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Abstract: The idea of  open government has spread across Latin American countries causing 
confusion and ambiguous interpretations. The concepts of  “open government” and “transparency” 
have been used as synonyms and have created false expectations, but mostly they have been used 
to implement public policies and government strategies to accomplish the goal of  creating a more 
open government. The purpose of  this research is to provide some theoretical elements to clear this 
confusion. In order to achieve such goal, related papers of  academic journals over the past six years 
have been reviewed and classified on three main paths of  knowledge. From this point a concept of  
open government is proposed and discussed. The aim of  this paper is to contribute with a theoretical 
framework that supports research on open government, transparency and accountability.
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Resumen: La confusión del término anglosajón open government así como del término transparency 
han traído consigo ambigüedades y creado falsas expectativas. Además de utilizar ambos conceptos 
como sinónimos, se han implementado políticas públicas para hacerlos realidad en distintos países 
latinoamericanos sin tener una dirección precisa o un objetivo claro. Esta investigación busca aportar 
elementos teóricos que ayuden a delimitar los principales caminos teóricos que se han seguido y 
proponer un concepto que distinga tanto la transparencia como el gobierno abierto. Para lograrlo se 
han revisado las principales revistas académicas y artículos de los últimos seis años y se han agrupado 
en tres corrientes de pensamiento para proponer un concepto sobre gobierno abierto. El objetivo es 
contribuir a la construcción de una teoría general más sólida, que ayude a entender mejor el gobierno 
abierto, la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas.
Palabras clave: transparencia, gobierno abierto, teoría, conceptos, e-gobierno.
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Introduction 
Open government has existed since XVI century when it was established in 
Sweden and governmental data were made public as a constitutional right; this 
way, people gained access this information (Tauberer, 2012). Parks (1957) wrote an 
article for The George Washington Law Review, entitled: “The Open Government 
principle: applying the right to know under the constitution”, in which he opens 
his argumentation by pointing out that both the democratic and republican parties 
had promised to foster freedom of  information in the U.S. government, which had 
not been fulfilled nevertheless. This request is a reaction to the fact that military 
information would be hidden in WWII and set the starting point to define what 
an open government is.

In the 1970’s, the open government phrase was linked to governmental secrecy, 
and the right to know about public decisions in the United Kingdom (Ivester, 
1977; Relyea, 1977). Following this conceptual debate, Bennett (1985) published 
in England an article discussing on the degree of  discretion kept by British 
government to consult and determine the degree of  openness in public document 
consultation. Ten years had to pass, and after the Berlin Wall in 1989 the topic was 
debated once again in academic forums (Chandler, 1998). At this time in history, 
the need to use information technologies is beginning to be included to foster the 
idea of  a transparent government that promoted accountability and data openness 
(Butler et al., 2004; Porte et al., 2005; Welch and Wong, 2001).

However, the idea of  open government was not fully clear. On the contrary, the 
incorporation of  technology has made it more complex to develop such idea and 
allow a better comprehension of  the phenomena. The present research is inscribed 
in this framework; it seeks to contribute with a theoretical conceptualization of  the 
phenomenon. In order to solve that need for theory, a review was carried out in the 
scientific literature on the topic to reach the state of  the art that enables producing a 
concept of  open government. In this search we only selected international journals 
that included development, discussion and theoretical debate on open government 
from the first publication (Parks, 1957) up to 2014.

Non-peer-reviewed journals were deliberately omitted so that the theoretical 
construction was more valid. For its better understanding, the present article 
is divided into four large section. The first is an introduction that defines the 
problem study. The second describes the theoretical framework from which the 
conceptualization of  open government is generated; it is divided into three large 
theoretical trends: 1) freedom of  information; 2) information as a tool; 3) open 



