle is non-availability of public
data (65%). About one-third marks lack of interest of the public and low
visibility as a problem in development of their services. Once more, costs and
lack of successful business models were mentioned by only a few (18% and
29%).
As far as the government attitude towards these initiatives is concerned,
almost half of the developers see it as indifferent and around one-fifth as
supportive. Nevertheless, none has defined it as hostile. This is consistent
with the results of the motivation question which suggest that majority of the
services is complementary to services offered by government and therefore
does not provoke any tentions between public and non-governmental
providers. Even so, the low result of supportive gestures towards developers
from government shows that governments in the MS have not clearly seen the
potential of those projects.
The take-up of the initiatives is very difficult to measure given the lack of
consistent indicators. For example, not all of the services demand
identification, many services offer a widget or transfer data to social networks
so even the website’s traffic may not be considered as a good common
indicator. Nevertheless, to illustrate the services registrated users range from
couple of thousands to less than hundred and site’s visits from 30.000 to 1000
per month.
The socio-demographic profile of developers is also very consistent - 85% of
them are male; 94% with university degree (almost one-third additionally
with a Phd title); 87% between 25-44 years old. Half of the sample is works in
an organisation and other half is self-employed.
These results, very much in line with the collaborative mapping exercise and
case studies, confirm that collaborative services is a growing phenomenon
The respondents could choose more than one answer therefore the answers do not add up
to 100%.
10
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and most of the intiatives are in the initial phase with a very modest take-up.
Nevertheless, the experience with online and mobile projects shows that out
of hundred only a few will gain high attention and users’ praise complying
with ‘the winner takes it all’ rule. The survey also points out to lack of
renemurative business models in the field, most of the developers are still
motivated by the desire to change the way the public services are delivered
but are restricted by lack of funding opportunities. Finally, although the case
studies show that users of collaborative services are rather a varied group
(even if already limited to frequent Internet and mobile apps users), the
developers profile is very much homogenous which may lead to development
of only the services this group is interested in. Subsequently it points out that
training and other incentives targeted for example at women and citizens
with secondary or vocational education would be needed.

This is the reality at the projects level: but what is the situation at policy level?

2.5.

A review of Member States policy

This section analyses the results of mapping of the Member States policies as
well as introduces four in-depth case studies: Italy, UK, Denmark and
Australia complemented by the overview of the US policy.

Collaborative eGovernment is not mentioned in key e-government policy
documents
Most countries, including the more advanced in providing collaborative
eGovernment service; have not yet developed any policy documents covering
this issue.

From “Guidelines” to “Disruptive” policy approach
Most of the more active governments in that field in EU, for instance the
northern Member States, have carried several governmental initiatives on
collaborative eGovernment services. Still, the policy documents were
focussed on open data and transparency than strategies to further develop
collaborative service delivery.
For instance, a new version of the Danish government data catalogue is
currently being developed. The new version will be part of the digitaliser.dk
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collaborative platform that allows citizens and government bodies to interact
around themes connected to digitalization. The digitaliser.dk platform also
reports plans of a re-design of the website to improve usability and to include
the new data catalogue, which is now available in Danish only. There is no
central social media policy within the Danish government. The National IT &
Telecom Agency uses social media as a natural part of its communication
efforts. A number of individual agencies have developed their own guidelines
or are in the process of doing so.
In line of this type of initiatives, Finland in March 2010 published the Finnish
Open Government Data Guidebook (“Julkinen data – johdatus
tietovarantojen avaamiseen” / “Public data – an introduction to opening the
information resources”). It was commissioned by the Finnish Ministry of
Transportation and Communications and is part of the Ministry's work on
developing a national information strategy and efforts to enhance the use of
public sector information.
In Sweden as well, in March 2010 the Swedish eGovernment Delegation
received an additional mandate on public information sharing and social
media. While each agency is responsible for provision of data, the
eDelegation is instructed to promote and coordinate the agencies’ efforts to
improve the conditions for the re-use of data. Many agencies in Sweden
charge for access to raw data. For instance, according to an eDelegation’s
survey, although 44 per cent of Swedish agencies are using social media only
five percent of the agencies have a social media policy. Following the same
initiatives carried by Denmark, Finland and Netherlands, Sweden published
in late December 2010 general guidelines for agencies' use of social media.
However, United Kingdom with its Big Society intiative marks out. Big
Society is a government agenda that seeks to shift power from politicians to
people. It formed a key element of the Conservative 2010 election campaign
and was the subject of the first major policy announcement of the new
coalition government on 18 May 2010. The main themes were: devolving
power to communities and local government; and a greater role in public
services for civil society organizations supporting the voluntary and
community sector. It now forms part of the legislative programme of the
Conservative – Liberal Democrat Coalition Agreement. Its aim is "to create a
climate that empowers local people and communities, building a big society
that will 'take power away from politicians and give it to people'."
40
Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

It is not immediately apparent that collaborative eGovernment services have
been advanced or directly supported or advocated by the Big Society agenda.
Nonetheless, one of the core Big Society goals - community empowerment –
has been facilitated in many ways using social media and Web2.0. Just as an
example, a second goal of the Big Society – social action – has also been
facilitated by technology. The Giving White Paper states that government
believes “that giving both money and time through mobile phones has
enormous potential. In the UK, 89 per cent of 16–65-year-olds now own a
mobile phone, over 34 million people. In particular, mobile giving offers an
important opportunity to engage the young in giving, for whom mobile
Internet and social media are increasingly a way of life”.
The White Paper goes on to highlight the Do Some Good application
developed by Orange, a mobile phone company in the UK. The application
provides users with the ability to volunteer for a variety of activities at a time
and place that they can select. Users can also take part in surveys and polls to
help charities gather insight and share ideas and connect with others to
inspire others and share good ideas. When users have completed 60 actions
they are eligible to receive music rewards through the Orange RockCorps
Collective. Another mobile phone application highlighted in the White Paper
focuses on providing money to charities. Just Giving partnered with
Vodafone, a UK mobile phone company, to launch an application on 9th May
2011 that allows any charity in the UK, big or small, to receive donations via
text message. The application is completely free to set up and run, and 100
per cent of the donation, plus Gift Aid, goes to charity.

General eGovernment strategies
Other countries have started to evolve their eGovernment strategies. For
instance, eGovernment Act in Austria forms the basis of Austrian laws on
eGovernment, and it mentions implicitly collaborative government in their
priorities (p.15). Also in Czech Republic, the Strategy for the development of
Information Society services for the period 2008-2012 sets out a vision of the
Czech Republic as one of the top five EU countries in terms of eGovernment
development and aims to achieve that with the help of free initiative of
citizens and entrepreneurs. In Germany, the national eGovernment Strategy
has been developed in cooperation with a broad spectrum of stakeholders
from the fields of administration, politics, science and business. Particular
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care has also been taken to involve citizens in this process, by means of an
online consultation that took place from the 1-30 September 2009.

Engaging civil servants as a policy priority
There are some initiatives to incentivate public employers’ engagement
through the development of training programs, or platforms for knowledge
exchange amongst employers, or awareness initiatives, which target them in
different Member States. In that sense, we can highlight three specific
initiatives such in Denmark, Spain and Sweden:

1 DK

2 ES

3 SE

Denmark is most active in the provision of education and training –
this to stimulate coherence and standardisation of open data
strategies of the separate government institutions. As an example,
they have published in September 2010 the Danish Technical Guide
to Open Data. The Danish IT and Telecommunications Agency,
ITST, released a technical guide to publish public data as open
government data. Guides for legal and economic aspects are also
planned. ITST has published a guide containing short and general
guidelines for technical aspects that government departments need
to be aware of when publishing data for public re-use.
http://www.epsiplus.net/news/news/danish_technical_guide_to_
open_data
Education and training (guidelines) The Spanish government
developed a guide for government practitioners to stimulate public
sector information reuse.
(http://www.aporta.es/web/guest/form_descarga_aporta).
In March 2010 the Swedish eGovernment Delegation was instructed
to promote and coordinate the agencies’ efforts to improve the
conditions for the re-use of data. Many agencies in Sweden charge
currently for access to raw data. For instance, according to an
eDelegation’s survey, although 44 per cent of Swedish agencies are
using social media only five percent of the agencies have a social
media policy. Sweden published in late December 2010 general
guidelines for agencies' use of social media.
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Main policy interventions
There are several types of policy interventions in collaborative eGovernment.
From the policy mapping exercise that resulted in 27 Member States policy
fiches, we have tried to categorize the different kind of policy interventions:

(For more info see the data report where we provide one fiche per country as well as
visit ourservice.eu website)

1

Legislation on public sector
information

UK, DE, AT, BE, BU, CY, DK, ES,
FR, GR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV, MT,
NL, PL, PT, RO, SE, SI, SL

2

Standards: open standards for
interoperability

UK, DE, DK, ES, HU, IT, NL, Pt, SE

3

Education and training (e.g for
practitioners and others)

UK, DE, CZ, DK, ES, LT,

4

Awareness (e.g

UK, DE, BE, BU, DK, FI, FR, GR, IE,
IT, LT, NL, PT, SE

recommendations)

5

Economic instruments (e.g
competitions, app contests and
camps, financing open data
portals)

UK, DE, BE, CZ, DK, ES, IT, LT, NL,
PL, PT, SE

6

Collaborative production in the
policy cycle

UK, AT, BE, BU, DE, DK, ES, FI, FR,
GR, IE, IT, LT, LU, MT, NL, PL, PT,
SE

Four case studies of policies
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The four policy case studies were chosen to represent three European
countries that are most advanced in the collaborative government production
(UK as the leader and one example of Scandinavian countries – Denmark) as
well as one of the countries that is more advanced on the regional level (Italy).
Those three case studies of national policies were complemented by an indepth study of the Australian collaborative production policy as well as
compared to an overview of the US policy.

