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Introduction

 “In taking on the transformation of [South African] society our goal was to banish hunger, illiteracy and homelessness. Our goal was also to ensure that everyone had access to food, education and housing. We saw freedom as truly inseparable from human dignity and equality. While poverty persists together with exclusion, there can be no true freedoms.”
 

Nelson Mandela

Overview

Over the past years, UNDP provided support to over 130 countries in developing democratic governance, investing almost 1.3 billion dollars in this endeavour
. Through supporting participation, helping in building responsive institutions and promoting international agreements, such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, UNDP is assisting governments toward developing democratic governance and empowering citizens to fostering transparency and accountability. UNDP is focusing on inclusive participation, giving voice to the voiceless and all other stakeholders (e.g. businesses, donors, civil society organisations) in order to have a say in the determination of their own future. This corresponds to an increasing demand of citizens to be engaged in governance through policy-making and other forms of civic engagements. Together with other stakeholders, they also demand recognition of the importance of various levels of accountability within governments, which is important for not just democratic and multi-stakeholders governance but also for human development in general. The demand for establishing democracy does not come only from countries that are still developing democratic practices. We are nowadays witnessing increased demand for re-establishing democratic governance in countries with long democratic traditions. 
However, it is still unclear whether democracy and democratic governance work? With respect to this question, governance is being assessed more than ever before.  Events such as the Arab Spring in the Arab world, demonstrations in Europe (e.g. Spain or Greece) the United Kingdom or the United States of America are examples of growing demand for  Governance Assessments initiated by  people forcing  democratic states to build better mechanisms for responsiveness, and to address unfairness, incompetence and ineffectiveness. The Oslo Governance Forum (OGF), held in 2011 and attended by 270 policy makers, experts and practitioners from 75 countries, was organised to address the questions of how to “preventively” assess democratic governance in order to limit  peoples “spontaneous”, and many times violent action associated with, democratic Governance Assessment. UNDP defines governance “as the exercise of economic, political, and administrative authority to manage a country’s affairs at all levels” and suggests that the Governance Assessment be performed in three main areas:  political, economic, and administrative (UNDP, 1997b). It is believed that once it is possible to measure governance, it is also possible to analyse the impact of other variables on governance such as the role of governance in development and economic growth (Uddin & Joya, 2007).
In an attempt to answer the question of how democratic governance processes and institutions could be renewed to best suit this new era, the delegates of the OGF concluded that assessments have the potential to correct governance deficits and to improve governments’ responsiveness and performance. It was also concluded that the Governance Assessments that focus on strengthening Social Accountability can play an important role in these processes, because they give people information on the state of governance
. Hence, the concept of Social Accountability, based on the pillars of transparency, participation and collaboration, appeared as one of the key building blocks of democratic multi-stakeholders governance.  
Accountability, as seen by UNDP, is a central element not only of democratic multi-stakeholders governance, but of all aspects of human development since it contributes to ensuring that the interests of the poorest and most marginalized groups in society are taken into account. It is a core human rights principle, and therefore intrinsic to the Human Rights-Based Approach [HRBA] to development and to which UNDP is committed in all its programming
. The principles of Social Accountability, which are already embedded in key approaches and frameworks within UNDP, are also essential for achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as well as to “build effective and capable states that are accountable and transparent, inclusive and responsive — from elections to participation of women and the poor.” 

Open Government, a current trend in public sector modernization, brings together past evolutions of electronic government, electronic governance and electronic participation (OCOPOMO, 2011). It rests on good governance principles of (more) transparency, participation, openness, trust, accountability, effectiveness and coherence in government activities (Repnik & Mohs, 1992). Therefore, for UNDP programme purposes, Open Government is a critical entry point for much of UNDP’s work in democratic governance. In other words, Open Government is considered as the passage way to democratic governance. UNDP’s through its country offices takes a prominent role in helping to support Open Government initiatives within developing countries around the world.

From this paper’s point of view, it is interesting that Open Government can be achieved through direct participation in governance via internet-based platforms. Hence, internet technologies can enable the transformation of governments through embracing these open principles (USGovt, 2009). Apart from more openness, participation and transparency in government affairs and service provision, ICT support in policy development has become a key enabler for good governance and participation of stakeholders (OCOPOMO, 2011).

Building on twenty years of experience in the area of information and communication technologies (ICT) for governance and development, UNDP sees the transformative potentials of ICT as enablers of human development, by bringing new solutions to traditional development gaps. Therefore, the aim of this document is to serve as a Discussion Paper on Governance Assessments, Social Accountability and Open Government through effective use of modern information and communication technologies. This paper, hence, attempts to help in achieving the conceptual clarity on these issues, along with an advocacy for participatory assessments of open-data sources (UNDP, 2010) and use Open Data for greater Social Accountability and innovative service delivery. Hence, this paper attempts to bring answers to the following questions:
· What are salient issues and challenges in:

· Open Government, Open Data, and Open Government Partnership 
· Governance Assessment

· Social Accountability

· E-Governance and e-Participation as related to the above areas.

· What is the role of ICT the above areas that can make governments more responsive and accountable?

· What would be implications for UNDP programmes?

Though the answers presented in this paper came from analysing the relevant literature on the topics and are not supported by any empirical evidence at this time, we attempted to draw some implications for the UNDP Democratic Governance programme. In that regard, we are presenting some recommendations for the UNDP offices involved in the supporting multi-stakeholders governance in countries around the world.
Methodology
This paper is entirely based on the review of the relevant literature in order to answer the above questions. The aim of this study was to conceptually understand and explain: (i) the role of ICT for making government Open Data available and accessible to citizens (and other stakeholders), (ii) how the availability of the Open Government data relates to the participatory Social Accountability and (iii) what are possible programming implications for the UNDP Country Offices reading enhancing Governance Assessment, capitalizing on new ICT (e.g. apps, crowd-sourcing or SMS platforms) and the links to MDGs.  

In order to achieve these objectives, we first explored definition of the used concepts: government, governance, participatory multi-stakeholders governance, Governance Assessment, Open Government and Open Government data, Social Accountability, e-Governance and e-participation. This was followed by reviewing the current status of these concepts and challenges encountered in the implementation of these concepts. We then explored the role of ICT in enabling and supporting these concepts with particular emphasis on Open Data. 

Finally, we explored possible programme implications for the UNDP Country Offices regarding enhancing Governance Assessment for Social Accountability through capitalising on modern ICT and use of Open Data. It is envisaged that this discussion paper will help the UNDP Country Offices and their hosts in over 130 countries to better understand policy implication enhancing and assessing democratic multi-stakeholders governance through the ICT-based concepts of e-Governance, e-Participation, Open Government, Open  Data and Open Government Partnership.

Open Government and Participation: Conceptual Framework

Definition of concepts
The confusion of terms, as many reports show, can have unfortunate consequences. For example, terms such as ‘governance’ and ‘government’ are frequently used interchangeably, which often confuse the definition of these terms. Hence, we felt the need to briefly define the terms used in this paper. Our definitions are based on the United Nations Committee of Experts on Public Administration, which was to provide a common understanding of them for the organizations and bodies associated within the United Nations system (UNESC, 2006).  We also agreed with this body that these concepts and terminologies are not static and do not apply in a uniform way in all places and cultures. Thus, the following definitions have a purpose to explain our views and arguments throughout this paper.

Government (Public Administration)

Government, in terms of this paper, we understand as the system by which a state (or its constitutional parts) is governed. Thus by government is meant  the aggregate machinery (e.g. policies, rules, procedures, systems, organizational structures, personnel), which is funded by the state budget and is in charge of the management and direction of the state’s affairs and its interaction with other stakeholders in the state, society and external environment (UNDP, 2003). Due to citizen dissatisfaction with performance of many governments, the widespread fiscal problems and the restructuring issues in the private sector, the emerging global public management reform movement aims to redefine the relationship between government and society by focusing on achieving results and adopting market-like competition, innovations and entrepreneurial strategies. 

Governance 

The term governance, which acquired particular attention by social science donor agencies, and civil society in the last two decades, is often associated with the process of decision-making and exerting power for the utilisation of socio-economic resources for development. The proponents of the uniqueness of this term believe that the concept adequately explains the focus of governments on a wide range of important issues, relationships and institutions that are involved in the process of managing public and private affairs. However, as it happens with many concepts, there is still no commonly agreed upon definition of governance. In this paper, we have opted for the UNDP definition, which suggests that governance is “the exercise of economic, political and administrative authority to manage a country’s affairs at all levels. It comprises the mechanisms, processes and institutions through which citizens and groups articulate their interests, exercise their legal rights, meet their obligations and mediate their differences” (UNDP, 1997).
Good governance is considered a key attribute of sustainable economic development as, according to the reports found in relevant literature, countries with better governance grow faster than others. The relevant literature brings various definitions of good governance which usually encompasses the rule of law, efficient, responsible, accountable and transparent public administration, and free flow and of exchange information. The latter is particularly relevant for this study viewpoint as it links two of the main concept in this paper: Open Government and Open Data.  Hence, we adopt a definition of Good Governance as the focus of governments on: (i) legitimacy (obtaining the consent of the governed), (ii) accountability (transparency, being answerable for actions and media freedom), (iii) competence (effective policymaking, implementation and service delivery) and (iv) respect for law and protection of human rights (ODA, 1993; UNDP, 1997). 

Participatory and multi-stakeholders democratic governance
Democracy is considered as a set of values and governance applied in a process of interaction among three sets of actors (state, civil society and the private sector), which implies governance based on fundamental and universally accepted principles, including: participation, accountability, transparency, rule of law, separation of powers, access, subsidiarity, equality and freedom of the media (UNDP, 1997). In January 1997, the UNDP adopted a governance policy
 that embraces a broad and openly political definition of good governance. In accordance with this document, the term governance includes the decision-making processes and structures (e.g. systems, procedures and rules) used by governments and relevant stakeholders for deployment of public resources for achieving well-being of society in accordance to the local socio-economic developmental priorities.  Underpinning the government and society relations, democratic governance provide a set of principles to allowing people, in particular the poor and marginalized, to hold their leaders to account and the governing institutions more responsive, inclusive and accountable (UNDP, 2010; UNDP, 2012).