3

Rodrigo Sandoval-Almazán. Open government and transparency: building a conceptual framework 

data. The third section presents the solution that would be a conceptual proposal 
to understand open government. The fourth exposes the theoretical limitations 
and future challenges that open government might face in the theoretical sphere.
Theoretical framework  
As a result of  an extensive theoretical revision described in the introduction more 
than 50 references were found in international journals, related to theoretical 
aspects —conceptualization, theoretical models, theory construction— of  
open government. As a way to systematize these contents, it was considered to 
group them into three large theoretical directions: 1) liberty of  information; 2) 
governmental information as a tool; and, 3) open data (see figure 1).1 Below each 
of  them is explained as well as the set of  theoretical referents they comprise.
First direction: freedom of  information
Open government is the product of  a historical debate on the citizens’ right to 
access governmental information. The central point that produces this debate is 
democracy; since that freedom of  information is part of  the freedoms granted 
by democracy. This way, Richardson (1973) states that freedom of  information is 
a basic component of  the democratic process; according to this idea called “right 
to know”, it becomes the opposite to governmental secrecy. In the struggle to 
find out what can be known and what a right is, is where the right to information 
and the multiple regulatory laws —acts, decrees, etc. —, which seek to regulate it, 
focus (Drachsler, 1976). 

One of  the representative authors of  this trend is Bennett (1985); he analyzes 
the British government campaign to reduce secrecy in its archives and proposes 
a law on freedom of  information that helps to open governmental records and 
facilitates the citizens’ access.

It is after Morris’ et al. (1981) researches that the systematic study of  freedom 
of  information and the debate between governmental secrecy and information 
access begins. Other contributions to such freedom come from Perritt (1996), 
who carried out a review of  public policies and the new practices that sought 
to open governmental information; however, he performed his study with a 
descriptive shallow approach. Conversely, Chandler (1998) focuses on the study 
of  Central Computer and Telecommunications Agency (CCTA), as on the case 
study of  four government sites of  the local British government, indicating that 
there would be much more information to release so that there would really be 
an open government.

1 This figure can be fonud at the end of  the article
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Other European academicians carried out similar researches, taking case 
studies in local or federal governments (Andersen, 2002; Bayne, 1984; Bouwman 
and Nouwens, 1999). However, in 2000 the boom of  computing and the use of  
information and communications technologies start to create a new dynamic in 
this effort of  informational freedom. Roberts (2000) describes three obstacles to 
release the information produced in the Canadian case.

The first is that budgetary cuts on the ‘nonessential’ have caused delays 
in delivering information and meeting the laws regarding its access; secondly, 
many governmental functions which are delegated to private contractors and 
nongovernmental organizations do not fulfil the guidelines for access information; 
and in the third place, finally the fact that some governments charge for information, 
which should be free, becomes a barrier for the citizens to have unrestricted access 
to it. Years later, Zuiderwijk and Janssen (2014) carry out a study with Dutch 
functionaries to categorize 17 barriers that prevent governmental information 
from being released.

Other cases that have reinforced the idea of  freedom of  information as 
a right, for instance, argue that changes in laws in this respect have modified 
the capability of  citizens to access broader information because these changes 
have restructured bureaucracy. Conversely, for Susman (2001), one of  the four 
advantages of  electronic government is than attaining a greater interchange of  
data with citizens would force the government to be more careful because them 
might become watchdogs and thus reduce corruption. 

Following this idea, once again Roberts (2005) argues in a comparison between 
freedom of  information between Canada and the United Kingdom that bureaucracy 
its changes routines and organization to “minimize the potential” of  the law on 
information access, therefore freedom of  information should be considered a 
governmental organization rather than a right. 

A fact that was fundamental to foster this idea of  freedom of  information, and 
this way, share information between the various dependencies, is the terrorist attack 
on the original World Trade Center in New York in September 11th in 2001. Hence, 
Uhl (2003) argued that the interrelation existing between the right of  freedom of  
information or the right to know about the infrastructure and the U.S. homeland 
security. In this country the study of  freedom of  information has walked a long 
way from WWII (Parks, 1957) an later on, with the experience of  the freedom of  
information act (Relyea, 1977) up to its advances after the memorandum sent by 
President Obama to foster open government (Relyea, 2009).



5

Rodrigo Sandoval-Almazán. Open government and transparency: building a conceptual framework 

The tendency to open government is global. A research on four Scandinavian 
countries reveals important differences on information access in which the 
anonymity of  the source is preserved, as well as the journalists’ rights and the 
privileged access to public records compared with occidental countries (Bertil, 
1983) and in India (Kaushik, 2012).

Another interesting case because of  the political and ideological implications 
posed is freedom of  information in China (Zhang and Zheng, 2009; Zheng, 
2009), both internet control (Zheng, 2009) and it information openness policy 
that is limited and controlled by the State (Xiao, 2010). A research by Xiao (2012) 
focuses on how governmental information flows in China, its maturity and the 
environment in which governmental information is contextualized. 