Europe

US/Australia

UK, Denmark, Italy

Australia (plus overview of the US
policy)
Table 7 Policy case studies sampling

1) US policy - supporting policies, regulations and milestones for
Government 2.0 in the US
Government 2.0 the United States has evolved out of political, regulatory and
‘acceptable use’ changes, but also an increased level of maturity of social
media tools. What we now call Government 2.0 has roots that stretch back
several years. This development was triggered largely by President Obama’s
“Transparency and Open Government” memo published one day after his
inauguration on January 21, 2009.11
While every administration in the past forty years has developed a variation
of Open Government, the Obama Administration has redefined information
as a public asset that needs to be shared with the citizens. In December 2009,
the Office of Management and Budget (OBM) followed up with an “Open
Government Directive” that directed the executive departments and agencies
to take specific actions to implement the principles of transparency,
participation and collaboration along the lines of the following activities:12
In April 2010 all federal executive departments and agencies published an
Open Government plan. 13 The results were evaluated in an Open
Government Dashboard – publicly highlighting the performance of each
Obama, B. (2009). Transparency and Open Government: Memorandum for the Heads of
Executive
Departments
and
Agencies.
Whitehouse
Blog.
Retrieved
from
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/TransparencyandOpenGovernment
12 See http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/assets/memoranda_2010/m10-06.pdf for the full
text of the Open Government Directive, published December 8, 2009.
13 See http://www.whitehouse.gov/open/around for an overview of the status of Open
Government plans in 2010.
11
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agency. One of its early flagship initiatives is data.gov – a website designed to
share large government data sets.14 In September 2010, the President renamed
his Open Government Initiative and labeled it the “Accountable Government
Initiative” outlining its performance management, detailed strategy and key
initiatives. 15 Other regulations and conditions were necessary to foster the
adoption of new collaborative technologies, such as the Terms of Service
Agreements (ToS) with social network services providers prepared by the
U.S. General Services Administration (GSA).16
At about the same time, the Department of Defense (DOD) established a
policy for the responsible and effective use of Internet-based capabilities,
including social networking services. 17 This was followed by the National
Archive and Records Administration’s social media records keeping
guidelines,18 as well as the recent changes in the cookie policy that allow
government agencies to collect user data 2010). 19 On April 14, 2010, the
Library of Congress announced that it had acquired the entire Twitter
archive20.
GSA created the “Center for New Media and Citizen Engagement” as the
central entity to provide guidance on the use of new media. 21 The efforts
culminated in a new platform called “HowTo.Gov” that provides agencies
with step-by-step guides on how to administer social media tools; and
See:
http://www.data.gov
and
for
policy
insights:
http://www.data.gov/documents/data_gov_conops_v1.0.pdf.
15 See Accountable Government Initiative memo: http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-pressoffice/2010/09/14/presidential-memorandum-accountable-government-initiative published
on September 14, 2009.
16GSA. (2010). Landmark Agreements Clear Path for Government New Media. GSA #10572,
from http://www.gsa.gov/portal/content/103496
17 See DOD Directive-type memorandum (DTM) 09-026 – Responsible and effective use of
Internet-based
Capabilities,
available
online:
http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=13338
18 Sunstein, C. R. (2010). Social Media, Web-Based Interactive Technologies, and the
Paperwork
Reduction
Act.
7.
Retrieved
from
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/inforeg/SocialMediaGuidanc
e_04072010.pdf
19 Orszag, P. R. (2010). Guidance for Agency Use of Third-Party Websites and Applications Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies. M-10-23 Retrieved
from http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/memoranda_2010/m1023.pdf. And: NASCIO (2011): NASCIO and Attorneys General Negotiate Model Facebook
Agreement
for
State
Government
Use,
available
online:
http://www.nascio.org/newsroom/pressrelease.cfm?id=93, last accessed on 04/06/2011.
20 Library of Congress announces acquisition of Twitter archive. Available online:
http://twitter.com/#!/librarycongress/status/12169442690.
21
See
GSA
Center
for
New
Media
and
Citizen
Engagement:
http://www.gsa.gov/portal/content/140445
14
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“Challenge.gov” that helps agencies to set up crowdsourcing and ideation
applications; or PlainLanguage.gov to guide how to present content on
different social media channels.
Government 2.0 practices on the state and local level can be observed only on
a case-by-case basis and it follows a "just-do-it" mentality with a lot of trial
and error. Local governments are under no obligation to emulate federal or
state laws and oftentimes set their own standards and regulations for the
adoption of social media applications. Recently, the National Association of
CIOs has published toolkits and some guidance for the state level CIOs.22
2) Government 2.0 Policy in Australia
There are no formal policies aimed at fostering co-delivery of government
services in Australia but the concept of Gov2.0 has been introduced recently.
During the 2007 Federal election social media first appeared in Australia's
national political spotlight. During 2008 several Australian state governments
began developing policies related to social media use. Federally the
Australian Public Service Commission (APSC) released Circular 2008/08:
Interim protocols for online media participation 23 , which provided advice
supportive of social media engagement by federal agencies and public
servants.
In mid-2009 it launches the Government 2.0 Taskforce, which was mandated
to define Government 2.0 in an Australian context and provide
recommendations on key policies and processes. Its primary work was to
develop a guidance and recommendation report for the Australian
Government. The closest to a policy for openness was the Freedom of
Information Amendment Act 2010. Throughout 2009 a series of other
activities saw significant growth: AGIMO has been mandated to deliver a
data catalogue - data.gov.au (now live).
Also during 2009, proactive public servants began forming unofficial
communities of practice around Government 2.0. In Victoria the Department
of Justice also introduced an internal program of training staff on social media
engagement. In 2010 we saw Government 2.0 considerations in major reform
processes (e.g. Australian Information Commissioner Act 2010 and Freedom

See http://www.nascio.org/
Circular 2008/8: Interim protocols for online media participation – APSC –
http://www.apsc.gov.au/circulars/circular088.htm
22
23
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of Information Amendment (Reform)). AGIMO also built an agency blog24 to
support ongoing engagement and discussion, online showcase25 to highlight
initiatives across government and initiated a official Government 2.0
community using their existing Govdex wiki and forum platform26. It also
built Govspace 27 as a platform for government blogs (now over 25
government blogs28).
Australia's experience demonstrates that when a solid and well-considered
platform, balancing legislative and regulatory management with guidance
and support, is devised for Government 2.0 it becomes measurably easier to
implement and normalise its adoption and manage the necessary cultural and
administrative changes.

3) Collaborative production in eGovernment policy – Italian case
There is no dedicated policy in Italy regarding collaborative production in eGovernment. Nevertheless, quite a few elements of policies targeted at citizen
engagement are present in other legislative initiatives and projects.
At national level, the reference policy is the Legislative Decree 27/10/2009 n.
150 on the reform of public administration. Also in the Italian e-Government
action plan (eGov 2012), “transparency and efficiency of public
administration” and “relationship citizens – public administration” are
objectives of the actions foreseen.
A number of initiatives have been put in place, which aim at improving the
accountability of public administration: “civic evaluation”29 or “mettiamoci
la faccia” (show your face) citizens are allowed to express a very synthetic
evaluation of the quality of the services they received. This initiative has been
complemented by “Mia PA”, based on social check-in that allows the
expression through mobile devices of evaluation in accessing public services.
Reti Amiche (Friends Network) is another initiative of the Minister for Public

http://agimo.govspace.gov.au
(http://showcase.govspace.gov.au/)
26 (http://www.govdex.gov.au)
27 (http://www.govspace.gov.au)
28 Directory of Govspace blogs – GovSpace – Australian Government Information
Management Office – http://govspace.gov.au/directory/
29 In 2008, the Department of Public Administration started this project in partnership with
“cittadinanzattiva” (http://www.cittadinanzattiva.it/) to engage citizens in taking an active
role as civic evaluators of public services.
24
25
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Administration and Reform that aims at integrating private networks in the
delivery of public services (an example of public-private partnership).
At regional level, in the Region Emilia-Romagna (ER) the reference policy
constitutes part of the PITER 2007-2009 (“Piano Telematico Regionale” Telematic Regional Programme), defined on a three-year basis. In ER region
except from the main initiative on “co-design in public services”30, there are
no other initiatives on co-production. Rather, the ER region has used some
“collaborative production” techniques, based on crowdsourcing, in two
policy initiatives: Ideamocracy: gathering of ideas and proposals for edemocracy initiatives. (http://ideamocracy.it/); and “1 Giga per second,
seen by you”: gathering of ideas and suggestion for the use of the “New
Generation Networks” (http://concorso.lepida.it/)
At municipal level, the City of Venice has adopted a Web 2.0 approach to
foster innovation in public services. In 2008 it was the promoter of an
initiative called “Amministrare 2.0” or IRIS31 (Internet Reporting Information
System), which is a platform that allows citizens to report on problem in
urban maintenance that they spot in the city on a map. To conclude the
picture, the debate on Open Government and Open Data in Italy is
particularly active 32 . The initiatives are generally bottom-up and are,
especially for open data, the result of individual initiatives of public
administrations or government agencies. At the moment there is no clear
policy orientation at national level on open government/open data.

4) Collaborative production in eGovernment policy –Danish case
There are no dedicated policies in Denmark on collaborative production. The
policy under study is the “digitisation strategy” that is essentially the egovernment strategy of Denmark, and that has been adopted in 2004 and
reviewed on a multiyear basis (2007-2010). The new strategy is currently
under preparation (2011-2014). Denmark in the last decade has been a
successful example of eGovernment implementation, and has been
showcased as one of the most advanced country in using technology in the
public sector.

The Co-design project aims at developing tools and methods to actual implement the codesign in local administrations of the region.
31 http://iris.comune.venezia.it/
32 http://www.datagov.it/; http://www.spaghettiopendata.org/
30
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There is no particular promotion of approaches to citizens’ engagement in
public services33 at local level although there are some cities that initiate these
services (e.g. City of Aarhus: crowdsourcing to collect ideas and proposals of
budget cuts)34.
eGovernment policy approach is mainly the result of the driving role of the
Ministry of Finance for which eGovernment priorities are seen more as
measures delivering cost savings in the short term, also in consequence of the
further budget pressure caused by the current financial crisis. Nevertheless, a
different view on eGovernment priorities is the one sustained by the Ministry
for Research, Technology and Innovation.
An interesting example of “implicit policy measure” to engage citizens in
service delivery resulted from the set up of Mind Lab (www.mind-lab.dk), as
a platform for driving internal creativity, collaboration and innovation,
originally in one Ministry and now working in three of them (the Ministry of
Economic and Business Affairs, the Ministry of Taxation and the Ministry of
Employment). Some initiatives at national level have included elements of a
“Gov 2.0” orientation: Borger.dk (citizens can find information and service
solutions from municipalities, regions and state; now there is an attempt to
develop new services through innovation camps, where employees in the
municipalities and citizens are testing ideas for new digital possibilities in the
interaction between the public sector and citizens); NemHandel (is the
national open e-business framework based on a new national service-oriented
infrastructure and utilizing state-of-the-art open standards to facilitate the
exchange via the internet of e-business documents; Digitaliser.dk (is a social
network and tool for development, knowledge sharing and a forum for the
digitisation of Denmark).
To complete the picture of co-production initiative in Denmark, is useful to
include the activities of the Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation
related to the Open Data Initiative Strategy (ODIS), which is focused on
creating an easier and more uniform access to raw public data for private
sector in the development of innovative digital products and services, useful
analyses, data visualisations and data journalism. The initiative was launched
in May 2009 by the Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation and is
managed by the National IT & Telecom Agency.

33
34

Interview with Jakob Harder
Interview with Line Gerstrand Knive
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5) Collaborative production in eGovernment policy – UK case
The Big Society was one of the flagship policy ideas in the 2010 UK
Conservative Party general election manifesto 35 . The Cabinet Office have
stated that the objective of the government is to
“give citizens, communities and local government the power and
information they need to come together, solve the problems they face
and build the Britain they want. (…) Only when people and
communities are given more power and take more responsibility can
we achieve fairness and opportunity for all. (…) Government on its
own cannot fix every problem. We are all in this together.”.36
Rationale
The agenda comprises:
A Community empowerment - giving local councils and
neighbourhoods more power to take decisions and shape their area.
B Opening up public services - Public service reforms will enable
charities, social enterprises, private companies and employee-owned
co-operatives to compete to offer people high quality services.
C Social action - Encouraging and enabling people to play a more
active part in society.
The key Big Society programmes were37:
The Big Society Bank –giving social enterprises, charities and
voluntary organisations access to greater resources using dormant
bank accounts38
National Citizen Service Pilots - bringing 16 year olds from different
backgrounds together during the summer months to take part in
residential and home-based activities such as outdoor challenges and

35

www.conservatives.com/Policy/Manifesto.aspx, accessed 5th July 2011

Building the Big Society: This document outlines the Government's programme of policies
in
support
of
the
Big
Society.
http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/sites/default/files/resources/building-big-society_0.pdf,
accessed 5th July 2011
36

37

http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/content/big-society-overview, accessed 5th July 2011

38

those untouched for 15 years or more and available for spending in England
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local community projects.
Community Organisers - identify, training and supporting
community leaders that have strong understanding of local needs
and will catalyse social action.
Community First - a new fund that will encouraging social action
through new and existing neighbourhood groups.
In addition to the four programmes noted above the government has
established a 119 million euro Transition Fund which aims to help charity and
voluntary organisations support those most vulnerable to reductions in public
spending.
As well as the direct activities involved with supporting Big Society goals
government has is also introducing two major pieces of legislation:
Localism Bill39 - introduced to Parliament on 13th December 2010
shifting power from central government back into the hands of
individuals, communities and councils.
Giving White Paper 40- published in May 2011 it establishes three
core strands of activity where government want to work with
partners to make giving as easy as possible. These proposals
highlighted support for donating time and money by mobile phones
and for ATM Giving from UK banks, building societies and cash
machine operators.
It is not immediately apparent that the use of these technologies have been
advanced or directly supported or advocated by the Big Society agenda.
Nonetheless, one of the core Big Society goals - community empowerment –
has been facilitated in many ways using social media and Web2.0. The White
Paper underlined the role of mobile technology and applications in
facilitating money donations.
Interestingly, the key benefits or outcomes from the Big Society regime might
not be recorded in time or money (volunteering or donations). Instead
interviewees have asserted that real progress will have been made when
higher levels of civic participation, greater take-up of local rights, enhanced
civil society and greater delivery of public services by local and community
http://www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/decentralisation/localismbill,
accessed 5th July 2011
39

40

http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/sites/default/files/resources/giving-white-paper2.pdf
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groups are observed and a stronger and more engaged society emerges.
Indeed, this has been suggested as one reason why the UK Prime Minister has
proposed that an evaluation of national happiness or wellbeing should be as
important as more traditional measures such as GDP or employment41.