On the other hand, the concept of stakeholders represents any entities, be it individuals, groups or organizations, in the society that influence or are influenced by other entities (Porter, 1985). If the success in developing societies is going to be sustainable, stakeholders should have a say in policies that concern themselves. Combining the meanings of the above described terms, we define participatory and multi-stakeholders democratic governance as a collaborative participation of government and as many stakeholders as possible in managing the public affairs in a way that will enable achievement of societal well-being. The way of achieving the societal well-being is based on three main pillars: transparency, accountability and participation.   
Democratic Governance Assessment

Promoting democracy and strengthening good governance has become a core component of the UNDP’s sustainable human development initiatives and is broadly recognized as an effort to strengthen people’s participation in governance as well as building capacities and institutions that can effectively protect citizens’ rights and support inclusive human development. The success of these initiatives is gauged by the concept of the Democratic Governance Assessments (DGA), a set of indicators that enable state stakeholders to better monitor performance in democratic governance reforms. The general aim of DGA is to help in eradicating poverty and expanding the choices that people have in their lives, and that respect the rights of future generations, thus supporting the sustainability development
. In this paper, we define DGA as a set of indicators based on four key democratic governance principles (UNDP, 2009):

1. Accountability: country-led assessments act as a critical accountability mechanism for local stakeholders with regard to governance performance.

2. Participation: A broad and representative range of national actors have opportunities to provide input to key stages of the assessment process.

3. Transparency: National actors have unbiased access to information on the assessment process, and the results of the assessment are made available to the public as a public good.

4. Legitimacy: National actors agree that the assessment process and its results are legitimate.

The DGA results are used to strengthen governance performance achieved by the participatory action of all stakeholders.
Open Government, Open Government Data and Open Government Partnership
Although the idea of an open and transparent government is not new, the term ‘Open Government‘ became popular when US President Obama introduced his Memorandum on Transparency and Open Government
 in 2009 (DESA, 2013). A definition of concept of Open Government, which we adopted in this study, is based on the following principles:
· Transparency, which means supply of government information the public,

· Engagement, which allows the public influence on the government decision-making and actions, and 

· Accountability, which is related to the possibility for the public to hold the government to account for its policy and service delivery performance.
Open government, on the other hand, requires Open Data as a precondition and enabler. The general term ‘Open Data’ designates an idea that information and data should be made available for accessing, using, reusing and redistributing without any restrictions. In this paper we adopt the definition of the concept of ‘Open Government Data’ as the data produced by governments and their agencies which are made available to the public following the Open Data principles (DESA, 2013). 

The concepts of Open Government (OGP) and Open Government data have found practical implementations in the Open Government Partnership, which is the association of currently more than 60 national governments that are focused on making their operations more transparent through sharing best practices.   
Social Accountability
The term ‘accountability’ is simply defined as the obligation of power-holders to take responsibility for their actions. It describes the rights and responsibilities that exist between people and the institutions that have an impact on their lives (UNDP, 2010 based on Newell & Wheeler, 2006). In this way, accountability has a political and organisational purpose (UNDP, 2010 based on Schacter, 2000). Although the relevant literature reports on various types of accountabilities (e.g. upward, downward, vertical, horizontal, hybrid or mutual), this paper is concerned with a specific type of accountability: Social Accountability. This type of accountability is defined as a (i) form of accountability that emerges through actions by citizens and civil society organization (CSOs) aimed at holding the state to account and (ii) efforts by government and other (multi) stakeholders (media, private sector, donors) to support these actions (UNDP, 2010 based on Goetz and Gaventa, 2001); Goetz and Jenkins, 2005).

This definition of Social Accountability builds on four fundamental rights of citizens: (i) right to information, (ii) right to voice, (iii) right to organise and (iv) right to participate in governance. However, Social Accountability cannot be achieved without having four supporting pillars: (i) responsive government that enables (ii) access to information for (iii) organised and capable citizen groups that can participate and collaborate with government in the context of (iv) cultural appropriateness (using Social Accountability “tools” appropriate for certain environment).
E-Governance and E-Participation
The rapid advancement of ICT has created new channels for citizens and other stakeholders to interact with governments in a more effective fashion. Such an interaction can be achieved through various concepts, for example, e-governance, e-democracy or e-participation. However, the term e-Governance is often considered as synonymous to similar concepts of e-government or e-democracy. Hence, here we assert e-Governance as a broader concept focusing more on interaction among citizens, community actors and stakeholders and their locally or nationally elected politicians (Pankowska, 2008; Chander, 2012). Accordingly, we adopt the definition of e-Governance as citizen/stakeholder-centred, a pro-poor approach, fostering participation and accountability through framework with the following core components (UNDP, 2010): (i) e-administration, aimed at fostering efficiency, transparency and accountability within public institutions, both national and local, (ii) e-service delivery, aimed at  delivering public services to people, with a focus on poor and marginalized populations and (iii) e-participation, aimed at fostering interaction between public institutions and citizens to promote better policies, services and public operations.

In general terms, many view participation as a process whereby people take part and contribute towards policy development and implementation (UNDP, 2010; UNDP, 2010a; UNDP, 1997a).Development of e-Participation occurred together with technological and political developments, which transcended from public information and consultation towards engagement and collaboration. We have adopted e-Participation definition as the ICT investments aimed at fostering interaction between public institutions and citizens and other stakeholders to promote better policies, services and public operations. This concept includes three levels: (i) information provision to citizens and other stakeholders, (ii) consultation with citizens and other stakeholders and (iii) dialogue between government and citizens and other stakeholders (UNDP, 2010). It is also recognised that there are many different types and levels of e-Participation(UNDP, 2010a): (i) information and awareness, (ii) consultation, (iii) representation, (iv) partnerships and (v) oversight and audits.
Conceptual framework
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Current Status, Salient Issues and Challenges
The current trend in both developed and developing worlds is an aspiration towards participatory and multi-stakeholders governance that is based on Social Accountability. In other words, we are witnessing the organisation of citizens all over the world to leverage their capabilities for engaging with governments.  Social accountability, however, will not be possible without responsive governments that keep their door open for citizen engagement.  Only constructive and collaborative engagement around commonly identified areas of interest can enhance Social Accountability, which will support participatory and multi-stakeholders engagement in resolving social or economic problems or issues. On the other hand, the two other concepts increasingly influence both: democratic multi-stakeholders governance and Social Accountability. These are Open Government and ICT-supported government operations, here known as e-Governance, e-Participation and Open Data. Development and implementation of these concepts will have broader implications for the future of public administrations and their participatory policy making process. Thus, we have looked at the current status and the salient issues concerning multi-stakeholders democratic governance, Governance Assessment, Social Accountability, e-Governance and e-participation.  
Open Government 

The US Open Government Directive of December 2009 has profoundly changed the way governments use or can use ICT. It seems that the Directive significantly influenced policy making in many developed and developing countries, contributing to the growth of bottom-up initiatives for openness, collaboration and transparency (RIP, 2011). This modern concept of Open Government, which is based on the belief that citizens must be provided access to data concerning all public activities or transactions performed by the government, is still in its early phase of development although already formally accepted by over 60 countries worldwide. But being in this early phase of its development it is still accompanied by a number of real and perceived benefits as well as issues and challenges.  
The idea of Open Government is generally linked to optimism over what can be accomplished politically through the use of ICT (Harrison et al. 2012). This is succinctly  illustrated by the Obama administration’s flagship Open Government initiative (Data.gov) that contains more than 445,000 raw and geospatial data sets, divided into 13 “data communities” related to the diverse government data - from the coal production and to broadband Internet penetration at U.S. elementary schools (IBM, 2012). The aim of supplying Open Data through the concept of Open Government is to allow citizens’ oversight and also exercise transparency of the public organisations. Such transparency is deemed as the foundation for accountability from those in charge of public policies and governmental functioning, including not only governments but also large corporations, trade unions, civil society organisations (CSOs), funding agencies and special interest groups. This would also include all information on private bodies that can be accessed by public authorities (TAI, 2011). It is believed that Open Government data can be effectively used for building innovative services and socially useful applications as governments’ Open Data can “spawn whole new industries similar to those built on government-gathered weather and Global Positioning System data” (IBM, 2012). 
However, the concept of Open Government is by some still considered arguable even at present as there is a belief that states secrecy may be defensible, which depending on a particular situation. This belief is disputed by a majority of people who argue that access is necessary in order to ensure government will always take into consideration its accountability to the public (HE, 2013). While there are categories of information that should not be made available because of a narrow set of concerns (such as privacy and properly classified state secrets) that might result in the random release of data that may be difficult to understand or use effectively, this is not a reason for keeping data offline and out of public reach (TAI, 2011). 
Issues regarding the selection of data and information to be labelled as open might impose a considerable challenge to the openness of government business, Social Accountability and the democratic multi-stakeholders governance. The changeability of laws in some countries also imposes a significant challenge for Open Government as it can influence which types of data would or would not be available and accessible. 
The critics of the concept of Open Government also point out to the fact that a number of global movements (e.g. international human rights movement, the environmental movement) experienced significant setbacks from time to time – hence, it will be true for the Open Government Partnership (OGP). Their pessimism is based on the fact that even governments that subscribe to the OGP principles and commitments are likely to resist some proposals for transparency, referring to possibility that other governmental interests may be compromised. Challenges here are associated with the decisions of how to appropriately set the direction of transparency while, at the same time, not compromising national security, law enforcement confidentiality, trade secrecy, and individual privacy (Neier, 2013).
IBM (2012) recently reported that some critics also complain that the Open Data movement has shifted the transparency conversation too far from core questions about accountability: “While the government has posted hundreds of thousands of new data sets online in the past few years, its success with traditional Open Government metrics has been more limited - a 6 percent increase in fully responsive Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) replies”. The challenge surrounding this issue is how to maintain the momentum in opening public organisations data if people perceive this exercise as less beneficial or even futile. On the other hand, advocates of the Open Government and Open Data initiative believe that transparency and improved availability and access to public data can lead to the creation of new information industries. Such new industries, believes some, would be similar, for example, to how the Global Positioning System (GPS) industry operates. People use GPS data to, for instance, locate missing or stolen items or even discover the whereabouts of lost pets, kidnapped victims, or criminals on the run (HE, 2013). This industry is seen as competing to provide the “last-mile” of information service to help consumers, companies, and stakeholders that are interested in effective and efficient government (OGI, 2011). 