The case of  Japan is paradigmatic from the struggle to the right to information 
and the journalistic sources, according to reports by Beer (1971), who shows the 
governmental restrictions for accessing information in this country. Years later, 
this was verified by Okudaira (1983), describing the existing debate to create laws 
that support the idea of  an open government in a Constitution. Okudaira details 
this process in other publication some time later, and compares American and 
European constitution with the Japanese one (Okudaira, 1990).

Other authors have studied the topic of  freedom of  information, from the 
standpoint of: its impact (Birkinshaw, 2010); governance of  information and 
data access (Shepherd et al., 2010); economic impact (McClean, 2010); and, the 
measurement or evaluation of  governmental openness (Hazell and Worthy, 2010). 
Michener (2011) reviewed 85 acts on freedom of  information in various countries. 
Richter and Wilson (2013) have analyzed different approximations to governance 
of  information in local governments from the vison of  citizens, which suggests, as 
they deem, there is still a lot to be developed as for open government in England. 
Finally, Richter and Wilson (2013) have studied whether transparency —or open 
government— leads to accomplish greater levels of  confidence in the government; 
these authors state that there are changes in the confidence levels, mainly in the 
citizens with scarce knowledge of  the government and low confidence level.

In the face of  this set of  ideas related to freedom of  information it can 
be argued that such theoretical tendency became the direct antecedent to what 
nowadays is called open government and which is linked to transparency. Freedom 
of  information is the cornerstone to understand the roots that orient the idea of  
a more open and transparent government for the citizens, for such freedom has 
been transforming over time, as shown by the aforementioned authors, to turn a 
solid body of  ideas that represent that democratic freedom into a concept such 
as open government.
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Second direction: governmental information as a tool
The second theoretical trend considers governmental information a tool that 
facilitates decision making. It starts from the idea of  data freedom. The citizens’ 
demand for information, the government-citizens confidence relationship and the 
relation between government-information openness are activities that explain the 
implementation of  transparency that governmental data can produce, as well as 
the way in which governmental information is organized or linked (West, Noveck, 
and Sirianni, 2009).

A fundamental text to understand this new age of  governmental information 
openness is the book Open Government: collaboration, transparency and 
Participation in Practice by Lathrop and Ruma (2010), which gathers a number of  
authors that approach the topic of  open government from this practical perspective; 
however, in this section we present a recount of  the main authors and most recent 
researches on the topic in this direction. 

A first study on the use of  open government and the information needs is in 
charge of  Chandler (1998), who is the first to suggest the idea that information 
shall be adapted for the citizens’ needs. As a result of  a research in four websites 
of  states in the United Kingdom, Chandler (1998) also suggests that such quality 
of  information shall reach federal and supranational websites, as it is the case of  
the European Unit.

Some academicians have followed this trend of  thought, as it is the case of  
Barata and Cain (2003), who have proposed a schema to manage governmental 
records in the American national archives to open fast and effectively. Piotrowski, 
Zhang, Lin and Yu (2009) interviewed intermediate-level functionaries to compare 
the way in which laws are implemented in open government in Chinese public 
administration with other countries. 

Following this idea, a research by the Center for Technology in Government 
(CTG), of  the University at Albany in the United States, describes a series of  
strategies to promote open government that are assessed by a panel of  public 
officers. Among the findings there were several challenges such as: the information 
adjusts to different needs of  the users; they exemplify this with the case of  property 
registers which are different from the srot of  registers required in other research 
areas (Dawes, 2010; Helbig et al., 2010).

Alanazi and Chatfield’s research (2012) analyzes how government-own data 
are shared in Middle East Countries, discusses the levels of  maturity in which 
government openness has advanced in these countries on the basis of  the eight 
principles of  2007 Open Data Working Group.
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Another perspective of  this trend of  thought is to detect the information needs 
both of  citizens and public functionaries, and to open it to make it useful for such 
parties. One research in Egypt found that government functionaries agree to use 
social media to share information; however, they need training to understand what 
they publish and underscore the need for reflection about the context in which 
citizens live at the moment in order to present information and foster any initiative 
of  transparent government (Klischewski, 2012). 

On the other side, the analysis of  information in China was most interesting 
because its social and technological modernization has created governability 
crisis, which is intended to be solved by means of  information openness. 
Researcher Chuansheng (2007) discusses the problems this country experiences 
—political credibility, legal barriers and digital divide— to boost transparency and 
accountability in governmental information. Xiao (2010) describes the model of  
information openness in China.