The overall review of Member States policies on collaborative production
show that there is no EU country having a designated legislation in this field.
However, the UK with its Big Society initative was the closest of coming up
with a systemic approach. Nevertheless, the current financial crisis has very
much reduced the planned community empowerment actions.
The Italy and Denmark case studies point out that in many European
countries in spite of lack of unifying legislation, non-coordinated efforts on
the trial-and-error basis are carried out on local, regional and national level
(such as co-design projects and civic engagement contests in Italy or crossministerial experimental laboratories of innovation in Denmark).
The example from the US and Australia are promising since they show a very
wide but successful top-down legislative effort that has resulted in many
interesting intiatives.
Firstly, the general Open Government Directive was specified later on by the
requirement of open government plans by each federal agency and publicly
available dashboard following the results. Also in the social media use the
publicly available guidelines for civil servants and negotiated terms of use of
social network are good practice examples for European countries. Finally, an
excellent example of promiting innovation and engaging citizens apart from
app contests that spread out already globally, is challenge.gov - an online
challenge platform developed in frame of America competes act introduced
using prices as a way to crowdsource innovative solutions for government.
Australia has also started with a thourough analysis of Government 2.0
Taskforce that resulted in changes in Freedom of Information Act,
introducing social media guidelines for civil servants, a blogging platform for
government and a national data.gov portal.

http://www.guardian.co.uk/lifeandstyle/2010/nov/14/happiness-index-britain-nationalmood, accessed 5th July 2011
41

52
Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

Those two examples prove that real policy actions are needed but they should
be complemented with training and guidance as well as with some funding
opportunities to stimulate civic innovation.
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2.6.

Completing the EU policy landscape - interviews with
decision-makers, civil society leaders and business
providers

The interviews were carried out with high-level policy makers, business
providers and NGO representatives (the interview protocol and results can be
found in Data report).

Public Administration:
Dano Costouvsqi, International Coordinator the eGovernment Delegation,
Sweden
Matt Poelmans, Citizenlink, Ministry of the Interior (CitizenVision
eParticipation Institute), the Netherlands
Eleanor Stewart, Head of Digital Engagement at the Cabinet Office, UK
Jukka Uusitalo, Ministerial Advisor on ICT in Finland
Yih-Jeou Wang, Chief Adviser at National IT and Telecom Agency, Denmark
Civil Society and Business Providers
Margaret Donovang-Kuhlisch, Government Industry Technical Leader
IBM José Manuel Alonso, eGovernment Lead at W3C
Philip Colligan, Executive Director of the Public Service Innovation Lab
NESTA, UK
Zuzanna Wiek Fair Play Alliance, SK

Blurred definition
The interviews showed that there is an urgent need to define and popularise
the notion of collaborative eGovernment as many interviewees did not know
exactly how to operationalise the concept and turned to more known words
such as e-Participation, even if, for authors of this study, these two concepts
should not be considered together. This problem of definition is consistent
with the results of policy mapping exercise, which has not identified many
collaborative government-specific policies. When we compare this lack of topdown regulations to amoung of projects budding in many European countries,
we have to once more underline that the collaborative services are bottom-up
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and civil society-driven. Furthermore, the notion of services co-delivery is
understood in many countries as government subcontracting services to
NGOs without much innovation that happens in the process.

Open data is a core of the concept
Moreover, collaborative government is for public administration interviewees
closely linked with opening up the data by government and less with service
co-delivery. Many interviewees therefore underlined the need of getting the
open data high on the government agenda and the necessity of data cleansing
upstream. Finally, the open data evangelists call for strong use cases in order
to getting the stakeholders interested.

Business providers do not see much profit (yet)
IBM representative confirmed the big IT companies reluctance to invest in
this field as being seen as too much focused for now on smartphone and web
application. Forthcoming study on public sector information (Pricing of Public
Sector Information Study) has shown that existing business models do not
attract large businesses, as they do not secure stable revenues yet. This
domain is much more shaped by the innovation stemming from civil society
organisations and innovators. Nevertheless some of the projects based on
open data have already seen significant venture capital investements.
Learning lessons from the web, focusing on short-term monetization might
not be a successful strategy. Revenues could, of course, be generated in the
longer term. Looking only at short-term market revenue generation could
lead to a significant underestimation of the longer-term impact of this market.
For example, one of the most successful start-ups, MyCityWay, does not
currently generate revenues but aims at selling ads and building partnerships,
and has already secured a $US 5M venture capital investment through the
investment arm of BMW.

Collaborative governement ends where data privacy law applies
Respondents underlined also the legal context of public services provision.
Access to private data of citizens by private companies and other nongovernmental entities poses much risks therefore public services that can be
collaboratively delivered is much limited.
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User-driven innovation
The UK interviewees, where the concept is much more rooted, have pointed
the need of user-driven models and therefore the change of the public
administration mindset. The UK project case (Activmobs) has also shown the
importance of civil servants acceptance of this model that is very different of
provider-centric model applied by the administration.

Embedd collaboration when conceiving new services
The interviewees recommended take into account collaborative and eGovernment aspects when shaping new services in order to ensure a smooth
change-over to user-driven and beneficiary/citizen-focussed perspective in
public service delivery.
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3. How does it work?
3.1 Take-up
Take-up has been always a critical point in the adoption of eGovernment.
Reaching a significant level of take-up is the first (even not the only one)
element needed to justify the investment done in developing new services. In
the last ten years the level of adoption in eGovernment services has always
been low, especially if compared with the use by citizens of nongovernmental services (banking, tourism, on-line shopping).
The good news, looking at the data gathered in the data collection phase, is
that there are numbers out there but it is not always clear how should we
aggregate them and if they trully express the level of take-up.
The following table summarises the findings of take-up measures in the
project cases we have analysed.
Case
ISTAT demographic
widget
Digitalkoot
Openly Local
Google Transit
Activmobs
SeeClickFix.com

Take-up
Application downloaded 133 times
300 unique users per week, 9.3 minutes on the games and
completed 118 tasks per users on average, 50 thousand visitors
on the website and 8 000 players during first four months
3000 visitors a day, increasing trend
No traffic data available, 50% of surveyed passengers use the
Google tool, another 50% - STIB’s own journey planner
Vary from community to community; Park Wood involved
around 300 citizens participating in 30 mobs.
Over 100,000 issues reports, doubled every year, ~10% of
visitors contribute, available in 83 languages

Table 8 Sumary of take-up measures in projects under study

The online survey targeted at developers brings similar results – the services
registrated users oscilate around 1000-2000 users (from couple of thousands
to less than hundred) and site’s visits from 30.000 to 1000 per month. The
numbers are not very high, but we have to consider that co-production is a
quite recent phenomenon therefore the numbers will augment. We have to
also bear in mind that take-up is difficult to measure also as not all of the
services demand identification, many services offer a widget or transfer data
to social networks.
In terms of trend, the two interesting cases are OpenlyLocal and SeeClickFix.
OpenlyLocal measures the number of visitors of the site. It is an interesting
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number and also with a growing trend, but at the same time we may argue if
this is really what is useful to measure. Most probably a more interesting but
very cumbersome to gather indicator would be if and what use is made of the
data available on the site.
In the case of SeeClickFix the indicator is more direct (and meaningful),
because it measure the actual reports submitted and the proportion of visitors
of the website who contribute to the service. Similarly, also the IRIS system, in
the municipality of Venice (mentioned in the policy case study of Italy) makes
available the number of reports submitted and the breakdown of their status
(received, taken in charge, solved/closed, suspended).
The indicator reported by the ISTAT widget case is a kind of intermediate
measure of the take-up (between mere visitors – lurkers and those who
contribute). It measures the number of times the application has been
downloaded (and presumably installed on a website). Once more the real
insight would be given by an indicator measuring the number of times that
the data gathered and presented through the widget was in fact used. This is
difficult, not only because is a measure outside of the
possibility/responsibility of the developer of the widget, but also because the
widget is conceived to be embedded on a website (for example on a news
website) and so all the people visiting the website are potential “users” of the
data presented by the widget. A more feasible way of measuring the take-up
would be to analyse how many times that the widget (wherever it is installed)
request data from the ISTAT website.
The example of ISTAT shows that it is necessary to have a better
understanding of what we measure. In eGovernment by take-up we generally
understand the number of users (citizens or businesses) that use a given
eGovernment service. In co-production the issue may be more complicated. In
some cases the co-production practices are meant to make available tools (like
the ISTAT widget) or methodologies for citizens involvement (as the codesign project of Emilia-Romagna, cited in the policy case study of Italy). In
this case the measure of how many people use the tools or the methodologies
is not really the measure of the take up. Take-up should be measured
“somewhere” later on in the adoption process.
The take-up data are not very specific in terms of socio-demographics
characteristics of the users (apart from Digitalkoot), so it is not possible
confirm (or not confirm) the presence of a “social” divide in collaborative
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government. What we know for certain from the developers’ survey is the
consistent profile of civic developers, nevertheless the Digitalkoot case
suggested that women were very active in the service (even if a bit over half
of the users of the service were men, women tended to contribute more).
Some of the practices examined confirm the typical pattern observed in social
online community, in which each 100 people there are about 10% that
contribute (with 1% being the developers). In SeeClickFix there are 10% of the
visitors of the website that submit reports. Also in Digitalkoot there is a
similar demonstration of a not equal distribution of contribution with 1% of
participants contributing for one third of the work.
In the case of GoogleTransit even if the number of adopters is not so high, it is
important to note that it captures occasional users of public transport (that
prefer the Google Transit planner to the traditional tool of STIB). So, also a
small number of adopters is relevant because it is additional to current users
of the STIB system.
The Activemobs case allows another kind of consideration with respect to
take-up. Numbers reported are relative to the people registered in the mobs.
But it would be interesting to know (or to estimate) the number of people
indirectly influenced by the practice (those who are not part of the mobs).
This may be a typical issue when considering services in the area of social
assistance, health, quality of life, and neighbourhood improvement, where the
number of people who benefit from the service may be higher than the official
number of direct beneficieries.
A direct demonstration of how co-production may improve take-up of public
services is reported in one of the cases examined in Boivard (2007) concerning
a U.K. government scheme to support children, families and communities.
One of the measures of the scheme concerned the training of local mothers in
counselling. It is reported that “the greatest advantage of this peer support
approach is that new mothers are more willing to talk to other mothers who
have had similar problems rather than professional midwives. These regular
contacts at an early stage is motherhood have also convinced mothers to use
local child-oriented services, bringing much higher take-up”.
One last remark concerns the case of the municipality of Aarhus (cited in the
policy case study of Denmark) where the existing process of decision on
budget cuts was opened to include citizens not only in the final stage of
decision but also in the phase of policy design. This involvement was carried
59
Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

out by using an open and social platform. In the result, the number of
proposals submitted has been 5 times higher than the average number of
citizens participating in the traditional hearing process. This case
demonstrates how the transformation of an existing process toward a more
open and collaborative setting may produce very high take-up. It is worth
also to report that, in the opinion of the coordinator of the Aarhus project,
engagement and collaboration needs to have a precise scope and aims. This is
an important element when designing collaborative production initiatives.
To sum up, the take-up in collaborative service delivery may be measured by
different indicators such as page views, unique visitors, number of registered
users, number (and percentage of all users) contributors, number of
downloads. As the metrics differ, it is difficult to compare the take-up of
different services. Moreover, those indicators do not tell the whole story. Very
often the number of people concerned by the service is larger than the
number of mere users (as part of the services happen also offline). The
openness of the services makes difficult analysis of users’ profile but from
small amount of data we managed to gather, it seems that it does not adhere
from typical Internet user (with prevalence of younger and more educated
citizens).