However, there are opinions that creating new information industries will not be an easy task as there still are people that do not have trust in government arguing that the quantity of available data does not match quality seen through value, validity and relevance. As explained (HE, 2013) the complete access to public records would be insignificant if the provided data have no positive impact on people’s lives. The basic concern of whether government documents are available to the public is just the beginning of the transparency conversation (IBM, 2012). The users of Open Government data would wish to know what is the practical usability of these data: whether the documents is online, whether it’s in a reasonable place, and whether it’s in a machine-readable format such as XML or a proprietary form such as PDF (IBM, 2012). This imposes technical challenge on the realisation of the concept of Open Government, which will significantly impact on the implementation of this concept in many developing countries.  
Improving access to information requests is yet another issue that may impose some technical challenges in executing the Open Government concept. One of the more recent trends in this arena is the expressed need by citizens for an increased and improved access to information of the kind of data other individuals have requested from government departments and agencies. The purpose of knowing what other people already asked for is not to duplicate request and waste time of not going through the entire process again just to ask the same question (HE, 2013). 
Another trend in avoiding duplication of Open Government information and time wasting in unnecessary repeated processes comes from the idea of establishing a portal that will keep a public record of how each request travels through an agency and whether it is forwarded to another participating agency or outside the system that also may participate later. It is estimated that implementing that kind of systems in the USA would cost about $1.3 million but analysis show that the system would save more than $200 million over five years if adopted government-wide (IBM,2012).
Furthermore, the response time to the requests for government information or data is still questionable in many national governments. This imposes a serious challenge to government officers in charge of Open Data and the policy makers and is partly caused by lengthy decision on what data should be public according to current legal regulations requiring clear policies in this regard (HE, 2013; IBM, 2012).
One of the most relevant Open Government trends today is how to utilize a particular government Open Data and information outside the national borders. Although there are some good examples of this such as South African program entitled Know Your Service Rights & Responsibilities
, it is still not clear how national Open Data can be used by other governments and citizens. Generally, however, this question is now being addressed by the Open Government Partnership.
Open Government Partnership
In order to create an effective way to access to and sharing of government data and information that can increase civic participation in decision-making, fighting corruption and harness new technologies to strengthen democratic governance, a number of countries
 met on 20 September 2011 to create the Open Government Partnerships (OGP) as a global initiative. By August 2013, the number of countries joining OGP increased to 65. Although OGP recognise that the relevant actions will differ from country to country, there is a common agreement that this partnership should reflect four core Open Government principles (DESA, 2013):
1. Transparency: information on government activities and decisions is open, comprehensive, timely, freely available to the public and meets basic Open Data standards (e.g. raw data, machine readability);
2. Citizen Participation: governments seek to mobilize citizens to engage in public debate, provide input, and make contributions that lead to more responsive, innovative and effective governance.

3. Accountability: there are rules, regulations and mechanisms in place that call upon government actors to justify their actions, act upon criticisms or requirements made of them, and accept responsibility for failure to perform with respect to laws or commitments.

4. Technology and Innovation: governments embrace the importance of providing citizens with open access to technology, the role of new technologies in driving innovation, and the importance of increasing the capacity of citizens to use technology.

The members of OGP are encouraged to design their own action plans based on prioritized, nationally contextual commitments that are based on national dialogue and politics at legislative and executive, public administration and civil society levels (Maassen, 2013; DESA, 2013) . These should at least match one of the public challenges linked to issues of service delivery, integrity, resources and safer communities. The measures that address corporate responsibility (e.g. environment, anti-corruption, consumer protection, or community engagement) are supposed to also form part of the particular OGP national plans. The reviewed literature suggests that these issues can be successfully addressed through the ten most common commitments: (i) innovative public accountability mechanisms, (ii) Open Data portals, (iii) new legal and institutional mechanisms, (iv) improved service delivery, (v) natural resource transparency, (vi) international aid, (vii) public integrity, (viii) citizens’ budgets, (ix) e-petitions and (x) challenges and prizes (Ibarra, 2012). It is, however, significant that the OGP is particularly attractive to middle-income countries as 85% of all upper-middle income and 80% of all lower middle-income countries who are OGP eligible have become members (Schwegman, 2012). 

Here are a few examples of the OGP commitments of some of these counters
: Brazil and Philippines promised a new or improved access to information law, Honduras and Montenegro a code of conduct for public servants, El Salvador improvements around the ombudsman, Croatia – more openness on media, public procurement, and party. Montenegro also promised to establishing central public procurement bodies as a way to limit corruption opportunities while Kenya has established an Open Data portal being the first African country to release national government datasets. Philippines government is concerned with the roadmap to expand participatory budgeting to other phases of the budget cycle while Chile looks at the legislative reforms on political party financing, lobbying activities and conflict of interest. Turkey plots a risk map by determining the risk areas open to corruption and taking preventive measures while the Slovak Republic promotes openness barometer measures transparency of public agencies and highlights any deficiencies (Maassen, ibid). Tanzania, South Africa, Liberia and Ghana are the other African countries that have made country commitments to the Open Government Partnership.  
The measurement of the success in applying the OGP commitments is generally based on (i) increasing trust from citizens in the state and in politicians, (ii) improving efficiency and effectiveness of bureaucracy (through e-government and e-governance), (iii) building a positive image of the country and its leaders, (iv) fit to the political agenda of the politicians and party in power (e.g. US/UK), and (v) building innovation around Open Data, which includes creating transparency and new jobs (Maassen, ibid). However, it is easier to plan than to execute since these actions are linked to a number of challenges such as (i) obtaining the political support, which is not always straightforward task, (ii) changing mind-set of all involved stakeholders and obtain real commitment, (iii) the length of the transformative processes, which requires time and also encompasses dealing with mistakes and failures along the way. For example, the Freedom House says that while the number of countries ranked as free in 2012 grew to 90 (+3), 27 countries showed significant declines in freedoms. Furthermore, trust in public figures is also declining. In the Netherlands only 10% of the population believes business leaders and politicians tell the truth when confronted by a difficult question, and fewer than 20% believe business leaders and politicians are capable of solving difficult problems (Edelman global PR firm). According to EU research a whopping 89% of Europeans state that there is a big gap between public opinion and the decisions taken by political leaders (EuroBarometer). From the use of ICT within OGP viewpoint, it is significant that the same technologies are used for the ‘bad’, where space for civil society is declining, and where people have little faith in government and especially in politicians.

Participatory and multi-stakeholders democratic governance issues

The recent financial crisis confirmed that inclusive and sustainable growth is the most important concern for both developing and developed countries, (UNDP, 2012). It is now clear that growth cannot be achieved without the participation of as many stakeholders as possible within and outside country borders. This is particularly true for effective governance of the use of national resources, service delivery and democratic participation of citizens. Globally, there have been three trends in the evolution of modern governance: (i) increased number of involved in the policy making process, (II) application of more policy instruments of less command and control, and more economic, flexible, and cooperative between government and target groups and (iii) stakeholders and stakeholder relationships are deemed as a critical part in governance, thus emphasising citizens and other stakeholders participation in decision-making and planning (Shiang, 2008; Jacob, 2004; Hamann et al., 2005). 

All these trends can be understood as concept of the participatory multi-stakeholders democratic governance, defined by the Commission in Global Governance (1995:2) as “the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through which conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and cooperative action may be taken. It includes formal institutions and regimes empowered to enforce compliance, as well as informal arrangements that people and institutions either have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest.” This is by many governments accepted as a current governance trend outlined by the will or acceptance by the public or private associates of a broad framework into which they manage their business and also as a process of negotiation and power balance (Vallejo & Hauselmann, 2005; Burger and Mayer 2003). The core strength of such a multi-stakeholder approach, as seen by governments, is characterised by engagement of all of the interested parties, increased alignment and improvement of coordination. This is believed to provide access to information and open spaces for learning and improvement among all constituencies (Araki et al., 2012).
Introducing participatory multi-stakeholders democratic governance is, however, easier said than done as it requires creation of a vibrant public sphere, which is at the heart of any sensible multi-stakeholder democratic governance regime (Salih, 2009). A multi-stakeholder initiative also requires a range of actions aimed at: (i) establishing a set of norms or core principles, (ii) conducting research through data collection or surveys, (iii) educating certain groups, (iv) combining, reinforcing, and facilitating efforts of agencies and networks, and (v) providing protection to either groups of people, systems or resources (Araki et al., 2012). 