On the other side, Curtin and Meijer (2006) propose the following to make 
this idea of  open information possible: 1) transparency increases legitimacy; 2) 
transparency produces legitimacy; and, 3) it generates social legitimacy. In this 
study the authors reach the conclusion that even if  governmental openness is an 
important supply for democratizing processes, there is no conclusive evidence 
that directly relates it to legitimacy. Other recent researches share the same idea, 
in the sense that there is no direct reason to think of  legitimacy and data openness 
(Grimmelikhuijsen, 2010; Grimmelikhuijsen, 2009; Grimmelikhuijsen and Meijer, 
2014).

Data linkage has been studied as one of  the uses of  information by Wood 
(2011) from the benefits-costs that each dependency has to give the date it generates, 
as well as the flexibility to produce, scale, organize and store them. An instance 
of  this is the research carried out in the Brazilian government in which data are 
linked and the degree of  transparent government implementation is measured in 
order to accomplish openness and accountability (Matheus et al., 2012).

Another element of  this trend of  thought in which government can be 
understood as an information tool is to consider it a source that generates public 
value (Harrison et al., 2011). And a last component of  such trend is the one 
referring to trying to model the impact of  open government and social context. 
An effort in this direction is the one undertook by Scholl and Luna-Reyes (2011), 
who starting from the use of  system dynamics succeeded in proposing a model 
that combined the use of  governmental information and the citizens’ participation 
and collaboration.
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Other models try to explain the implantation of  public policies in government. 
This way, Lee and Kwak (2011) proposed an evolutionary model which by means of  
various stages intends to explain the implementation of  a transparent government. 
A similar model, but based on open data —which will be dealt with in the coming 
section— is the one proposed by Solar et al. (2012), in which they present 33 
critical variables to analyze weaknesses and strengths of  opening governmental 
information. 

This trend of  thought understands that open government is a tool that boosts 
cooperation, debate and the joint construction of  ideas, civil participation and thee 
collaboration between citizens and the incumbent governor (Scholl and Luna-Reyes, 
2011). By encouraging democratic processes and accountability, Heckmann (2011: 
1) states that it is “the most promising instrument to rethink and reinforce the 
concept of  citizenship in a democrati society”.
Third direction  
The third theoretical trend which has developed fast during the last ten years, and 
whose confluence has impacted on open government, is the one that refers to data 
openness as an indispensable component to attain government openness. Even 
if  data are the basic expression of  information openness —as they are implicitly 
a component of  information—, but nonetheless it is fundamental to state that 
data are disclosed and, as a result, governmental information. What is more, data 
in their simplest format can be thoroughly edited, systematized and analyzed by 
the citizens to obtain a broader vision on public issues. 

Even these open data can foster coproduction, collaboration and participation 
of  the citizens in public processes as they provide public functionaries with new 
information supply that show a different approach, alternatives or proposals to 
those of  the governmental vision, thus becoming consumers of  governmental 
information (Puron-Cid et al., 2012). 

This direction had been proposed from the standpoint of  freedom of  
information (first direction) by Relyea (1977), when he proposes the idea of  
data vigilance as a way to open them. However, as of  2010, the boost to open 
government creates an upturn in researching governmental open data, which 
produced at least three large directions: the first indeed that data are useful for 
accountability; the second is to present methods, mechanisms or techniques to 
help data openness and the way that public dependences can be organized to meet 
this goal. The third direction is data openness from the civil standpoint as a way 
to encourage participation in government.
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As for the first direction (useful data for accountability), researches by CTG 
on “The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act” demanded an immediate and 
real-time publication of  the funds granted to this program and whose scrutiny 
would be directly over internet (Helbig et al., 2010). The case of  New York City 
town council that transformed its internal information system to be public and 
public oriented has become an example tom follow (Newsom and Dickey, 2013). 

Two contributions to understand the second direction of  open data and 
government refer to the cases of  how to organize flexible information for the 
public sector (Hornnes et al., 2010) and the use of  open data on the Spanish census 
(Fernández et al., 2011). Conversely, the contribution by Kalampokis et al. (2011), 
who propose the development of  guides, manuals or regulations that help compare 
the implementation and data openness efforts in Europe, becomes relevant as it is 
one of  the scant contributions that seek to structurally organize this field. 