3.2 Role of public administration
In the inception report we outlined the range of possible behavior/attitude of
the public administration towards collaborative production, and highlighted
how this range is wider than the possible roles in traditional eGovernment.
The following table shows the different behaviour identified.
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Table 9 Government approach to collaborative services

We also highlighted that this continuum could be seen as a “maturity model”
illustrating the evolution of the attitude of public administration from a
monolithic behaviour towards a collaborative approach.
In the analysis of the cases we have not observed an example of “actively
opposing” behaviour. As we will discuss in the next chapter in the section
related to impact of co-production on work of civil servants, in some cases the
opposition to collaborative approaches is provoked by a “misunderstanding”
of why new services are implemented by external actors to the public sector.
This provokes the establishment of “us” (the public sector/public servants) vs
“them” (the third-sector/citizens) counterposition that could be easily
avoided by an early involvement of public servants (also when the project is
started from outside the public sector). At the same time, the possibility of fast
implementation in the style of “innovation without permission” is one of the
big advantages of third-party driven co-production adoption.
A better understanding of the balance (and equilibrium point) of those two
elements is needed to develop co-production successfully.
The following table report the role of public administration in the six cases we
have analysed.
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Case

Role of government

ISTAT demographic
widget

Indirect: Civil servant initiative.

Digitalkoot

Direct: he National Library of Finland was approached by a
private company (Microtask) and both organisations together
realised the project.

Openly Local

Indirect: The data is scraped from local council’s data. Some of
the councils link back to Openly Local website.

Google Transit

Direct: Google approached STIB offering the agency to join its
Partner Programme.

Activmobs

Direct: Kent County Council played an important part
throughout all stages of the project including design, funding
and maintenance.

SeeClickFix.com

Indirect: Governments receive an automated email alert when
an issue is reported and can chose to respond directly on the
SeeClickFix.com platform.

Table 10 Role of Public Administration in projects under study

It is interesting to note that there is an equal distribution of “direct” and
“indirect” role of the public administration in this list. It is also important to
note that the “direct” cases, in which the public administration has currently
assumed an active role, are cases in which the public administration reacted
to an external initiative (companies in the case of Digitalkoot and Google
Transit, and a charity in the case of Activemobs), rather than starting on its
own initiative.
The “indirect” cases are also connected to some role of the public
administration. In two cases (Istat widget and OpenlyLocal) the public
administration act as data provider, even if with different awareness: in the
case of Istat widget there is active action in making data diffused and,
possibly, used; in the case of OpenlyLocal there is no action from the public
administration as the data are scraped from local council's website.
In the case of SeeClickFix also there is a “data” relationship but in inverse
direction with respect the above cases. In these cases the data are provided
from the citizens, gathered by a company, and made available to the public
sector.
In the Italian policy case we have observed a number of cases of direct
implementation of the public sector of collaborative initiatives. One is the case
of “My-PA” a social check-in platform made available to the public in which
it is also possible to comment the public services visited. Another is the “IRIS”
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system of the Municipality of Venice built along the same approach of
SeeClickFix. But in this case the system has been built by the public
administration and conceived from the beginning as integrated with the
organizational processes of the administration allowing not only the
submission of reports but also their management. Also started from the public
administration is the initiative of “civic evaluation” in which citizens
(volunteers) are charged with the task of checking and evaluating the urban
quality of their city.
In a similar way, the cases from Denmark (illustrated in the policy case) have
been directly implemented by the public administration (the collaborative
process of deciding budget cuts in Aarhus municipality and the crossministerial unit of for Innovation, MindLab).
Is interesting to note that there are two basic motivations at the heart of
initiatives directly implemented by the public sector. One motivation is the
presence of a policy debate (often at supra-national level) that push the
development of a national policy and the subsequent set of initiatives.
Another motivation is the presence of an innovator or visionary person (it can
be both at managerial or political level), the typical “right person at the right
moment in the right place”, that push or provide support for innovation.
In the results of the online survey of innovators the attitude is reported in a
slightly different way with a predominance of indifferent behaviour and very
little supportive attitude.
In concluding this section, is interesting to report the thoughts of the people
involved in the Active Mobs initiative, because they give good insights on
motivations at the base of the attitude of the public servants and the public
sector in general.
As we will see in the next chapter in the section related to impact on public
servants, the prevalent culture that governs thinking and behaviour of civil
servants and local government is still about control and building hierarchical
relations with citizens. This makes it hard to accept and support open and
decentralised solutions. One of the interviewees states
“The way councils operate tends to be about managing risk. What we
were proposing was an open service. So basically, you put a set of tools
out there and allow anybody to use them in any way they see fit. This
lack of control that is allowed is quite counterintuitive for a council.”
She also adds:
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“Some of the problems that they experienced were mainly about the
ability to let people do things for themselves rather than manage
people, control everything and make sure health and safety is working.”
Another interviewee added:
“The barriers tend to be structural in terms of getting people to accept
the need for a different way of working. […] You are not reaching the
population you want to because you organised yourself in a wrong
way – that might be a difficult message for people to hear.”
To sum up, the public administration attitude so far varies from indifference
to some actions showing support. It is more often a reaction to a service that is
already in place (designed by a third-party) and gained success amongst its
users. Less conservative and proactive attitudes are less often applied
although in two examples of our cases (Digitalkoot and GoogleTransit), even
if it took a long time to negotiate collaboration terms, both parties were happy
with the results and were able to build on its success.
This may be due to the problem that will be also further discussed later in this
report – issue of accountability and blurred boundaries of is and what is not a
public service. As the services proposed and run by civil society and thirdparty providers are complementary or competitive to public service, public
administration often may feel threatened or have a feeling of loosing control
over the process.
What is interesting also the same intiative can arise different attitudes. In
SeeClickFix example some of the local governments were thrilled to have
public complaint system up and running, and some were complaining on
having another channel to answer to.
Finally, the intiatives we have studied are often makings of one person
(insider or outsider) who was able to bring together energy sufficient to
succeed (OpenlyLocal, ISTAT widget, SeeClickFix).
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3.3 Drivers and obstacles
Existing evidence, from (Huijboom et al., 2009) and (Ala-mutka, 2008) pointed
to a number of drivers and obstacles for collaborative eGovernment, which
are different for different stakeholders (Osimo, 2008). These drivers and
obstacles are partially common to other parallel fields, such as collaborative
content production.
Starting from the literature review, we have built the following table to
summarize the main drivers and obstacles per type of stakeholders, which
has been revised and completed after the mapping exercise, policy and
project case studies, online survey and interviews. The outcome is as follows:
Public
administration

Civil servants

Drivers
 Wish to be connected to citizens
 Necessity to react to crisis
through radical innovation (e.g.
9/11)
 Necessity to address systemic
societal challenges which need
collaboration (climate change)
 Institutional isomorphism
 Economic pressures on cuts in
services
 Lack of skill base to deliver some
new services
 Change of mindset thanks to
open source movement
advancements and standards,
positive open data climate
 Important driver for open data
policies are inspiring examples
from other countries
 Advent of web.20, appification
and widgetization of the
Internet, increasing data re-use
 Low costs of technologies
 New generations entering the
public workforce
 Delivery of software-as-a-service
enables to bypass institutional
“authorisation”
 Personal commitment

Barriers
 Cultural resistance and risk
aversion
 Perceived loss of control
 Incapacity to deal with
large-scale discussion
 Low quality of input from
citizens
 Lack of funding
 Lack of political leadership.
For instance, policy makers
Denmark stated that the
lack of political leadership
formed a barrier to further
progress on open data
policy








Citizens



Increased availability of data
through open data, open API,




Risk aversion
Resistance from hierarchy
Fear of loosing authority
Resistance to share decisionmaking power
Fear of committing errors
visible for everyone
Culture and attitude of
public servants. Fear of civil
servants of novel solutions
and being replaced by
crowdsourced efforts
low level of data literacy
High cost / difficulty in
getting the data
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Service
providers

Drivers
linked data.
 Low costs of technologies (SaaS
& open source software) enable
“innovation without
permission”)
 Generational change
 Instant gratification
 Personal commitment and civic
sense
 Increased expectation to cocreate services
 Interest in policy making and
public services improvement
 Critical mass – involvement of
many and of friends in particular
 Advent of web.20, appification
and widgetization of the
Internet, increasing data re-use
 Tapping into interests and social
networks people already have
 Increased availability of public
data
 Low costs of technologies (SaaS
& open source software) enable
“innovation without permission”
 Advent of web.20, appification
and widgetization of the
Internet, increasing data re-use

Barriers
 Low attention by fellow
citizens
 Low interest in policymaking in general
 Low visibility of
eGovernment projects
compared to social apps






High cost / difficulty in
getting the data
Unclear business models
Lack of funding
Lack of data

Table 11 Drivers and barriers to collaborative eGovernment per stakeholder

Understanding the main drivers
•

Wish to be connected to citizens

The wish to be connected to citizens is an important driver for collaborative
eGovernment. As the experience of Activmobs highlighted, the main driver to
implement the project was very much a desire of Kent County Council and
the Design Council to find new approaches of developing services that are far
more relevant to the way people live their life. As the experience of Venice
reported in that sense the communication is key in building this kind of
engagement initiatives. Furthermore as SeeClickFix showed, their system fits
a real need that has not been met in local government: for very low set-up
costs, local governments can connect to citizens in a very direct way. 42
Governments can now respond to individual complaints directly and build a
42

Read
more
on
how
SeeClickFix
can
help
local
http://radar.oreilly.com/2010/04/crowdsourcing-the-dpw.html

governments:
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relationship with citizens and use a channel that citizens have chosen to use –
instead of a one directional push strategy – that has not been accepted by
citizens.
•

Necessity to react to crisis through radical innovation

As the experience of SeeClickFix showed, citizens will always have the need
to report issues in their communities and with the ongoing budget crunches
in governments around the world, an easy to use low cost product supports
this need to talk about things that go wrong in a neighborhood. Also as the
OpenlyLocal interviews showed the introduction of the spending data in the
beginning of 2011 caused a big peak in visits. According to Google analytics,
the website has around 3000 unique visitors per day and this numbers do not
include screen readers and users using data from widgets and API.
Moreover, as the online survey highlighted, the yearly cost of running the
service are: From 10-100 EUR for domain costs (around 50%), through 1001000 EUR (15%), up to 20.000 EUR (35%).
•
Necessity to address systemic societal challenges which need collaboration
(climate change)
It has been understood from the Italian policy case that the success of the
experience they carried was in good part due to the fact that the citizens were
involved in something that really matter for them: the quality of the
environment in which they live. This is a point that can be generalised and
can be worth underline: the practices of citizens’ engagement (being in
evaluation, design, or delivery) can be successful only if they concern what
really matters to citizens.
•

Institutional isomorphism

As the case of SeeClickFix highlighted, local government professionals are
more and more willing to share responsibilities that were traditionally only in
the hands of governments. For instance, distributing observations to
neighborhood watchers can increase effectiveness and efficiency in
government, by replacing some of the inspection roles to the moment when
an issue was reported, instead of idle time during regular inspections.
•

Economic pressures on cuts in services

According to the interviewees of Digitalkoot, the most important driver of
crowdsourcing initiatives in public domain is the lack of funding to achieve
the main goal in a traditional away, i.e. hiring a company or team of
employees to complete the task.
•
Change of mindset thanks to open source movement advancements and
standards, positive open data climate
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According to the interviewee of OpenlyLocal case, the most important driver
and movement that paved the way to open data was the open source
movement. Moreover, the positive open data climate in the UK of the central
government has enabled activists to advance fast (data.gov.uk portal launch,
etc). Finally, the opening up of the local council spending data was also an
important driver of the website’s success as the information on spending
attracts many more visitors.
According to the ISTAT author, the most important drivers for such type of
initiatives are the availability of open technologies and focus on social
interaction.
•
Important driver for open data policies are inspiring examples from other
countries
For instance, according to GoogleTransit interviews, the most important
driver, was the change of mindset of public sector bodies inspired by the open
data movement and popularity of re-use in Europe that has lead to the
signature of the partnership with Google.
•