There is also reported a range of issues confronting the introduction and execution of the participatory multi-stakeholders democratic government (Banthien et al., 2003; Salih, 2009): (i) strengthening the accountability and transparency of decision-making,  (ii) improving the quality and legitimacy of decisions, (iii) creating acceptance and a consensus concerning decisions, (iv) building trust between administration and civil society, (v) stimulating individual and institutional networking, (vi) raising public awareness and knowledge on scientific issues, (vii) improving the active involvement of citizens in the democratic process or (viii) achieving cost-efficiency. Supplying right information through Open Government initiatives, among other things, emphasizes the importance of a trustworthy government as trust cannot be developed in absentia of information about the performance of governance and degree of compliance with government’s commitments. 
There is, however, a challenge that increased governmental responsiveness to the demands of citizens and the legitimacy of those demands could jeopardize the interests of future generations (UNDP, 2012) - hence, having an impact on sustainability as defined by the Brundtlandt Report. The same source (UNDP, 2012) also emphasise to other challenges facing the participatory multi-stakeholders democratic governance: the roles of civil society and empowering of women. While there is recognition of civil society’s role in democratic governance, the political space for civil society in many countries, particularly in Africa, is shrinking instead of growing. At the same time, while women are increasingly securing senior positions in politics and economics, there is still a lack of networking and relationship-building between women inside and outside these spaces. This requires building better relationships between women leaders and their constituencies as governance is about linking democracy and development. The challenge here is how to secure continued engagement of civic actors and government officials’ accountability to citizens. There are many ways to identify and address these issues and challenges but the current trend in doing so is utilising a concept of Democratic Governance Assessment. 
Democratic Governance Assessment 

The modern literature on Governance Assessment highlights many possible ways to differentiate Governance Assessment approaches based on the principles guiding assessment frameworks are based. For example, one can differentiate among Governance Assessment approaches by the principles and assessment frameworks directed by principle of 'participation', i.e. the degree of participation of stakeholders hold within the process (Wilde & Nahem, 2011). From the viewpoint of this paper, one of the most significant principles is that one of 'participation'. This principle places value on engaging local stakeholders in the process by putting them at the heart of the dialogue, collecting and sharing of information and governance data assessment (Wilde & Nahem 2011). These are, among others, values on which The Global Programme on Governance Assessments (GAP) is built and applied, and which represents one of the main trends in the democratic Governance Assessment (UNDP, 2011). This UNDP programme, which is continuation of the earlier UNDP Governance Indicators Programme initiated (GIP) in 2004, is supposed to run until 2013. This programme approach emphasizes national ownership, capacity development, and harmonization with national planning instruments and has, together with the GIP, supported assessment projects in more than 35 countries.

The reported reviews done by using GIP have strategically contributed to the continuing development of UNDP’s conceptual as well as operational approach to Governance Assessments but also to the practical demand of the countries in which the assessment was done.  This, according to UNDP (2011) includes:
· Demand for building capacity in developing countries to set up and monitor frameworks that identify key components of democratic governance and assess their implementation;
· Strategic positioning of the Governance Assessment in a politically powerful institution at the country level;

· Initiate and maintain the trend of an increased involvement of the civil society actors through, for example: involving community based organisations (CBOs) in assessing government bodies, inviting them to participate in the local research communities and political think-tanks, strengthening horizontal accountability by involving NGOs and CSOs or broadening discussion to involve ordinary people;
· Supporting innovative ways of the Governance Assessment; 

· Help in forming partnerships between national and international players in the field of democratic Governance Assessment;

· Monitoring and evaluation of the government assessment programmes through assessing efficacy (e.g. saving resources for the same assessment jobs), efficiency (e.g. influence on policy-making) and impact (e.g. greater citizen participation or increased accountability of government officials);

· Sustainability of the Governance Assessment projects through a follow-up projects or  programmes;

· Capacity development through building skills within governments, CBOs or other non-profit organisations (NPOs).   
All of the above actions can bring benefits to many stakeholders of the democratic multi-stakeholders governance. These areas can also be source of issues and challenges that should be timely addressed. For example, one of the key challenges in developing countries is to understand how a democratic Governance Assessment can strengthen democratic development. This challenge is fuelled by the confusion related to the choice between the two currently predominate ways of doing democratic Governance Assessment: (i) assessments as an exogenous instrument, in which the assessment provides an incentive to reform versus (ii) assessments as an endogenous, transformative process guided by good governance principles of participation, transparency and  representativeness. This latter view is said to provide more potential for local capacity development and local ownership (Wilde, 2011). 
The Oslo Governance Forum Outcome Report (UNDP, 2012) also highlights some of the democratic Governance Assessment trends as a result of “changes in the global democratic governance context”. These trends, listed below, might also enact some issues and challenges, particularly in the developing countries: 
· Move from global level assessments to country level or context-specific assessments;
· Shift from externally triggered assessments to more internally triggered and country-owned assessments;
· Changes in the methodology from quantitative to qualitative methods: shift from the exclusive use of numeric indicators to more narrative, stories-like reporting;
· Since Governance Assessments are not politically neutral technical exercises, there is an ongoing trend to integrate a political economy analysis in the assessment in order to understand whether public institutions are benefitting people or not. 
· Shift from top-down assessments to bottom-up and participatory approaches that stress collective learning and target setting from the local level upwards. This approaches is seen as more beneficial for  increased Social Accountability as it includes hearings, social audits and other mechanisms aimed at holding governments to account;
· There is an increased emphasis on monitoring government policy implementation as many countries have good policies that are not effectively implemented;
· And, from this paper viewpoint, there is currently shift towards increased uses of ICT in Governance Assessments, which makes these exercises more efficient, enable real-time results, and allows interactive and continuous assessments. This is seen beneficial to increased ownership of the assessment by the various stakeholders.
Democratic Governance Assessment is done by using appropriate indexes of which the most prominent aggregate or composite indexes are the Ibrahim Index of African Governance
, Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index
 and the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators (UNDP, 2009b). Being a part of the UN family, UNDP (2009; 2009a; Hydén, G. & Samuel, J., 2011) extensively supports the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators which identifies the following six key parameters for defining and measuring the quality of governance in any given country:

· Voice and Accountability: the extent to which a country's citizens are able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression, association, and the press

· Political Stability and Absence of Violence: the likelihood that the government will be destabilized by unconstitutional or violent means, including terrorism

· Government Effectiveness: the quality of public services, the capacity of the civil service and its independence from political pressures; the quality of policy formulation

· Regulatory Quality: the ability of the government to provide sound policies and regulations that enable and promote private sector development

· Rule of Law: the extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, including the quality of property rights, the police, and the courts, as well as the risk of crime

· Control of Corruption: the extent to which public power is exercised for private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as elite ‘capture’ of the state

The available reports (e.g. Involve, 2009) suggest that democratic Governance Assessment should be based on agreed upon principles such as relevance, comparability, reliability or feasibility. In the context of this paper, relevance, for example, means use of the indicators to better understand how democratic Governance Assessment can support the concept of Open Government. Comparability can be seen in the light of an unambiguous definition of the indicators that can be used for assessing, for example, influence of the democratic Governance Assessment on the citizens participation through Social Accountability and Open Government. And, no matter what would be the defined purpose of the indicators, they should be reliable and readily available and accessible in a feasibility manner. The democratic Governance Assessment based on the commonly agreed upon principles should help in correcting governance deficits and to improve governments’ responsiveness and performance. But also to avoid the general challenge whether democratic Governance Assessment is practically contributing to social change processes or whether they are merely used as window dressing to satisfy donor demands or national legislation (UNDP, 2012).
Social Accountability 

At the national and international level, national governments are increasingly required to answer to their citizens and national stakeholders as well as actors outside their own borders. Nationally, citizens, communities and civil society organizations do not merely participate in Social Accountability activities, but initiate and control them (Wilde, 2011) while, internationally, governments are increasingly required to answer to actors outside their own borders – particularly in regard to aids and direct budget support for many developing countries. These two kinds of accountabilities are known as (I) ‘downward accountability’ to citizens and other national stakeholders and (ii) ‘outward accountability’ to various donors, which often takes precedence to the downward accountability (UNDP, 2010). This could create an issue of weaker downward accountability and the perception of citizens and other stakeholders that government is not sufficiently transparent and accountable. 

Within the national borders, the participation of citizens is seen as a necessary pre-condition for the advancement of Social Accountability and it distinguishes this concept from other conventional accountability mechanisms such as, for example, public audit system. However, often participatory approaches do not explicitly focus on accountability, which can create another issue in the area of Social Accountability (UNDP, 2010). This issue creates a role for Social Accountability advocates to push for citizens and other stakeholders to become aware of the relevant policies and regulations regarding Social Accountability, as well as mapping out the various players that can jointly advance this concept (WB, 2013; Slevin & Green, 2013). It is believed that when Social Accountability mechanisms, designed to increase transparency, citizen participation and feedback, are in place, governments will be able to provide better services to their citizens, particularly for the poorest and marginalized citizens (WB, 2013). 
The important challenge for UNDP and other external actors, however, is how to build and institutionalize nationally driven accountability mechanisms by changing traditional understandings of the concepts of rights and accountability without impeding relations with government and traditional authority (UNDP, 2010). This question is notably important in the light of the fact that Social Accountability can enhance overall human development as well as the MDGs by strengthening links between governments and citizens, which will impact on: (i) improved focus on public service delivery, (ii) monitoring government performance and foster responsive governance, (iii) involvement of vulnerable groups in policy formulation and implementation, (iv) transparency and exposure of government failure and corruption, (v) facilitating effective links between citizens and local governments in the context of decentralization and (vi) empowering marginalized groups traditionally excluded from policy processes (UNDP, 2010).
According to the UNDP paper “Fostering Social Accountability:  From Principle to Practice” (UNDP, 2010) there are three stages of building the mechanisms for working with Social Accountability practices: (i) understanding the context and environment, (ii) working with programmes and projects and (iii) monitoring, evaluation, impact assessment and review. The issues of how to link different formal and informal accountability mechanisms for expressing voices by citizens and civic groups or what would be political, social and institutional risks are related to the stage of understanding Social Accountability context and environment. There are also issues of how to work with the Social Accountability programmes and projects, but it seems that currently the most prominent issues are related to the selection criteria whether to work with programmes and projects that: (i) have a specific focus on enhancing Social Accountability principles (ii) emphasise Social Accountability principles in new or existing programmes and projects which have a different primary focus or (iii) work in non-programmatic ways with other stakeholders (government, civil society, private sector) to enhance Social Accountability principles. Monitoring, evaluation, impact assessment and review issues are linked to developing indicators for assessing the effectiveness of Social Accountability initiatives. 