On the other side, research by Peled (2011) found problems in the 
implementation of  data openness programs and collaboration in the United 
States; among such problems, one finds integration of  data into processes, namely: 
inclusion, confusion and dissemination. His research concludes proposing a 
federal information market that incentivizes information interchange between 
dependences. Another complementary research is the one that refers to the 
monitoring of  governmental data (Krabina, 2012) and one more is that one that 
seeks to find the governmental intention in data publication (Sayogo and Pardo, 
2012). 

Anneke Zuiderwijk, Keith Jeffery and Marijn Janssen (2012) have focused 
on researching the obstacles to develop public policies linked to governmental 
data openness, as well as the application of  metadata as a way to encourage a 
greater detail in the use of  open data. Finally, these studies are some of  the first 
to undertake research on open data in the judiciary. 

Regarding data openness, international efforts have been significant, as it is 
the case of  the Persian Gulf  countries (Elbadawi, 2012) or the European to share 
fiscal data and homologate them (Alvarez et al., 2012). The Norwegian disaster 
program to inform the pilots and organize governmental information in the case 
of  a national accident (Myrseth, 2012). The case of  Japan creates social opinions 
and concerns for ideal argumentation (SOCIA) and carried out a content search 
by means of  data mining in a semi-structured manner to understand the citizens’ 
concerns (Shiramatsu et al., 2012).

Other countries have developed different strategies to implement open 
data such as: Kenya (Mutuku and Colaco, 2012), Colombia (Prieto, 2012), Brazil 
(Matheus et al., 2012) Italy, which links it to interoperability (Lodi, Maccioni and 
Tortorelli, 2012).
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As for the third direction, it is the way citizens use open data to solve their 
own information needs. This way, research are directly linked to the use of  social 
media and open data. For example, SOMUS project proposes a number of  tools 
to open governmental data and use them (Näkki et al., 2011); or else, the use of  
crowdsourcing to encourage civil participation.

Separately, Linders (2011) proposes a group of  categories to measure data 
coproduction of  the citizen and government jointly. Recently, a former San 
Francisco mayor published some citizens’ experiences on the use of  open data, 
which have allowed improving governmental services, encourage participation 
and collaboration in favor of  better interaction between both parties (Newsom 
and Dickey, 2013).

Following this idea, the development of  mobile apps that can be downloaded to 
smartphones has been one of  the most attractive ways for citizens to download data 
and use them freely (Sandoval-Almazán et al., 2012). Numerous traffic, education, 
health, tax apps have been developed by the very citizens using governmental data 
and offering free access to various information catalogues or concrete data which 
are useful for quotidian decision making (Harsh and Ichalkaranje, 2015; Milam 
and Avery, 2012; Sandoval-Almazán and Rojas-Romero, 2014).

The three theoretical trends we have called directions have explained the 
different variants academicians, public officers and public servants have followed 
to understand open government and are summarized in figure 1.2 In them it is 
intended to describe the different paths to understand what now is called open 
government. In the following section, we describe a conceptual proposal for 
open government that even if  does not necessarily integrates all the previous 
perspectives, aims at contributing to the debate and define another direction that 
helps understand this field of  study. 
Open government: a conceptual proposal 
As a result of  this framework of  ideas on open government, various theoretical 
contributions, I propose the following concept: open government must be 
understood as technological institutional platform that turns governmental data 
into open data in order to allow their use, protection and collaboration by the 
citizens in processes of  public decision making, accountability and improvement 
of  public services.

In this conceptual proposal, open government can be understood as a 
technological platform. The use of  platforms in government is not new (Bharosa et 
al., 2013; Charalabidis and Loukis, 2012; Hof, 2002), it is the joint use of  information 

2 This figure can be fonud at the end of  the article
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technologies interconnected by means of  only one language or platform and it 
allows utilizing the full potential of  interaction and interconnection that platforms 
enable. 

Not only the use of  internet in websites, but social networking sites such 
as Facebook and Twitter (Dijck, 2013) and the use of  mobile technology to 
disseminate and interact with information (Lorenzi et al., 2014).