Personal commitment and leadership

We can observe a lot of personal commitment and an immense sense of civic
duty of public managers in different cases studied, for instance SeeClickFix.
Take for example, Raleigh, NC, councilman Bonner Gaylord’s use of
SeeClickFix. Gaylord started to use SCF for his constituencies and brought his
fellow council members, the mayor and at the end city government on board
to use SCF.43 As the announcement states: “The local news site WRAL was so
excited by the prospect of enabling open communication between citizens and
their governments that they agreed to front the 400/month cost for the City's
use of the professional issue tracking and customized smart phone and
reporting features.” For his initiative, Gaylord received the 2011 Spectrum of
Democracy Awards in the category Outstanding Public Servant award.44
Moreover, as the policy case of Australia, highlighted, their process has also
illustrated that Government 2.0 leadership must be undertaken at all levels in
government, not simply by politicians or senior public servants. By
See: Raleigh Councilman Bonner Gaylord receives award for bringing SeeClickFix to town,
available online: http://seeclickfix.blogspot.com/2011/02/raleigh-councilman-bonnergaylord.html
44 Warner, B. (2011): Center to honor citizens, journals and public servants at 2011 Spectrum
of Democracy Awards, available online;
http://www.ncvotered.com/releases/2011/2_9_11_sda_recipients.php
43
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supporting a diverse set of leaders in different aspects of Government 2.0, the
Australian Government has fostered the policy as being inclusive and
accelerated the capability for culture change.
At most levels within the Australian Public Service it is possible to find
Government 2.0 leaders, meaning that senior executives, middle-managers
and staff are all able to identify and interact with leadership at the
appropriate level for their activities.
The personal leadership of key individuals across government has helped
address engagement fears. Where senior leaders have actively and
successfully engaged via services such as Twitter, Facebook and blogs, it has
assisted in mitigating perceived risks for peers and subordinates.


Civic sense, interest in policy making and public services improvement

As the interviews of Activmobs outlined civic sense is key for the success of
this type of cases. Activmobs uses the potential of social motivations and
existing interests of people, which represent a crucial driver for the project.
Fostering and building on social and personal context has proved to be the
real driver that keeps people participating.
•

Instant gratification

For instance, as the case of SeeClickFix showed:
There was one survey done in New Haven around happiness, satisfaction with
government, and I think the end result was that citizens who use SeeClickFix
are 15 or 20% more likely to be happy with their government.
•

Increased expectation to co-create services

As the Danish case highlighted, although there is an increased expectation to
co-create service, adopting co-production is part of a long-term agenda.
Another learning point has been that implement those kinds of changes is a
question of system re-design in a fundamental way. For that reason maybe
it’s not enough a single project but there is need to consider it as a part of the
long-term agenda.45
•

Critical mass – involvement of many and of friends in particular

The real driver of SeeClickFix was an overwhelming use of the service among
citizens.

45 Interview

with Christian Bason
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•
Advent of web.20, appification and widgetization of the Internet, increasing
data re-use
For instance, in the beginning of Activmobs experience, the rapid growth of
Web 2.0 platforms and tools was seen an important driver offering various
technological solutions for collaboration and sharing.


Increased availability of public data

The policy cases highlighted the increased availability of public data (e.g
Denmark, UK, Australia, amongst others). Moreover the European movement
on open data is increasing the awareness of government on this issue and
then increasing the availability of public data. It is a key driver for building
and developing applications.
Understanding the main obstacles
•
Cultural resistance and risk aversion: Perceived loss of control, fear of loosing
authority, resistance from hierarchy, resistance to share decision-making power, fear
of committing errors visible for everyone
As some of the interviews highlighted, the main barrier is the cultural
resistance of civil servants and public administration in general.
For instance, as the Activmobs interviews outlined, culture among civil
servants is a more substantial barrier that hinders application of less
centralised and more open solutions. Prevalent culture that governs thinking
and behaviour of civil servants and local government is still about control and
building hierarchical relations with citizens. This makes it hard to accept and
support open and decentralised solutions. From Jennie Winhall’s perspective:
“The way councils operate tends to be about managing risk. What we
were proposing was an open service. So basically, you put a set of tools out
there and allow anybody to use them in any way they see fit. This lack of
control that is allowed is quite counterintuitive for a council.”
She also adds:
“Some of the problems that they experienced were mainly about the
ability to let people do things for themselves rather than manage people,
control everything and make sure health and safety is working.”
According to the ISTAT author, the most important barrier is still the mindset
of public administration that is not tapping into the potential of new data
dissemination channels. Also new initiatives are hampered by the lack of a
high-level strategy of data dissemination
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Also as the Italian policy case has highlighted, it is key the difficulty of
modifying the way in which the administration works to respond to the
challenges brought, for example, by the co-design approach. For a public
servant, to involve himself in an open dialogue with the citizens (when this is
not a mere academic exercise) means to abandon the traditional perspective of
the public sector being the one “dictating the rule”. Rules of engagement have
to be redesigned and a shift of “power” is probably needed. This is typical
when considering, for example, the potential use of social media in service
delivery. The public sector has to learn to influence and guide as much as to
be influenced and guided. The lack of understanding of this can generate the,
unfortunately, typical situation of a social media used as a mere replication of
the traditional communication channels (i.e., one way from the administration
to the citizens).
•

Lack of digital literacy of citizens

This is one of the barriers highlighted mainly by public administration.
However, as some of the project cases highlighted, the multi-channel
approach of multiple points of entry might help to diffuse some of the digital
divide concerns. Providing the service not only on extremely expensive
smartphones, but also on newspaper sites, community and non-profit
organizations in form of widgets might ultimately help to increase
inclusiveness. When asked, one local government professional responded to
the concern: “No, I think it’s a good thing. I mean it’s just another access
point. If we were only using mobile phones, that would be a problem.” And
he goes on to correct that most of the issues are not submitted through
expensive smart phones, but through the website widgets: ”Most of our
issues come through the, the widgets and not the phones.”


Lack of skill base to deliver some new services

As the case of Australia showed, potentially the largest gap in Government
2.0 policy implementation in Australia has been the limited access to specific
training and 'sandboxes' where staff can gain exposure to the principles of
online engagement and build an active understanding of the tools available
and how they may be effectively used within government.
In Victoria the Department of Justice has introduced an internal program of
training staff on social media engagement through Yammer, an internal
Twitter-like messaging service. This ensures that staff 'learn the ropes' before
encountering the public, providing an additional safety net under
departmental guidance and policy.


Lack of data

As the online survey showed, within the most important barriers the first one
is the difficulty in getting data from the administration (64%).
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Figure 8 Online survey of developers – most important barriers to develop collaborative
services

Also the ISTAT case outlined that one of the main barriers is the lack of highlevel data.


Lack of funding

As the online survey showed (figure above), within the most important
barriers there is the high cost of running the service (21%).


Low visibility of eGovernment projects compared to social apps

The low visibility of eGovernment projects compared to social apps is one of
the barriers for collaborative eGov (it is considered with a 36%).
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4. The impact of collaborative services
4.1 Internal efficiency
The improvement of the efficiency of the public sector has always been as one
of the main (expected) potential contribution deriving from a wide use of ICT
in public sector activities. The use of ICT to support repetitive tasks and the
use of internet technologies particularly in supporting the interaction of
citizens and businesses with the public administration promised to increase
efficiency by reducing the costs of producing public services.
Nevertheless, this “efficiency” goal has not always been clearly achieved. This
is witnessed by the fact the nearly all the policy documents and political
declarations (including the Malmoe 2009 Ministerial Declaration and the
current European eGovernment action plan) of the last years indicated the
improvement of efficiency as on of their objectives.
The same expectation of a higher efficiency of the public sector is generated
by the adoption of co-production approaches in the delivery of public services.
The reasoning is 'simple'. If, by using co-production, more resources (free) can
be brought in the delivery process by the involvement of the service users, we
can imagine a corresponding reduction of the resources brought by the public
sector. This will realise the expectation of 'doing the same with less'. This
objective that is particularly relevant in the current climate of budget
reductions and economic crisis.
The relevance of providing a business case for co-production is also related to
the belief that co-production will not be taken seriously, especially in local
governments, if it doesn't provide evidence of its potential of cutting cost
while improving public services (Löffler. & Watt 2009).
The expectations for efficiency gains are significant. Some countries (as for
example the US) have started their effort in using co-production also under
pressure of budget cuts (and so expecting to tackle the cuts with the efficiency
gains). Also, a survey of LGC (cited in Barker 2010) reports that two-third of
local authorities expect to make savings of between 5% and 15% over the next
three years. However, only 77% of local councils believe that their residents
would be prepared to accept reduced general entitlement to services in return
for more involvement in how their services are designed and delivered.
This view is not so simple as it appears. A first relevant observation comes
from the distinction made by Löffler. & Watt (2009) between 'additive' co73
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production (“co-production approaches which add more user and
community support to professional interventions”) and 'substitutive' coproduction (“co-production approaches where more efforts by users and
communities are substituted for professional work and resources”). The
'substitutive' co-production is the one expected to generate more efficiency
gains, because it will substitute paid resources (quite often, paid
professionals) with unpaid resources (the users and community contribution).
This is also more 'true' if co-production approaches are going to be applied to
existing public services. Unfortunately, also looking at the practices analysed
in our study, most of the current practices are of the 'additive' kind, aiming at
exploring and establishing new services that satisfy needs not currently
covered by the 'traditional' public services. Also looking at the literature there
are very little examples, especially when talking of eGovernment services, of
services that try to substitute the traditional delivery mechanisms with the
new ones based on co-production.
Two experiences examined in our data collection phase are useful to identify
interesting points in efficiency related issues in co-production.
The case of Digitalkoot is related to the involvement of citizens in correcting
the OCR output coming from the scanning of historical document, a tasks that
if to be carried out by the public sector will be too costly. The originality of the
practice with respect to similar ones is the fact that the task of correcting a
document is masked by dividing it in micro-tasks and presenting them to the
users with a gaming approach. This is a good example of clearly identified
savings induced by co-production. In fact the economic impact of the
initiative is clearly understandable and impressive: in 4 months time it has
produced the equivalent of 3-man year work.
The case of Media Lab experience is different but can give good insight on the
issue of efficiency. They work on the concept of citizens “digital self-reliance”,
that is essentially the capability of a citizen of obtaining a service in a
completely autonomous way by using online tasks/procedures. The
development of this digital self-reliance is necessary to carry out the expected
savings in public services (deriving by less need of human supported
assistance to online users), but the practice clearly showed that at the
beginning what is needed is an increase of the human assistance (with
consequent increase of costs in the short term), and that cost benefit and the
efficiency gains will be obtained only in the long term.
Those practices show two important aspects of efficiency in co-production.
The engagement of citizens can bring substantial contribution to the activities
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of the public sector in terms of valuable. But this engagement has to be
“earned”. As the case of Digitalkoot showed, you have to find original way of
stimulate interest in the citizens to get back a substantial amount of their time
(as a whole and not necessarily individually), and to keep this involvement at
a steady level you need to continuously “refresh” this stimulation.
The other aspect is concerned with the long-term time frame in which this
earning is obtained, also because it needs an initial investment that can only
be repaid in the longer term. In the case of Digitalkoot, the development of
the games has requested time and resources, but the solution has very low
cost of maintenance allowing sustainability. In the case of the service for
citizens with work injuries in Denmark (redesigned with the help of
MindLab), it takes an initial effort of increased human assistance to produce a
digital self-reliant citizen that will produce the expected savings.
In terms of the above distinction of “additive” and “substitutive” coproduction, we see that Digitalkoot is of the first kind. It provides significant
savings in implementing a new service (the digitalisation of historical
documents) avoiding additional costs for the public sector. Instead, the
experience of the service for Danish citizens with work injuries is of the
“substitutive” kind, even if this “substitution” is implemented in the long
term. A qualitative idea of the long-term savings obtainable through the
digital self-reliance is illustrated in the following figure.
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Figure 9 Long-term savings obtained through digital self-reliance

In general, looking at the results of the online surveys of innovators, we see
that in most cases the service has been started to cover needs not currently
addressed by existing services. This confirms the impression that the current
state of co-production adoption is more oriented toward “additive” coproduction rather than the “substitutive” one. It is probably easier to apply
co-production to new services rather than engage in transforming existing
services. This is not necessarily negative. The application of co-production to
new services allows the building of a base of cases and experiences that will
eventually show the advantage of such approach. At that point would be
easier (or at least less difficult) to engage in the more complex task of
transformation of existing services.
A last point concerning efficiency gains is related to how it would be possible
to measure the increased efficiency (in public spendig) deriving from a
potential lower rate of failure in implementing public services as they are coproduced (in the believe that co-production driven involvement of users in
shaping service provision to meet their needs will minimize wasted
spending).