At the individual level, the trends, issues and challenges described in the above can help citizens and other national stakeholders to become acquainted with the concepts and overall policy environment but it also might create opportunity of what would be the most effective way of engaging citizens in Social Accountability. Slevin & Green (2013) suggest the use of evidence collected by the citizens and other national stakeholders as a basis for the Social Accountability advocacy. The World Bank (WB, 2013) recommends that modern ICT should be deployed as a part of  methodologies that can accurately capture and quantify the needs and demands of citizens so that service providers and policy makers can make informed decisions about sustainable development. This recommendation suggests that modern information and communication technologies are nowadays indispensable for collecting, storing, filtering and disseminating data and information that can be used as the policy-making evidence related to Social Accountability. Open Data, supplied through the concept of Open Government, plays a crucial role in collecting Social Accountability evidence that can be used for meaningful participation of citizens and other stakeholders in the democratic multi-stakeholders governance. This ICT enabled participation is known as ‘e-participation’ which is, by the definition, part of ‘e-governance’, another concept that, among others, helps Social Accountability through a rapid, real-time Open Data collection and dissemination. 

The reviewed literature also suggests that Social Accountability is highly important for enhancing the environmental sustainability in emerging Information Society. Social Accountability is particularly important for societal meaning, discourse and collective decision-making that surrounds sustainability. The challenge here is how Social Accountability can be applied to both current and future activities in the environmental field (Whitehouse et al., 2011). In the context of this paper it is significant that the environmental sustainability is linked to both: development of democratic malty-stakeholders governance and use of the concept of Social Accountability.
E-Governance 
In addition to the UNDP (2010) definition that sees e-Governance as a three-component concept (e- administration, e-service delivery and e-participation), other authors also see e-Governance as multi-dimensional notion. Fung (2002) and Shiang (2008), for example, believe that the purpose of e-Governance is to establish interactions between government and citizens (e.g. e-democracy, e-participation), to encourage governmental service integration (e.g. e-government) and to establish more efficient relationships between government and the corporate world (e.g. e-business). These three dimensions of e-Governance are seen as ways of managing government relationships and interactions with its stakeholders. Hence, the focus of attention in e-Governance should not only be on the e-service providers but rather more on the key multi-stakeholders in the society, which directly supports the broader idea of the democratic multi-stakeholders governance.
According to the relevant literature, one of significant current issues in e-Governance is related to the question of how will relationships between government and stakeholders change and adapt. In that regard, many authors (e.g. Oats, 2003; Kolachalam, 2004; Shiang, 2008; ) hold optimistic views toward the potentials of ICT that can help, for example, engage people in the policy-making process, engage citizens in deliberation regarding certain political, cultural, religious and social issues, participating in decision-making, have profound impacts on democratization or make citizen participation more easily and more efficiently. This is also supported by recent publications (e.g.  DANIDA, 2012; UNDP, 2012a) that emphasise the role of the mobile-enabled social media and their usefulness in many areas related to governance. The positive role is enhanced by low cost, ease of use, and scalability.

However, there are some issues related to the role of ICT in e-Governance as many projects in this area have failed.  It is reported that more than 50% of the projects have failed partially or fully due to complex nature of e-government, lack of literacy, limited resources, and lack of knowledge on how to deliver services in culturally and socially appropriate ways (Kifle & Cheng, 2009;). E-Governance is also affected by some technical factors such as interoperability issues. Interoperability is seen as a barrier in achieving the full benefits of e-Governance as different countries have different environments regarding electronic infrastructure, population utilizing that infrastructure and other social and cultural differences. Other interoperability issues and challenges, particularly in the developing countries, include (Chander, 2012):

· Security (data protection) and Privacy, requiring clarity of relevant policies;
· Trust and standardization regarding the data interchange;
· Semantic interoperability for heterogeneity problem related to the capability of different information systems to communicate information consistent with the intended meaning of the encoded information;  
· Lack of localization of content in local languages related to the content should be provided to citizens in their native language. This also assume the need for transliteration;   
· Complex bureaucracies and firmly established culture in governance related to need to change of the established rules and adopting certain new changes desired for proper implementation of e-governance.  

These issues and challenges do not only jeopardise e-Governance but also Social Accountability and e-Participation of citizens and other stakeholders in the democratic governance processes.   
Since the access to both ICT and information is nowadays increasingly related to the use of mobile technologies, UNDP also supports works on using mobile technologies to improve governance. These technologies are particularly important in developing countries in which penetration of mobile phones is far higher than that of PCs. Hence, mobile technologies have unique potential for opening up access to poor and marginalized populations and could be used in many Social Accountability initiatives and pro-poor e-service delivery endeavours (UNDP, 2003a; 2012a).
E-Participation 
Promoting participation of the citizens is considered by UN as the cornerstone of socially inclusive governance. Effective ICT-enabled citizen participation, or e-participation, refers to the use of ICT to improve participation among citizens, by facilitating contact between citizens or stakeholders, as well as with their elected officials. It is widely accepted that e-Participation has the potential to make citizen engagement cheaper, easier and faster as well as to establish more transparency in government by allowing citizens to use new channels of influence which reduces barriers to public participation in policy-making, and which impacts the well-being of society, in general, and the individual, in particular (Panos Institute, nd; Unies, 2008; DESA, 2013; UNPAP, 2013). As defined in the UN Global Reports (Unies, 2008; UNPAP, 2013) these objectives can be achieved through the means of:

· Increasing e-information to citizens for decision making; 

· Enhancing e-consultation for deliberative and participatory processes; and 

· Supporting e-decision making by increasing the input of citizens in decision making.

E-Participation is assessed using indexes of which the UN e-Participation index is one of widely used nowadays. This index that allows us to assess the need for citizen consultation and the need to involve citizens in decision-making, is composed of three categories (Unies, 2008; ):
· e-Information: The government website offers information on national bodies, government structure, strategies, policies and programmes.

· e-Consultation: The government provides citizens with the means of setting the agenda for debate, giving their opinion on important matters, and identifying priority questions with the assurance of receiving feedback from the government.

· e-Participation in decision-making: The government takes into account the input of citizens in its decisions and informs them of what decisions have been taken following the consultation process. This assumes that citizens have not only expressed their opinions, but that they have also proven their willingness to monitor change.

However, the concept of e-Participation is facing some issues and challenges. For example, it is important to ensure that increased e-Participation does not lead to a marginalization of groups with less access to ICT (e.g. the elderly, rural communities, socio-economically marginalized groups or technology-challenged citizens) (DESA, 2013; Bailey& Ngwenyama, 2011). Concerted efforts must be made to overcome the digital divide if all citizens are to have the opportunity of participation (Barzilai-Nahon and Scholl, 2007; Odendaal, 2006). The other technical challenge to e-Participation comes from the integration of technology in our everyday lives.  Taylor-Smith (2012) argues that the artificial separation of the virtual from the “real” relates to postmodern ideas about abstraction, alienation and disembodiment but now is time to look more seriously at technology as part of politics. 
Although technical issues and challenges, such as the ones mentioned here, can negatively impact on e-Participation initiatives, the core challenges tend to be more on the social side. To avoid this negative impact, e-Participation needs to be carefully integrated into the complex world of existing participation processes. The aim of this approach is to support and enhance participation of a wider audience (Loukis et al., 2009; Macintosh, 2004; OECD, 2003). Awareness and usage of ICT are important in helping to facilitate social and digital inclusion among citizens and other stakeholders, thus enabling increased e-Participation (Morris, 2007; Olphert et al., 2005). However, Panos Institute (nd) also identified some specific factors limiting the implementation of e-Participation in developing countries, notable these in West Africa: (i) low human capital, (ii) deficits in democratic governance, (iii) gender inequalities and (iv) inadequate infrastructure. 

Another set of challenges comes with the second wave of e-Participation initiatives, i.e. development e-Participation in so called non-democratic countries. Åström et al. (2012) report that the most positive development is concentrated in four distinct regions of these countries: (i) Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union; (ii) Latin America; (iii) East and South-East Asia; and (iv) North Africa and the Middle East. However, the challenge in these countries lies in the fact that the politics of e-Participation is primarily concerned with legitimation - rather than being driven by responsiveness to citizens or citizen demand. Reffering to Johnson & Kolko (2010), Åström et al. (2012) argue that “non-democratic governments may respond to international pressure to demonstrate modernity and legitimacy through e-Participation sites, and, at the same time, use those sites to propagate government authority and extend the repressive and bureaucratic processes that also permeate offline state-citizen interactions”. They conclude that in authoritarian regimes, the conceptual basis of e-Participation initiatives could be more economic than democratic but still bring tangible benefits for the regime as it may help to increase their external legitimacy in order to to secure international investments and resources. 

From the policy-making viewpoint there is a challenge of ensuring a coherent and holistic view of policy-making. For this, there is a need for knowledge as input at one stage of policy-making (e.g. agenda setting) and to be also available during all other stages (e.g. policy formulation, decision making, policy implementation and policy evaluation) in other to enabling more informed collaborative decision-making by governments, citizens and other stakeholders (Wimmer, 2009).
The challenge of scale is yet another issue linked to the use of ICT in the participation. The challenge here is how technology can enable an individual to get heard in public mass debates and a way government can make use of technology to listen and respond to citizens' comments and requirements. In order to ensure commitment, governments need to adapt structures and decision-making processes for effective e-Participation related data gathering, analysis, dissemination and usage (Wimmer, 2009). Nowadays, it seems that the solution for this problem can come from the mobile technologies that are offering new opportunities for enhancing access and participation for masses. These technologies help citizens to be more engaged in political and socio-economic decision-making processes and offer new ways for achieving key governance goals related to civic engagement and the ICT-enabled access to information (UNDP, 2012a).
Common thread: ICT as Enabler for Democratic Governance
Increased use of ICT in recent years, through the social appropriation of these technologies, helped in wider participation and deeper involvement of citizens and other stakeholders in the decision making process of governance. The value delivered through the use of these technologies regarding service delivery and the civic participation is growing as the demand for transparency and accountability via the use of ICT is increasing in the developed and developing words (APC & CIPESA, 2012). Through the provision of a large number of online information and transaction services, downloadable forms, multi-channel access to services, online functions, electronic back-end system integration and data sharing, ICT is used to support the simplification of all aspects of the citizens and other stakeholders interacting with public sector (OECD, 2011). Adoption of the methods of these technologies used by governments (e.g. social audits, monitoring and evaluation, benchmarking) and their capacity to raise public awareness through the ICT-based media (e.g. reporting on good or bad performance) makes them “a force to be reckoned with” (OECD, 2005).

The concepts of e-Governance and e-Participation explicitly include their dependency on ICT as they are designed to provide ICT tools for the public actions to ensure social inclusion through participation of citizens and other stakeholders in the governance of democratic processes and service delivery. Apart from certain technical issues, such as possession of appropriate ICT infrastructure, technology integration or the technological scalability, there are some other challenges that are linked to the policy-making rather than to technology itself. Such policy-making issues, which will have implications for other concepts discussed in this paper, include: (i) future adaptation of possible changed relationships between government and stakeholders, (ii) frailer of ICT public projects due to the lack of literacy, limited resources, and lack of knowledge on how to deliver services in culturally and socially appropriate ways, (iii) concerns that increased e-Participation can lead to a marginalization of groups with less access to ICT (e.g. the elderly, rural communities, socio-economically marginalized groups or technology-challenged citizens), (iv) apprehension that e-Participation is rather driven by legitimacy then responsiveness or citizen demand or (v) incoherence of a holistic view of policy-making.
The relevant literature also confirms that ICT can play an important role of an enabler that can enhance Social Accountability if the following is in place: (i) government openness, (ii) organized and capable citizens, (iii) access to information and (iv) cultural sensitivity and contextual appropriateness (UNDP, 2012). For example, social media and ICT can play an important role in the democratization of knowledge and information, and in enhancing Social Accountability. However, Social Accountability is also dependent on a number of policy-making issues that can influence effective use of ICT in this arena. For example, in order to explicitly focus participatory approaches on accountability, Social Accountability advocates should make citizens and other stakeholders more aware of the concept, relevant policies and regulations regarding Social Accountability. ICT can be effectively used by citizens and other national stakeholders for collecting evidence that can serve as a foundation for the Social Accountability advocacy and policies. Better service provision, particularly for the poorest and marginalized citizens largely depends on the Social Accountability policies, which should focus on the increased transparency, citizen participation and feedback. This can be achieved by using ICT through the concept of Open Government that can help in linking different formal and informal accountability mechanisms for expressing voices by citizens and civic groupsthat are related to the understanding the Social Accountability context and environment. In this process, ICT enabled monitoring, evaluation, impact assessment and review is crucial. 
Recent years also witnessed an increased use of ICT in Governance Assessments as these technologies make assessments cheaper “enables real-time results, and allows interactive and continuous assessments, resulting in increased ownership of the assessment by the users” (UNDP, 2012). Apart from more openness, participation and transparency in government service provision, ICT support in policy development has become a key enabler for good governance and participation of stakeholders (OCOPOMO, 2011). For example, due to very good mobile coverage and the penetration of mobile phones even in the poorest countries, Governance Assessments can reach an entirely new dimension of citizen involvement. In this scenario, citizens and other stakeholders can receive and provide information at almost no cost - particularly if civil society organizations supporting the process partner with the local telecommunications providers (UNDP, 2012; 2012a). Social media and collaborative applications can also be used to initiate and maintain the trend of an increased involvement of the civil society actors through, among others, involving community based organisations (CBOs) in assessing government bodies, inviting them to participate in the local research communities and political think-tanks, strengthening horizontal accountability by involving NGOs and CSOs or broadening discussion to involve ordinary people (UNDP, 2011). ICT can also help in forming partnerships between national and international players in the field of democratic Governance Assessment. 
Here, however, it is important to state that the ICT-based government-related initiatives do not fail because of the technology, but because of lack of user confidence that engaging with ICT will bring results (UNDP, 2012). This inevitably points to a need for policies related to awareness of benefits of modern ICT in the governmental and societal contexts. Also, other policy-making issues identified in this paper can influence an effective use of ICT in the Governance Assessment, for example: (i) setting up the monitor and evaluation frameworks that identify key components of democratic governance, (ii) assess their implementation for building skills and capacities of government officials and citizens or (iii) supporting ICT-based innovative ways of the Governance Assessment. 
Citizen empowerment and participation in the public sector are largely supported by advances in the modern ICT sector. These advances have opened important conduits for using transparency as a public policy tool aimed at improving quality and efficiency of public services and, in that way, supporting the concept of Open Government. The bottom-up approach to policy development, combined with advanced ICT tools and techniques, capable of supporting open collaboration, are elemental for development of Open Government (OCOPOMO, 2011). In this regard, supplying transparent data in the format accessible to citizens and other stakeholders is indispensable as these Open Data are nowadays inevitably supplied by using ICT, through all available channels (e.g. web-based tools, cloud computing, social media). 
On the other hand, use of these technology-enabled channels varies from government to government. For example, some countries use ICT channels for legal frames to access to public information, codes of conduct, simplifying procedures and processes, or events. Other governments have ICT-based initiatives to ‘open’ their activities, thus subscribing to the Open Government concept (OECD, 211). Because of these capabilities, The Open Government Partnership (OGP) is one of the initiatives tapping into the capabilities of ICT since it can improve government accountability and responsiveness (APC & CIPESA, 2012). Interestingly, it is also reported that the Open Government and Open Data initiatives, due to the transparency and improved availability and access to public data, can lead to the creation of new information industries (HE, 2013). In turn, these new industries can support e-Governance, e-Participation and ICT-based Social Accountability through innovative approaches to these important democratic governance processes. 

As described in the previous sections, effective operationalisation of the concepts of Open Government and Open Data also depends on a number policy-making rather than technological issues. Preventing Open Data movement from shifting the transparency conversation too far from core questions about accountability, building people trust in government or utilizing a particular government Open Data and information outside the national borders are rater policy-making issues that can affect the effective operationalisation of the concepts of Open Government and Open Data. Here it is important to note that ICT is only enabler, which also faces its own challenges when applied in the governmental context (e.g. Osimo, 2010; UNDP, 2012a).  For example, the problems encountered in the first wave of government digitalization include the lack of orientation towards creation of value for the final user, the focus on automation rather than on innovation or the consequent low levels of users’ participation (Osimo, 2010). Another problem facing particularly developing countries is often insufficient local capacity to maintain the ICT infrastructure (fixed or mobile) necessary for successful implementation of ICT-based initiatives such as e-governance, e-Participation or Open Government and Open Data. It seems that an even greater problem is the inability of many citizens to use ICT devices due to the poor literacy or ICT skills. Yet another set of problems associated with the use of ICT in government context refers to: (i) unawareness of citizens and other stakeholders of what is available, (ii) how to access and use what is offered, (iii) what rights and risks are involved and (iv) what can be achieved with mobile applications and other digital technologies (Joyce 2010, as found in UNDP, 2012a). 
The operationalisation of the Open Government and Open data concepts is also accompanied with the issues of how to supply Open Data in a meaningful way. Government Open Data are also considered as a ‘big data’ as the public department and agencies produce huge amount of structured and unstructured data that require proper management and analytics. It is suggested that for dealing with this governments need to employ data specialist or ‘data scientist’ (Herodotou et al., 2011; Australian Government, 2013). Furthermore, one of the often suggested ways for effective and efficient provision of Open Data is through the use of the emerging and pervasive technologies such as cloud computing and mobile technologies. The upside of these technologies is a possibility to create new jobs, hence helping local and national socio-economic developments and also achievement of MDGs such as poverty alleviation and eradication. The challenge here is the fact that many developing countries have insufficient ICT infrastructure and their citizens still lack appropriate skills either to build and maintain that infrastructure or to use it for the social appropriation of ICT. However, once issues and challenges are addressed, the ICT-based initiatives such as e-Governance, e-Participation, Open Government and Open Data, underpinned by the transparency, accountability and participation, can be deployed for successful national and local socio-economic development.
Open Data: Making data available and accessible to people

The ideas of Open Government and Open Data, as numerous report stated, are driven by rapid development and uptake of modern ICT as these technologies can be used for the political accomplishment by supporting and expanding democratic practices through, for example, Open Government and Open Data (Harrison et al., 2012). However, the main driver of these initiatives is the expectation of people around the world to be able to access information and services electronically any time and from anywhere. It is now widely understood that openness benefits not only citizens but also governments by stimulating better record management, collaborative decision-making, better and cheaper service delivery and the governmental transparency and accountability (Involve, 2009; G8, 2013). There are also other reported benefits coming from the utilization of government Open Data: (i) increased awareness about how countries’ natural resources are used, (ii) awareness and knowledge of, for example, how revenues are spent, (iv) strengthening of democratic institutions and better policy-making and enhanced multi-stakeholders democratic governance. Furthermore, access to the government Open Data allows individuals and organizations to develop new insights and innovations that can improve the socio-economic well-being (G8, 2013; Longo, 2011). 

UNDP widely supports the concept of Open Data by making comprehensive up-to-date information about more than 6,000 projects available to the public, thus contributing to the worldwide development. It is believed that the improved access to data can help policy-makers, bilateral agencies, and multilateral organizations to manage development finance more effectively and efficiently in order to achieve greater impact on sustainable human development (Open-UNDP, 2013). The Open Data can help the advocacy groups, academics, journalists, civil society organizations, development practitioners, and beneficiaries to enhance the development multi-stakeholders cooperation and monitor and evaluate the achieved results. All these activates contribute to the creation of the development partnerships that are based on trust, transparency and accountability – including Social Accountability.
Not, however, all data provided openly to the public are equally usable and useful. In order to supply useable Open Data that can be used by citizens and other stakeholders for participation, democratic governance or innovation, governments should adhere to certain requirements and aspects (e.g. OGD, 2011).  The revived literature suggests that the following topics as a partial aspect of the Open Government data should be considered: (i) need for data definition, (ii) provide data for supporting Open Government initiatives, (iii) provide data that have potential of impacting on innovation and development of economy and society, (iv) define legal issues, licences, term of use and data governance, and (v) use of technologies that best support accessibility and availability of Open Government data. In addition, the following requirements should be taken into account when providing Open Government data: (i) provide the data at the single access point – if possible, national, state, provincial and local, (ii) consider providing government data together with industry and academic data, which should be (iii) harmonised and standardised in terms of formats, interfaces and meta data and (iv) supply the concrete terms of use, licenses, service level agreements. 