4.2 Citizens effectiveness
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The improved effectiveness of public services is one of the most important
expected contributions from co-production.
In co-production approaches users are not anymore just “customers” or
“passive users” waiting at the end of the production process and just
eventually involved in the evaluation of services' quality. They are considered
part of the delivery process, and this will, at least theoretically, steer the
output of the process in line with their expectations.
One of the issues in examining effectiveness is that is not very clear (in
general in eGovernment field) what effectiveness is and how it is measured.
Currently effectiveness is measured basically in two ways. One way is the
measurement of the quality of the services perceived from the final users in
line with “customer satisfaction” management techniques. This is an
approach very much mutuated from the private sector and it uses a strict
“provider-customer” model of delivery, the public sector is the provider and
the citizens are the customers final recipient of the services. The quality of
services is measured by using surveys or questionnaires that gather the users'
feedback. Services are eventually re-designed to better meet the customers'
need. In line with this approach one of the main objectives of the public sector
(the provider) is to “sell” the product to the customer. The recurrent issue of
low take-up of e-government services shows how difficult the task is.
Another way to measure the increase of effectiveness in public services
delivery is the one that aims at the reduction of the so-called “administrative
burden” that public services put on citizens. Generally, the reduction of the
administrative burden is obtained by reducing the number and duration of
interactions with the public sector. This reduction is expressed often in
monetary terms according to “time is money” (that's very true for service for
businesses, but much less for services to citizens). This approach is grounded
in the belief that interacting with the public sector is always a burden.
Both those two methods of measuring effectiveness are strongly challenged
by co-production. First, co-production implies a deeper involvement of the
citizens across the service life-cycle (design, implementation, evaluation).
Citizens have valuable expertise that can be useful across the production
process, and their early involvement allows the design of services effectively
meeting their needs. Second, there are large areas of public services where
less interaction with the public sector is not necessarily “good” in terms of
effectiveness. If we consider, for example, “relational” services in the areas of
social assistance and health, it is quite intuitive that a deeper interaction (and
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collaboration) with the public sector professionals is probably needed for a
more effective service.
Another argument to consider is the one challenging the traditional way in
which effectiveness is defined as the outcome (of a given quality) divided by
output (of a given quality). According to Loeffler and Watt (2009) “the most
distinguishing characteristics of co-production as against highly
professionalised provision is that there is, at least potentially, a strong direct
link to outcomes, which does not go through the mechanisms of public
services at all.” This makes more difficult to measure effectiveness as ratio
between outcome and output as the output are difficult to identify or even
absent at all.
The above discussion clearly shows that the introducion of co-production
asks for a more suitable definition of effectiveness that takes into account the
radically different structure of the service production process and the roles of
the different stakeholders.
Looking at the practices we have examined in the data collection phase, there
are benefits that have been highlighted, but, with little exception, it is not
really evident how much they are consequence of an enhanced collaborative
approach.
In the case of the Istat widget the major benefits produced are given by an
easier and more local access to statistical data with no need to access the
official statistical websites.
In the case of Digitalkoot, benefits are reported as a diffuse sense of
satisfaction of helping in carrying out of a public task and being part of the
community.
For the OpenlyLocal case, benefits are perceived in the presentation of the
local data in an easy-to-grasp and easy to compare way with respect to the
presentation on local government websites.
The use of Google Transit by STIB has brought the major benefits in making
available a complementary journey planner with respect to the existing one,
using multi-modal choice of travel.
Active Mobs highlights the major benefits deriving from a sustainable change
to a healthier lifestyle through connecting up available services and facilities
and people. It also generates social capital and resilience of the community
through collaboration of citizens.
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SeeClickFix.com observes that in communities in which local government has
actively adopted SeeClickFix, government reports a higher degree of
happiness, trust and accountability perceptions among their constituencies.
In essence the benefits for citizens are perceived mainly in terms of improved
quality and availability of the services (although what is reported is the
perception of the people leading the projects, and not yet a “measurement” of
citizens effectiveness), and in improved confidence in the public services.
Also looking at the interviews with decision makers it is clear that the major
expected benefits are related to the possibility of more user-centric delivery of
services induced by co-production.
There is no evidence of attention to the issues highlighted at the beginning of
this section, that is, what are new ways of considering public service
effectiveness in co-production adoption.
The only exception is Active Mobs, where the benefits are in fact expressed in
terms of improved outcomes in the long run (healthier lifestyle) rather than
simply in an improved output. According to the discussion reported at the
beginning of this section, this is where, at least theoretically, the major
benefits are expected from a wider adoption of co-production. It would be
interesting to explore more experiences of this kind.

4.3 Third-party business model
This section explores the potential business models and the added value of
collective government models. In, theory collaborative eGovernment also
entails new business opportunities, which could lead to economic benefits in
terms of growth and employment but based on the practices examined in this
study little evidence could be shown. In general, looking at the interviews
and the cases examined, there is little expectation of particularly remunerative
business model in co-production practices. This is mainly motivated by the
not yet mature state of co-production practices46.
A business model starts from the market and societal drivers, the desired
added value, indicates the stakeholders, the barriers and enablers and defines
the governance and financial models.
46 According

to Chris Taggart (OpenlyLocal case), people are not ready to pay for services
build on the top of public data as they do not pay for a public service. Open data business
models are not clear or mature enough to bring stable profit and it takes time to experiment
with different business models until one that fits is found.
79
Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

Figure 10 Collaborative governance busines model

The initiatives analysed in this study are not based on a business model
approach and are seldom mature enough to derive from there empirical
business models. Interviewees stated that there is not a wide understanding
of what “value” could mean and it may be difficult for the public and NGO
sector to justify the added-value of collaboration, in a frame of reference that
has been used with provider-driven and not user-driven service delivery.
Although some individuals in industry personally believe in the business case
of collaborative service delivery, the concepts is certainly not yet embedded in
the business culture of the interviewed private enterprises.
A significant number of cases are based on voluntary work (both from public
employees or external actors), and also the online survey of innovators shows
that the majority of services are based on voluntary work with very little
evidence of government and NGO funding (definitively, no example of paid
services are reported in the survey). Lack of an effective business model is
also reported as one of the main barrier in the survey.
Such high presence of voluntary work is very interesting from the perspective
of the motivational value of co-production. But at the same time it poses
serious risks with respect to the sustainability of the practices/initiatives.
Particularly if the volunteer is just an individual without large backing or
with little power of decisions.
One interesting case to consider is the business model in the case of
SeeClickFix. The model is based on a progressive scale of sophistication of the
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level of collaboration government-citizens that the application allows. More
sophisticated functions correspond to higher cost of the service provided.
This approach enables an incremental adoption of co-production in the area
of urban maintenance, from a simple complaints system to a more
sophisticated integration of complaints management and organizational
processes of the administration. Also, this approach has a strong potential in
gradually convincing the administrations of the benefit of co-production.
Each single administration can verify the benefits obtained at a given level
before moving to the next step of sophistication (and to the higher costs of the
service).
Activemobs is also an interesting example of a (possibly successful) business
model. The initiative started as an activity of a charity, which for its status
was not allowed to generate revenue. So the project was handed over to the
Kent County Council, becoming a public sector managed and financed
initiative. But the intention has always been to set up Activemobs as
independent enterprise. And so it happened. Now Activemobs is able to
generate revenue by providing its platform to organizations that are
interested in working with communities in tackling specific societal problems.
The “evolution” followed by Activemobs could be interesting as an example
for other initiatives (see next figure).

phase

idea

start-up

long term
sustainabilit
y

voluntary work

public funded/managed

(social) enterprise

In this approach, the original idea comes from outside the public sector to
meet needs not currently covered by public services. In this initial phase the
work is mainly on voluntary base, and has the objective of providing
evidence of the interest and “market” for the specific service.
Then, the initiative is handed over to the public sector that provides
management and funding. This phase allows the consolidation of the
initiative and provide further expansion of the interest for the service from
other public organisations. The availability of public funding (maybe for a
predetermined amount of time) helps the initiative to develop and survive the
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“infant mortality” that often characterise voluntary-based initiatives (even
when they have potential interest).
The initiative becomes (progressively) autonomous and, being the “customer
base” large enough, start to provide revenues that makes the service
sustainable in the long term.
This is an interesting example of use of public resources to establish new
services (after the “demand” for the service is in some way assessed), and at
the same time to reduce in the long term the need of public intervention
handling back the service to the third sector.
A more traditional business model is the one used in the Google Transit
service used by STIB, where the company involved (Google) draws profit
from advertisements linked to their website, and for the governmental agency
there is no cost associated to the service obtained (especially in terms of
software platform) except for the costs related to the preparation of the data
in the right format requested from the Google servers.

To sum up, the existing business models are immature and cannot be
considered as sustainable business. This is way the large IT companies are not
interested by development of collaborative government services tools. The
majority of work is done by individuals (mostly volonteers) for kudos. Only a
small percentage of those innovators manage to change their proposal into a
successful business. One of the method is linked advertisement on the website
(GoogleTransit), other premium functionalities offered to public
administration (SeeClickFix) based on freemium model of mobile and online
apps. Finally, some ideas after intial success can be scaled-up and repackaged
and then sold to other clients, as is the objective of the private company
behind Digitalkoot. Public procurement of services tested in reality and
having already their users may be a way to minimalise failure in big
government projects.
In our analysis we have not considered private and public funding (venture
capital or public research and implementation programmes) that can also be
source of collaborative services innovation. Nevertheless, this issue will be
taken up in the policy recommendation part of our report when we focus on
sustainability of those ventures.