In order to provide Open Government data in the above manner, the commitment to the Open Government and Open Data initiatives should be supported from the highest political level. The providing agencies and departments should have clearly developed guidelines and cost models, based on the best international practice - and should be benchmarked against the best practice. However, it is important to stress that the active collaboration and communication of all national (and international) stakeholders is required in order for Open Data to be useful and used for democratic governance, participation through Social Accountability and the local and overall national socio-economic development.  

Opening data to for the public use, however, cannot be done in a uniformed manner in all countries. Due to different levels of economic, social and political developments not all countries will provide the same kind of data and certainly not in the same way due to the different technological development (e.g. state of ICT infrastructure, access to the devices or state of skills). Hence, it is suggested that the analysis of strengthens, opportunities, weaknesses and threats (SWOT) or similar analysis should be performed before supplying government Open Data in specific countries, their states or provinces.  The benefits of SWOT analysis are seen as (i) strengthening of society by a cautious opening of the state affairs to public, (ii) enhancing Social Accountability through transparency, participation, collaboration and utilisation of the collective multi-stakeholders intelligence, which gives (iii) propulsions to social and economic innovation and (iv) re-use and recovery of Open Government data. As suggested by the relevant literature, the SWOT analysis should, among others, encompass the following elements (see, for example Huadong, 2010;  OGD, 2011; Geiger & von Lucke, 2012): 


Analysis of Strengths: 

· Promotion of the economy and input for economic development through opening connected information and data for citizens and all other stakeholders;

· Performance of politics and public administration;

· Advancement of Social Accountability (level of  transparency, participation, trust) and the building confidence in democratic governance through diversity of opinion and interests;

· Usage of Open Data by public servants and internal transparency; 

· Creating strong Open Data policies that will support innovation for socio-economic development.

Analysis of Weakness:
· Absence of socio-economic impact;

· Danger of  opening data to current government’s business models;

· Weak or missing political commitments, including top leadership support;

· Inadequate cultural shift for the public administration; 

· Unsatisfactory legal framework and copyright laws;

· Absence of standards or long standardization processes;

· Impact of Open Data on the digital, information and knowledge divides;

· Scarcity of required ICT skills by the government officials (human resources) and citizens (including all other stakeholders);

· Quality, availability and accessibility of Open Data;

· Lack of assets, including financial resources.


 Analysis of Opportunities:
· Strengthening of active citizenship capable of performing Social Accountability and fully participating in the democratic multi-stakeholders governance;

· Modernization of the public administration by the paradigm shift and increasing political legitimacy;

· Creating socio-economic impact through fostering innovation for citizens (and other stakeholders)  and the public administration;

· Bridging digital, information and knowledge divide through giving the participation opportunities to all citizens;

· Building and improving ICT and cyber infrastructure;

· Participating in the global inter-governmental and inter-disciplinary programmes (e.g. UNDP, World Bank, Open Government Partnership).

Analysis of Threats:
· Strategy, policy and leadership barriers; 

· Cultural barriers preventing wide openness of data and misuse or abuse of Open Data (e.g. populist mobilization of masses); 

· Privacy, liability and discrimination in regard of access to Open Data;

· Increased vulnerability to and ignorance of criticism regarding government’s actions and performance;

· Duplication of the provision of open as well as provision of unusable data and information   data that might severely impact on the government’s resources and the perception that these resources are wasted.

Christian Geiger and Jörn von Lucke (Geiger & von Lucke, 2012) recently reported on a wide range of best practices in the usage of Open Government data relating these practices to the various web portals for: (i) the supply of the open, mainly raw datasets, (ii) providing the raw data sets with technical tools or developer kits for understanding and interpreting these data, (iii) acting as display of best practices in the field, (iv) offering programs or applications for mobile devices (e.g. smartphones, tablets). This is illustrated by some examples of the application of these portals:

· The provision of raw datasets on of the first international portals (UK) with currently more than 8.500 data sets: http://data.gov.uk; 

· One of the first examples for a portal that providing raw datasets, applications and tools is found in the state of Baden- Württemberg (Germany): http://opendata.servicebw.de; 

· Good example of Open Data portal in developing countries is found in Keniya: https://opendata.go.ke/. This portal offers e-Participation functionality, which can be used by citizens and other stakeholders to suggest datasets that should be made available on this portal.

· As part of the city’s commitment to improving citizen engagement and enhancing transparency and accountability to its residents, the City of Ottawa provides public access to its data through applications for mobile devices:  http://ottawa.ca/en/mobile-apps-and-open-data.
The examples of these different Open Data portals show a variety of ways how countries with different cultures and socio-economic development levels can use ICT to support participation of citizens in democratic governance, Social Accountability and social and economic innovation. Returning to the questions addressed by this paper, we particularly were interested in finding out how Open Government and Open Data can complement the concept of the Democratic Governance Assessment. 
Eenhancing the Government Assessments in the Context of Open Government: Methodological Approach
In this section we attempt to methodologically link the concepts of Governance Assessment and Open Government in order to determine possible enhancement of governance assailment enabled by the use of the government Open Data. The drivers behind this attempt were: (i) the complexity of these concepts which requires methodological approaches that ought to be grounded in a multidisciplinary context while (ii) the reviewed literature discloses that research in these areas follows single approaches with rare evidence of the two combined in a single analytical framework (Tinati et al., 2012). The basis for this approach is twofold: methodological norms and indicators of the Governance Assessment and capability of Open Government and Open Data to support these norms and indicators. 
The reviewed literature reports on three distinctive waves of Governance Assessments thus far (Wilde, 2011). The first wave was heavily influenced by academics producing instruments to evaluate progress of democratization. The second wave was particularly influenced from donors’ demand for instruments that can be used to determine development assistant decisions. The third wave follows a process approach to Governance Assessments and is characterized by:  

· ‘Bottom-up’, citizen-initiated approaches that emphasize dialogue and Social Accountability;

· The application of basic principles of the rights-based approach (especially strengthening accountability relationships);

· The influence of aid effectiveness agenda with its emphasis on national ownership of development and capacity building. 

This third wave of Governance Assessment is considered as an alternative methodology that starts at identifying the local population’s most pressing governance as well as the democracy needs and concerns. The local population then assess how successfully those needs and concerns are being addressed. This approach is centred on the idea of Social Accountability that focus on the voice and capacity of citizens to extract greater accountability and responsiveness from public officials and service providers.  An example of effective use of this methodology is through the State of Democracy (SOD) assessments tool
 (Tungwarara, 2006; Wilde, 2011). The methodological base for SOD revolves around the following norms:

· Citizen rights: nationhood and citizenship; the rule of law and access to justice; civil and political rights; economic and social rights;

· Representative and accountable government: free and fair elections; democratic role of political parties; government effectiveness and accountability; civilian control of the military and police; minimizing corruption;

· Civil society and popular participation: the media in a democratic society; political participation; government responsiveness; decentralization;

· Democracy beyond the state: international dimensions of democracy;
The scope of these methodologies varies from global to local level. The recent review of some governance indexes and Social Accountability assessment frameworks revealed that out of the ten (10) indexes and assessment frameworks
 that were examined, four (4) were global in scope, proposing some measures for governance quality that were supposed to be applicable across countries and regions.  One (1), the Ibrahim Index of African Governance (IIAG), provided a regional assessment framework for African countries.  Two (2) outlined a national framework for comparing governance quality across component provinces and municipalities. Three (3) of the assessment tools were primarily meant for application at the local level (Randee et al., 2013). It is also evident from this review that (i) most of the indexes and assessment frameworks view accountability from the so-called ‘supply side’, (ii) majority of the indexes and assessment frameworks used ground-level data gathering methods, (iii) most of these indices and assessment frameworks tried to go beyond measurement of what were considered to be important inputs and processes for good governance, including some indicators regarding results or impact.  These were primarily in terms of improved governance practices, better public services, and enhanced welfare and protection of rights.

The reviewed literature suggests that different indicators for the Governance Assessment are used. Since these indicators are either designed for different purposes, or are at least more appropriate than others for particular objectives, it is suggested that in order to improve governance indicators the following points need to be considered:

· Paying particular attention to the existence, measurement, and implications of margins of error;
· Full disclosure of margins of error and of sources and methodological details (including on data collection) in all indicators efforts. In particular, the key role of public access to the resulting indicators to ensure full transparency and credibility must be ensured;
· Utilizing more effectively and intelligently  the indicators already in existence, while continuing to strive to improve upon them, as well as generating new indicators;
· Making progress in gathering data on a set of ‘action-worthy’ indicators, which are not simply ‘actionable’ or overly narrow in scope;
· Given the difficulties in linking particular actions with governance results on the ground, it is important to continue to utilize and improve upon outcome indicators as a key part of the governance diagnostic process;
· Avoiding, without applying checks and balances provided by other indicators, utilizing any one governance indicator alone for any major policy or aid decision-making; 

· It is important to explore the complementarity among different types of indicators-be they aggregate or individual, objective or subjective, action-worthy or outcome (Kaufmann & Kraay, 2007).