4.4 Work of civil servants
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There is a general acknowledgement of the importance and the need of a
radical transformation of the way in which public servants work when
adopting more collaborative ways of designing and delivering public services.
It is recognised that public servants are used to a have a “directive” role and
to exercise strong control towards the recipient of the services they produce.
On the other side, co-production implies a deep transformation of the
relationship provider-users to fully exploit the benefits coming from an
improved collaboration with service users.
The experiences gathered in the data collection phase shows that the reaction
of public servants to partially losing control on the process as effect of a more
collaborative approach is mixed: fear, excitement and indifference are all
present.
Looking at the case studies, in the example of Digitalkoot, there is a mix of
employees’ reaction including fear of being replaced by volunteers' work and
at the same time awareness of the increased efficiency in the process thanks to
the volunteers' contribution. A role in the negative reaction (fear of being
replaced) is also due to the opposition of the trade unions that are against the
use of unpaid workers to substitute work of public employees. This
opposition, being reasonable from the perspective of the public workers
especially in the current climate of budget cuts and consequent risk of layoffs,
shows that the issue is not only related to the attitude of individuals but has
to be dealt also considering the collective interests of the public workers (i.e.
confronting with the public sector trade unions).
Another element emerging, for example, in the experience of the Iris system
in the City of Venice, is related to the origin of this resistance to change as
being connected to the increased transparency that is consequent to coproduction approach. Some public servants are afraid of the possibility of an
increasing control exercised on their work (with accountability implications).
An interesting element comes from the approach of the Big Society in
promoting an active involvement of the public workers in adopting coproduction. One of the measures of the Big Society approach contemplate the
possibility that public sector workers is given a new right to form employeeowned co-operatives and bid to take over the services they deliver. In this
case the approach is oriented not to “react” to change, but to “promote”
change from the side of the public workers. This is an important change of
perspective. However, there is no evidence yet of how much this possibility
has been implemented and in which context/type of service, so a further
investigation on this approach would be very useful.
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The case of SeeClickFix also showed some mixed reactions and it is
interesting to look in particular at the negative ones. From the positive side,
they saw a lot of of personal commitments and sense of civic duty of the
public managers. From the negative side, they saw some opposition in the
initial phase of diffusion of the service. Because SeeClickFix tried to “act”
from the perspective of the users, they collected email addresses of local
organizations and sent to them “unsolicited” reports from citizens. The
reaction were negatives because the local representatives did not understand
what all this was all about. Furthemore, they criticized this approach in which
the service was not previously “agreed” with them and organized to better
meet the needs from both citizens and the public organizations. This situation
shows that sometime the negative reactions from public servants are not the
result of “a priori” negative attitude, but are related to a (not voluntary)
wrong way in which innovative services are introduced 47. In this case (of
SeeClickFix) the absence of preliminary knowledge from the local
organizations of the start of a new service provoked the establishment of “us
versus them” contrast between citizens and local organizations. This can
constitute a lesson to take into account when evaluating the best way to
approach change in the role of the public servants in adoption of coproduction.
A last point worth to be noted is that although change in working practice of
civil servants is considered essential for a successful co-production, there is no
evidence of measure taken in training public employees face the new role that
co-production asks them.
To recap, the fieldwork shows a complicated picture of civil servants
implications in collaborative services. The need of changing the mindset of
the above was mentioned by developers and innovators. Yet, the fear of being
laid off in consequences of collaborative services-linked savings should not be
ignored. Also the complementary services offered by civil society or thirdparty players require often a response from public administration, creating
more workload from civil servants. Therefore a clear quality gain should be

In the word of a non-adopter of the SeeClickFix service: “You can’t just throw up a system
like that, and then think… Because what it looks like he’s doing is trying to make us look bad.
On purpose. Where, in fact, we had a system very similar to that already out there for our
citizens. And I think it’s okay for him to do this; I think it’s great to have something that
anybody anywhere can get on and report. But what’s not great is if you haven’t let them
know that you’ve done that, so that then we can tie it into the systems we already have. […]
And so what that does, is it makes the appearance that [city name] does not care. When in
fact, we do.”
47
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put forward in order to persuade the public authorities to accept participation
and not incur negative reactions.

4.5 Accountability and public-private boundaries
The accountability is one of the main challenges associated with the adoption
of co-production approaches for the delivery of public services. With
authority and responsibility parceled out throughout the partnership, whom
to blame when something goes wrong? How to achieve results when control
is decentralised? Which party is finally responsible and accountable for the
quality of the services delivered?
A public sector interviewee stated: “in collaborative government
accountability and responsibility should be very clear to prevent delays,
failure and extra costs”.
On the one hand there has been in the last decade a strong demand for
increased transparency and accountability of the government. More
accountability of the public administration and more trust from the citizens
were mentioned by public sector interviewees as major benefit.
On the other hand there is the perception that co-production, will blur the
boundaries between public, private and third-party providers and therefore
will induce problems concerning accountability and responsibility.
The mechanisms of collaboration and the sharing of responsibilities between
actors internal and external to the public sector may bring uncertainty of who
is really responsible of a given task or service. Once service delivery is being
done in collaboration, the control of the delivery process flow is dificult to
organise. Also, if the database that feeds into a specific service is not
government-owned, the validity of the service may be questioned by various
stakeholders.
Nevertheless, this risk can be the price to be paid for a better service.
According to Joshi and Moore (2003): “Where co-production occurs, power,
authority and control of resources are likely to be divided (not necessarily
equally), between the state and groups of citizens in an interdependent and
ambiguous fashion. This is not in itself something to be welcomed: sharp,
clear boundaries between public and private spheres are indicators and
components of effective, accountable policies. But, as we explore below, some
blurring of those boundaries may in some circumstances be the price of
service delivery arrangements that actually work”. The same problem can be
expressed in terms of control. Generally services provision centrally
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controlled in a hierarchical way by the public sector, with all the procedures
and mechanisms in place, seems to be most suitable for ensuring
accountability and responsibility.
At the same time there seems to be a paradox, because the possibility of
participation in co-production may help to clarify the lines of accountability
and responsibility. In one case, cited in Boivard (2007), related to the
improvement of health and well-being of children and their family, the parent
representatives felt very strong that the higher involvement provided an
opportunity for their views to be taken into account.
In essence, if the blurring of boundaries between “inside” and “outside” of
the public sector is a potential risk, it also allows a higher control from the
stakeholders perspective, improving the accountability of the “service” as a
whole.
There is the impression that the fear of losing accountability in adopting coproduction is connected to a provider-centric perspective in delivering
services. So the accountability is seen as “who is the responsible for this”?
Instead, co-production allows a distribution of responsibility accompanied by
a higher possibility of exercise control. What is probably needed is a different
model of considering accountability in this new perspective, radically
different from the provider-centric one. There is the need to identify
mechanisms able to substitute the provider-centric model (in which control
and accountability is generally expressed in contractual terms) with
mechanisms of accountability control based on peer relationships.
The cases we have examined in our data collection phase do not give new
example from this perspective.
For the interviewees the accountability is mainly seen in term of guaranteeing
the reliability of data used by the service. Probably this is also due to the fact
that most of the cases examined are based on usage of public data to build
collaborative services. Under this perspective all the cases agreed that
accountability is not really an issue when the ownership of the data is clear,
even when they are used by third-party organizations to build collaborative
services.
In the case of SeeClickFix the perspective considered is different. Here the
focus in accountability terms is related to how much the existence of the
service itself can contribute to more transparency and so to higher
government accountability. Under this perspective they report that the use of
the service increases transparency, efficiency and perception of accountability,
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while non-use leads to increased dissatisfaction with government
responsiveness. So, at least in this case, accountability is seen as a benefit
coming from adopting co-production mechanisms. The possibility for the
users to produce data (i.e., the reports about urban maintenance problem
submitted by citizens) is a base on which a higher accountability control on
public sector performance can be exercised.
Another approach on the accountability issue is the one used in Digitalkoot,
where the presence of a private actor in delivering the service is completely
masked by “redressing” the whole service and presenting it as a totally public
service. In this way the citizens see the service as a public-delivered service
and so there are not accountability issue related to shift of responsibility.
The more important accountability is as a goal, the more likely it is that a
contractual relation with clear goals and performance incentives will be the
best approach. If flexibility is more important than accountability, then a
looser framework may be more appropriate. Based on the type of
collaborative production model a management decission has to be made
based on a risk assessment between the need of a tightly managed
collaboration model or a more flexible, loosely managed collaborative
network. It is obvious that services related to e.g. the security and health of
citizens will need a higher degree of accountability management when
developed in a collaborative network, then services related to for example the
maintenance of neighborhoods.
When collaboration between public and private sector is based on a
mechanism similar to outsourcing, accountability and the identification of
public-private boundaries is managed on a “contractual” base (i.e., a formal
definition of roles and responsibilities among the involved actors). This is for
example used in GoogleTransit, and in the case of “reti amiche” in Italy (the
public-private collaboration aimed at providing public services through
private networks of proximity). This approach of a strong definition of roles
and procedures, and of an enforcement of the legal context also emerges from
the interviews with the decision makers. Essentially, to ensure accountability
more control and procedures are suggested.
It may be argued that this enforcement of control is easier when the
collaboration happens along a clearly streamlined process of service delivery
(different actors in charge of different phases) or when there is clear
distinction between data provider and software platform provider (as is the
case, for example, of GoogleTransit).
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It is probably more difficult to enforce control when collaboration happens at
peer level, for example public and third-party actors collaborating in the
delivery phase with no “primary” role assigned to one of them. This is one of
the issues raised in the case of “civic evaluation” examined in the Italy policy
case study, where an informal mechanism of collaboration has been preferred
to a strongly regulated ones in the belief that too much regulation would have
compromised the creativity of the group of citizens involved in the initiative.
A similar argument was pointed out by one of the policy maker interviewed
(the International Cordinator the eGovernment Delegation Sweden). He
suggested that very specific agreements would be needed to define who is
responsible for what. But at the same time, he warned that this may also
increase administrative burden.
However accountability cannot just consist of a series of contract clauses.
Successful collaborative networks should be seen as partnerships that rely, at
least partly, on trust. Without trust, co-producers will be unwilling to share
knowledge. To create trust the development of sheared goals between the
partners in the collaborative network is crucial. The more the partners
intrinsically understand what the collaboration is trying to accomplish, the
easier it is to align goals and the less likelihood there will be major
misunderstandings. For the user a clear indication of who is actually
delivering the service is needed. The trust level in a government branded web
environment is for most citizens and certainly business obviously higher than
a not known third party brand.
In conclusion, for accountability what emerges is the need of “new” models to
ensure identification of responsibilities and at the same time allow the full
exploitation of the potential of collaborative production of services.
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5. Conclusions. Towards policy recommendations
European collaborative services


The anglo-saxon dominance
The UK is at the forefront of collaborative eGovernment.
Nevertheless, it shows also the activiness of the Netherlands, Spain,
Sweden and Germany.



Not purely bottom up
Collaborative eGovernment services are not only bottom-up
initiatives. The NGOs play an eminent role in the field and the
government is also very active.



Collaboration happens mostly at national level
Contrary to the literature in this field that usually highlights the
local level as the most likely for developing collaborative services,
our results show that most of the services are provided at national
level.



Collaborative eGovernance does not limit itself to government
data as most of the data used by the projects are citizen-generated



Applied across all government services
Collaborative services span majoriity of services delivered
traditionally by governement with a predominance of services
focused on local information data and services that measure
government transparency



Collaborative service delivery in eGovernment is a growing
phenomenon and most of the intiatives are in the initial phase with
a very modest take-up.

European and Member States’ policy on collaborative eGovernment


Open data policies already in place even if some countries lag
behind
Open data intiatives as well as public sector information legislation
are far more developed than collaborative services delivery thanks
to the introduction of PSI directive as well as strong open data
movement bottom-up efforts.



No policy actions on European or national level but many
intiatives bud out
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The overall review of Member States policies on collaborative
production shows that there is no EU country having a clear policy
action in this field. However, the UK with its Big Society initative
was the closest of coming up with a systemic approach. In many
European countries in spite of lack of unifying legislation, noncoordinated efforts on the trial-and-error basis are carried out on
local, regional and national level.


US and Australia top-down approach brings results
The example from the US and Australia are promising as they
show a very wide but successful top-down policy effort that has
resulted in many interesting intiatives (Open Government
Directive, open government plans and publicly available
dashboard, social media guidelines for civil servants and
negotiated terms of use of social network).

Take-up and user’s profile


Take-up of collaborative eGovernment is difficult to measure
given the difference in applied metrics as well as problematic
definition of beneficiery
The take-up in collaborative service delivery may be measured by
different indicators such as page views, unique visitors, number of
registered users, number (and percentage of all users) contributors,
number of downloads. As the metrics differ, it is difficult to
compare the take-up of different services. Moreover, those
indicators do not tell the whole story. Very often the number of
people concerned by the service is larger than the number of mere
users (as part of the services happen also offline).



Average user of collaborative services does not differ from a
typical Internet user
The openness of the services makes difficult analysis of users’
profile but from small amount of data we managed to gather, it
seems that it does not adhere from typical Internet user (with
prevalence of younger and more educated citizens).