Regarding Open Government, a prerequisite for real openness of government is a reliance on high quality sources disseminating information about government policies, activities and transactions. In order to establish reliability of the provided datasets in regard with these issues, methodologies must be used that ensure accuracy and traceability of information sources. In this respect, good record management controls are required to handle accurate and complete data and keep to minimum the levels of abuse of information, cover-up of fraud, skewed findings and statistics, misguided policy recommendations and misplaced funding (Thurston, 2012). The Open Data supplied in accordance with this methodological approach complement the Governance Assessment norms and indicators discussed the above. For example, both methodologies are concerned with the citizen rights, representative and accountable government, civil society and popular participation and the democracy beyond the state (Table 1). 

Table 1: Methodological support of Open Government to Governance Assessment 
	Norm
	Support

	
	Governance Assessment 
	Open Government 

	Citizen rights
	· Nationhood and citizenship 

· The rule of law and access to justice 

· Civil and political rights

· Economic and social rights
	Providing reliable datasets regarding: 
· Nationhood and citizenship 

· Justice,  civil and political related Open Data
· Economic and social datasets



	Representative and accountable government
	· Free and fair elections 

· Democratic role of political parties

· Government effectiveness and accountability 

· Civilian control of the military and police 

· Minimizing corruption
	Providing accurate and traceable data regarding:
· Elections processes and results;

· Political parties and their activities;

· Government’s management of resources and handling of information;

· Creation and implementation  of the democratic control policies

	Civil society and popular participation
	· The media in a democratic society

· Political participation

· Government responsiveness

· Decentralization
	Providing accurate and traceable data:

· Regarding past and current political participation
· National, provincial and local relevant data

· Government actions and results regarding the citizens and other stakeholders demands

	Democracy beyond the state
	International dimensions of democracy
	Participating in the Open Government Partnership and providing international data that can be used as ‘best practice’ for benchmarking


At the same time democratic Governance Assessment can include the components that will specifically assess the contribution of Open Government and Open Data to the development of democratic multi-stakeholders governance. This specific assessment can be done through, for example, contribution of Open Government and Open Data to transparency, civic engagement and government accountability but also to addressing the issues identified in this paper such as  improving access to information requests or avoiding duplication of Open Data. 
Considering the improvement of the Governance Assessment indicators given above, it is assumed that Open Government concept can help in the following ways:
· Providing accurate, complete and traceable data that can help in Governance Assessment  data collection, which can minimise margins of errors of the data sources;

· Storing and making publically available Governance Assessment indicators and also provide Open Data that can be sources of new indicators. In this regard, the Open Data could also  help in  exploring the complementarity among different types of indicators;
· Providing data needed for the wide-scope ‘action-worthy’ Governance Assessment indicators;
· Supplying Open Data for optimizing the outcome and impact indicators that will link governments actions with the results;
· Avoiding utilizing any one governance indicator alone for any major policy or aid decision-ma by providing information regarding both: various policies and open governance indications used in the particular policy.
In summary it can, at this moment, be cautiously stated that the concepts and practice of Governance Assessment and Open Government can complement each other, hence bringing more value for development of the democratic multi-stakeholders governance. The brief complementary comparison described above was based on Kaufmann & Kraay’s (2007) suggestion that instead of highlighting the dichotomies between alternative types of the governance-related methods and indicators, it is rather better to emphasize the complementarities between them. It is, however, important to note that this short methodological discussion is not by any mean exhaustive as establishing methodologies within multidisciplinary paradigms are yet to be achieved (Tinati et al., 2012). Hence we acknowledge that our contribution in this area is still very much embryonic thus requires more substance and clarity before it becomes proposed methodological model. 
Programming Implications and Recommendations
{Here are provided two proposed ways of writing the implications and recomendations}
Sample 1
Notwithstanding the large investment by the UNDP to develop democratic governance in a large number of countries, the process has many challenges to overcome in order to achieve some measure of sustainability. In many of the countries under review including the more advanced democracies, values such as transparency, accountability, human rights etc. are not inherently embedded within the social fabric of society. In this respect the role of the UNDP is catalytic toward achieving such ends. However, the process highlights the supporting role of the UNDP, whilst emphasis is being placed on the salience of an inclusive participatory model. This corresponds to an increasing demand of citizens to be engaged in governance through policy-making and other forms of civic engagements. The organisation of citizens is emerging all over the world creating space to leverage their capabilities for engaging with government. This is the emergence of the social accountability phenomenon. Social Accountability is based on three pillars that include transparency, participation and collaboration providing the key building blocks of democratic multi-stakeholder governance. However, social accountability will be stifled within the context of a non-responsive government. A social accountability environment needs trustworthy and collaborative engagement in order to strengthen participatory and multi-stakeholder relations to resolve specified social or economic issues.   

However, as noted participatory approaches do not explicitly focus on accountability. There is consistent need for social accountability advocacy groups in driving awareness of relevant policies and regulations regarding social accountability. In this regard the important challenge for UNDP and other external actors, however, is how to build and institutionalize nationally driven accountability mechanisms, and by changing traditional understandings of the concepts of rights and accountability without impeding relations with government and traditional authority.

In relation to open government, open data and social accountability and its inclusive features the manner in which to measure democratic governance processes and institutions is to design assessments that have the potential to correct governance deficits and improve government’s responsiveness and performance. Furthermore studies indicate that governance assessments that focus on enhancing social accountability play an important role in society’s democratic governance processes. The UNDP already plays a supportive role in advocating open data as it contributes to the availability of comprehensive up-to-date information, assisting toward strengthening co-operative relations among various multi-stakeholder groups, as well as to monitor and evaluate processes supported by relevant data.

However, the success of open government data and a commitment to Open Government and Open Data initiatives should be supported from the highest political level. Furthermore, the providing agencies and departments should have clearly developed guidelines and cost models, based on the best international practice - and should be benchmarked against the best practice. Essential to this practice includes an active collaboration and communication of all national (and international) stakeholders if open data is viewed as useful and underpinned by democratic governance.

For the UNDP, Open Government is considered as the passage way to democratic governance. UNDP through its country offices takes a prominent role in helping to support open government initiatives within developing countries around the world. What should be borne in mind is that opening data for public use will differ from country to country, since countries operate on diverse levels of economic, social and political developments, and will not provide the same kind of data, and certainly not in the same way due to the different technological development (e.g. state of ICT infrastructure, access to the devices or state of skills). Hence this document suggests that the analysis of strengthens, opportunities, weaknesses and threats (SWOT) or similar analysis should be performed to ascertain the nature of the supply of government open data in specific countries.  The expected benefits of SWOT analysis will (i) strengthen society by a cautious opening of the state affairs to public, (ii) enhance Social Accountability through transparency, participation, collaboration and utilisation of the collective multi-stakeholders intelligence, which will give (iii) propulsions to social and economic innovation and (iv) re-use and recovery of open government data.

Apart from more openness, participation and transparency in government affairs and service provision, ICT support has become a key enabler for good governance and participation of stakeholders. Evidence suggests that the use of ICTs increases participation and deepens people involvement in decision making processes of governance, as well demanding greater transparency and accountability. However people around the world wish to access information and services electronically anytime and from anywhere. However, ICT should encourage participation and governance. There are certain challenges with respect to e-participation that should be addressed. Concerted effort should be made to overcome digital divide and avoid the marginalisation of people, and ICTs should become more integrated into people’s every day lives. Greater challenges that impact e-participation and need attention include low human capital; deficits in democratic governance; gender equalities as well as inadequate infrastructures. 
The UNDP has attested to the increased use of ICT in governance assessments remarking that it “enables real-time results, and allows interactive and continuous assessments, resulting in increased ownership of the assessment by the users” (UNDP, 2012). However there are still certain challenges that need attention if the full potential of ICT is to be realised: government digitalisation needs to create value for the end-user; local ICT infrastructures in developing countries impact local capacity to initiate e-governance, e-participation, Open Government and Open Data programmes; citizens need to be educated, given skills and made aware of the potential value and usage of ICT. 

This document suggests that once these issues and challenges are addressed, ICT-based initiatives such as e-governance, e-participation, Open Government and Open Data, supported by inclusive participatory models, can result in more effective democratic governance processes and assessment frameworks. 

In addition the following aspects need consideration as well:

· The country-led model is very appealing to governments and civil society. It is important to demonstrate that the country-led model will actually help to improve the impact of UNDP and donor funding for democratic governance generally.

· Effective policy impact will require mainstreaming the assessments into the policy and planning processes. Some are concerned that the assessments may not be sustained, because of a weak linkage to policy formulation.

· The need for policy impact and mainstreaming the assessments in the policy process will often require follow-up. The first set of governance assessments is that the ‘innovative’ projects, if successful, will be ‘catalytic’, in other words, they will lead to a scaled-up operation.

· There is a trend towards increased involvement of civil society in designing and implementing assessments.

Sample 2
Implication for Open government
The reviewed literature offers numerous reports of how governments are using the power of the Internet, mobile technologies and social media, to transform governance, empower citizens and rebuild the social contract between governments and citizens. The topical concepts in this paper (Open Government, Open Data, e-Governance and e-Participation) are described as powerful but, being still emerging, these concepts are facing a number of challenges. Though the concept of Open Government represents an emergent movement worldwide, due to the number of contextual challenges depicted in this paper, national governments will continue to differ with respect to the definition and implementation of these ideas (WEF, 2011). This imposes a number of implications for the UNDP Country Offices (CO). For example, the pessimism regarding the functionality and usefulness of Open Government, based on the fact that even governments that subscribe to the OGP principles and commitments are likely to resist some proposals for transparency, causes an increased emphasis on awareness and advocacy campaigns regarding the balanced approach to accountability and transparency in in the way that will not compromising national security, law enforcement confidentiality, trade secrecy, and individual privacy.

Recommendation 
Sharing best practices and lessons learned from the countries that have successfully implemented Open Government should one of primary tasks of UNDP COs in the above regard. This requires a shift in the leadership style: from ‘doing for’ or ‘doing to’ towards enabling the dialogue and supporting the “doing together”. No amount of provision (doing to), or support (doing for) can succeed without a social, cultural and economic contract that involves multi-stakeholders engagement (doing with) (NeSPA, 2013).
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