Drivers and obstacles were clustered in three distinctive policy areas in order
to be further developed as policy recommendations
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Open data
Drivers


Open source movement advancements and standards, positive
open data climate



Inspiring examples from other countries



Necessity to react to crisis through radical innovation



Necessity to address systemic societal challenges that require
collaboration (e.g. climate change)



Economic pressures on cuts in services

Obstacles


High cost / difficulty in getting the data

Civic engagement
Drivers


Increased expectation to co-create services



Low costs of technologies

Obstacles


Low quality of input from citizens



Lack of skill base to deliver some new services



Low interest in policy-making in general and low visibility of
eGovernment ventures



Lack of funding and instruments for such initiatives



Unclear business models

Change the culture of civil servants
Drivers


Personal commitment



New generations entering the public workforce



Delivery of software-as-a-service enables to bypass institutional
“authorisation”

Obstacles
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Cultural resistance and risk aversion: perceived loss of control, fear
of loosing authority, fear of committing errors visible for everyone,



Incapacity to deal with large-scale discussion



Lack of political leadership



Low level of data literacy

Implications for public administration and civil servants


Public administration lacks pro-activeness
Public administration’s attitude varies from indifference to some
actions showing support. It is more often a reaction to a service
that is already in place (designed by a third-party) and gained
success amongst its users. Less conservative and proactive
attitudes are less often applied although in two examples of our
cases (Digitalkoot and GoogleTransit), even if it took a long time to
negotiate collaboration terms, both parties were happy with the
results and were able to build on its success.
In order to fully embrace the collaborative eGovernment by public
administration civil servants change of mindset is needed



The fear of being laid off in consequences of collaborative serviceslinked savings should not be ignored. Also the complementary
services offered by civil society or third-party players require often
a response from public administration, creating more workload
from civil servants. Therefore a clear quality gain should be put
forward in order to persuade the public authorities to accept
participation and not incur negative reactions.

Third-party business model


Business providers do not see much profit (yet) and leave floor to
small developers and NGOs who work mainly for kudos
Interviews with business providers confirmed the big IT
companies reluctance to invest in this field as being seen as too
much focused for now on smartphone and web application. This
domain is therefore much more shaped by the innovation
stemming from civil society organisations and innovators. The
majority of work is done by individuals (mostly volonteers) for
kudos. Only a small percentage of those innovators manage to
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change their proposal into a successful business.

Accountability and blurred boundaries between public and private


New models of public administration accountability are needed
There is a need of “new” models to ensure identification of
responsibilities and at the same time allow the full exploitation of
the potential of collaborative production of services. Based on the
type of collaborative production and a risk assessment, there is a
choice between a tightly managed collaboration model and a more
flexible, loosely managed collaborative network. E.g. the security
and health of citizens will need a higher degree of accountability
management when developed in a collaborative network, then
services providing crowdsourced data on local amenities.
However, successful collaborative networks should be seen as
partnerships that rely, at least partly, on trust.

ANNEX: Collaborative production workshop minutes

Collaborative production in eGovernment workshop
Meeting minutes
European Commission
Avenue de Beaulieu 25, 1160,
Room BU25 / S1
1. Workshop agenda
9:45-10:00 Introduction & Welcome by the European Commission
Juan Arregui McGullion, European Commission
10:00-10:15 How open and collaborative are public administrations in Europe?
Wendy Carrara, CapGemini
10:15-10:30 ePart – Citizens Social Network
Roberto Marsicano, Posytron Engineering
10:30-11:00
Discussion
11:00-11:15 Coffee Break & Networking
11:15-11:30 Creating the symbiotic city: Bottom-up collaboration for the
co-design of Civic Software
Pedro Prieto-Martín, Asociación Ciudades Kyosei
11:30-11:45 MITYCA: Ministry of Industry Portal for social networks in Spain
Pablo Burgos Casado, Spanish Ministry of Industry, Tourism & Trade 11:45-12:00 COCKPIT:
Citizens Collaboration & Co-Creation in Public Service delivery
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Christos Georgousopoulos, Intrasoft 12:00-12:30
Discussion 12:30-13:30
Lunch Break 13:30-13:40
Introduction by the European Commission
Juan Arregui, European Commission
13:40-14:00 Overview of study results
David Osimo, Tech4i2
14:00-14:30 Discussion
14:30-15:30 Open round table discussion with cases of Collaborative eGovernment
Chris Taggart, Founder of Openlylocal.com
Kai Ekholm, Director of National Library of Finland
Alberto Cottica, Council of Europe, Edgeryders Project Manager
15:30-15:40 Policy case: Challenge.gov - The crowdsourcing platform of the US
government
Karen Trebon, Deputy Director Challenge.gov, US General Service Administration
15:40-15:50 Discussion
15:50-16:20 Collaborative work: Building policy recommendations and targets
Division in Workgroups of 10 people to elaborate initial policy recommendations and target
indicators
16:20-16:30 Reporting of workgroup results
16:30-16:35 Wrap up by David Osimo

2. Workshop’s objectives
The aim of the workshop was twofold. The morning session was focused on
examples of the collaborative production of government services. The
afternoon session was presenting the interim results of the collaborative
production in eGovernment study. The workshop ended with a collaborative
session on policy recommendations for the study.
3. Morning session
First presentation was an introduction to results of the benchmarking exercise
conducted by Capgemini and presented by Wendy Carrera entitled How open
and collaborative are public administrations in Europe? The study was a pilot
benchmarking exercise aimed at measuring the opennesss and
collaborativeness of eGovernment in the EC. The second presentation by
Roberto Marsicano from Posytron Engineering offered an example of
collaborative service platform - ePart.it, an urban consultation tool similar to
Fixmystreet or Seeclickfix. The portal was developed by a private company,
currently three municipalities have bought and are using the tool. The third
presentation - Bottom-up collaboration for the co-design of civic software was given
by Pedro Prieto Martin from Symbiotic Cities Association - Ciudades Kyosei.
The association works on eParticipation tools and practices working towards
creating a collaborative model of city governance. The presentation compared
also different ICT for Governance innovation sources from large EU-funded
projects through small citizen-initiatives to social innovators’ new ideas.
Another example of collaborative services was given by Pablo Burgos Casado
from the Ministry of Industry, Tourism and Trade. Mityca is a portal
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developed by the ministry using most popular social media tools such as
Facebook and Twitter. The portal offers also an application geolocalising the
cheapest gas stations in Spain. The morning session ended with the
presentation of Cockpit toolkit by Christos Georgousopoulos from Intrasoft.
Cockpit is a FP7 project aimed at engaging citizens and developing opinion
mining tools.
4. Afternoon session
After the break, David Osimo from Tech4i2 presented the preliminary results
of the Collaborative production in eGovernment study and introduced the
collaborative session planned for the end of the workshop. The study defines
the collaborative production as built around two axes – type of the service
provider (government, civil society or business) and type of the data source
(government, citizens) The services may be then created and run by
government, by civil society (individuals or NGOs) or by third party players
with the aim of profit. Those services can also use two types of data, either
they are build with the use of government data (which can be locked or open)
or data provided by citizens. Looking from the perspective of the service
delivery cycle those services can be focused on design, implementation or
evaluation of government services.
4.1 Highlights from the study
The fieldwork exercise showed that there are no collaborative service delivery
policies in the EC with the exception of the UK, where the collaborative
production fits into the “Big Society” agenda. Nevertheless, in most of the
countries the open data policies become a growing priority for transparency
and innovation government agenda. Finally all countries have at least one
initiative that can be qualified as a collaborative eGovernment project.
The majority of those projects are run on national level by NGO’s or
individuals, using citizens’ data. The innovators’ survey showed that the
average civic developer is a 25-44 years old male with an university degree
motivated by a desire to a make a difference and responding to an uncovered
need. This trend is not matched with an average user profile. The initiatives
attract both men and women. Kai Eckholm, one of the round table discussants
pointed out that in Europe with an increasing percentage of population being
retired but active, the data will change significantly. Another panelist, Chris
Taggart from Openly Local added that open data developers are a bit older
than the study shows as they often already participated in the opensource
movement. Moreover, according to Chris the profile of civic hackers is part of
a larger problem with technology engagement. He added that, as it was
possible to notice during the open data camp event in Warsaw, the audience
tends to be much more varied than keynote speakers which gives hope for a
more varied profile of civic developers and evangelists in the future.
What is more, the user engagement in collaborative projects is similar to any
other web initiative, very small percentage of users tend to deliver most of the
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work. The case studies analysis showed also that the projects have very
different take-up figures from small projects such as ISTAG widget drawing
attention of two hundred users who have downloaded the application so far
to 100.000 citizen reports on Seeclickfix website.
The data analysis showed that the collaborative projects bring mutual support
creating communities, introduce new services and cause behavioural change.
The new collaborative services offer new, better services at lower costs.
The study will conclude with a final report containing policy
recommendations based on results of the data analysis as well as online
consultation with stakeholders as well propose indicators for Member States
benchmark.
4.2 Round table discussion
The session was continued with a round table of invited speakers – Chris
Taggart from Openly Local, Kai Eckholm from National Finnish Library and
Alberto Cottica representing the new project - Edgyriders.
Chris presented shortly Openly Local - a website offering information on local
councils’ data in an open format, free for re-use (including commercial re-use).
The data is gathered by scraping the local councils websites. Apart from the
local council data, it offers a hyperlocal sites directory and a dashboard of
council spending. It has two APIs that can be used by councils and on private
websites to stream the Openly Local data. One of the important lessons
learned from the projects according to Chris is ask forgiveness not permission.
Moreover, the collaborative production needs lots of small projects. Even if
majority of them will fail, they should fail fast, forward and in the open.
Kai Eckholm gave a short description of Digitalkoot crowdsourcing platform,
a successful collaboration of private company Microtaks and Finnish National
Library. Digitalkoot is an online tool for the digitization of Finland’s historical
documents and material. Volunteers playing online games complete small
portions of work helping to correct digitalised historical content. It combines
entertainment and volunteer work using the crowsourcing effort of the wider
public. As one of the lessons learned Kai underlined of using retired people’s
willingness to help the community as well as the need of working on new
tasks that can be delivered collaboratively by volonteers.
Finally Alberto Cottica presented lessons learned from Kublai, project aimed
at creative young people living in the lagging areas of Italy to generate
entrepreneurial ideas and develop them into feasible projects. Kublai is a
small, mainly online community of people interested in developing projects
with economic development potential in the creative industries. Even if
Kublai was considered as a success, Alberto pointed out that the best ideas
stayed away from public funding and the project did not success in leveling
up the Italian regions. The experience resulted in a Council of Europe and the
EC project – Edgeryders aiming to engage youth interested in collaborating,
in building a shared vision of societal change.
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The round table was complemented with an audio-intervention from the US Karen Trebon, Deputy Director Challenge.gov. Challenge.gov is an online
challenge platform. The platform is free to use for all federal agencies. It was
developed in frame of America competes act that introduced using prices as a
way to promote innovation. Challenge.gov was build in 2010 under a no cost
contract and so far 47 different agencies use it. The prizes vary from no
monetary to million $ prizes. For Karen the most important lesson learned
from the projects is that the hardest part of the process is the solution
implementation. The platform team works also on how to make the platform
attractive and not to prevent the effect of contest inflation as many states and
municipalities followed the idea.
4.3 Collaborative session
The collaborative session was focused on policy recommendations for the
study. The audience was split in two groups that discussed recommendations
for the EU and Member States respectively.
The EU group proposed building the challenge.eu portal as well as promoting
more apps and open data contests. Moreover, the diminution of
administrative burden when applying for funds was suggested. Finally, the
participants suggested splitting the research and implementation funds into
smaller batches in order to generate more ideas and involve more civic
innovators and small organisations. As far as the recommendations for MS
benchmarking indicators, the group suggested that every MS pick one
existing project and invest in scaling it up.
The Member States group pointed out the lack of sufficient infrastructure and
standards. Also the need for inclusion of all was underlined. The participants
see also the importance of education and awareness raising campaigns as well
as civil servants training. Finally, the group suggested a fixmygov app aimed
at larger involvement of citizens.
The discussion continued on Twitter under #CollabServices and uservoice
platform open for suggestions and ranking of policy recommendations – at
http://collabgov.uservoice.com/ (see printscreens below).
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Figure 11 Policy recommendations proposals on uservoice platform

98
Tech4i2 Ltd – Company No. 3997626 – VAT No. 755627700 – 43B Mill Road, Thurcaston, LE7 7JP, UK