Being from its inception open government a “platform”, in it can be placed 
a set of  programs, theoretical and practical tools that facilitate freedom of  
governmental information. However, this might not be achieved if  there is no 
necessary legal and budgetary support, this is why the “institutionalization” of  the 
platform that supplies the necessary resources and the convenient political boost 
to be undertaken and extending the time scope of  action —beyond governmental 
administrations— to accomplish governmental openness. 

This way, both concepts, the platform and institutionalization, are the result 
of  the historical background of  the theoretical trend of  freedom of  information, 
in which one of  the components —to be carried out— has always been political 
will and absence of  an organization or platform that would make open government 
possible.

Other component that includes this conceptualization is that the direct result 
of  this platform is “to turn governmental data into open data”. This idea starts 
from the supposition that governmental data are in formats and in bureaucratic 
languages hard for the citizens to understand. The purpose of  having a platform 
with technology that helps homologation and transformation of  data to make them 
accessible and easy their dissemination and usefulness is a must that responds to 
the theoretical trend of  open data.

Once data are “free” and can be shared, reused and easily findable, the citizens 
might be able to use them; this way the data become data useful for decision 
making, comparison and, obviously accountability of  public servants and public 
administration processes, which comes from the second theoretical trend that 
presents governmental data as a tool to make decisions easy.

Another advantage offered by governmental data once opened is to allow their 
protection, both by the government on those it considers delicate for national 
security and public making decision and by the citizens so that those are not 
corrupted or contaminated by ideological or political tendencies that prevent their 
correct use and comparison; and even that data can be altered in views of  dodging 
accountability or make the impunity of  functionaries or political leaders easy.

By “disclosing” data and make them transparent they turn into public good; 
while they are kept in governmental archives they are private property of  the 
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incumbent government, or the public functionaries that administrate them. 
Because of  this, in order to accomplish transparent government in every way it is 
necessary to foster civil collaboration in data management, which is a component 
of  democracy and civil participation in a more informed context.
Limitations and challenges of  the open government concept
This theoretical proposal presents at least three limitations that shall be considered 
when building the concept and that we have not left aside in the discussion, but 
which at least right now not all of  them can be conceptually solved. 

The first limitation is that an open government could not be without 
technology. Most of  the researches, cases of  implementation, practical examples 
studied in the revision of  the literature —previously seen— mention the use of  
technology of  information and communications technologies presented on the 
internet as tools implicit in the construction of  that field of  knowledge. 

Although Parks (1957) would have made their information request valid 
without the need for technology, not because of  this the government it would have 
been fulfilled and solved by the authority. The problem of  public administration 
before the 1990’s was it organizational incapacity to solve possible information 
requests because of  the transaction costs it implied (time, personnel, search in 
archives, etc.) (Dawes, Pardo and DiCaterino, 1999)

Another angle of  the problem is freedom of  information; if  the government 
was not capable of  offering information, at least it should have allowed free 
access to it. Disclosing information and opening data were the later mandates 
that were not fully met, but until technological advance and computer use and 
technology networks would enable organization, classification, storage and access 
of  governmental data (Kubicek, 2008).

The second limitation is that transparent government is not as simple as it 
looks at first sight. The possibility of  reorganizing data by means of  new and better 
processes, opening governmental data repositories for citizens in an accessible, 
organized and neutral manner without affecting the privacy of  information or 
exposing sensitive data that can harm the function of  the State becomes a titanic 
task.

As commented by Meijer (2012), who indicates that governmental transparency 
cannot be left only in the hands of  technicians and technology, as it should be 
administrated by a complex decision process to open governmental information. 
The proposed concept does not comprehend this limitation of  complexity in the 
implementation, it rather proposes an ideal direction to be taken.
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The third limitation of  the concept is that open governments are emerging 
around the world with diverse levels of  maturity and implementation degrees. It 
is not an ideological or political trend of  some years, but it obeys the necessity 
of  citizens and governors to open data and share information. This way, an 
extraordinary task that open government has is to secure all the citizens’ access 
to information. This means to reduce the digital divide among citizenry; which 
requires changes both in the market and infrastructure of  telecommunications and 
data (Armenta et al., 2012; Bauerlein, 2011; Hossain, 2007).

Studies in other countries expose the different limitations, approaches and 
processes to set up open government; this implies that it would not have the 
same effect in Asian as in African countries or in European countries compared 
with the United States or Latin America. This disparity in the contexts, the way to 
interpret the concept and historic inheritances can be determining to understand 
the impact of  open government on each region of  the world, social or economic 
context. The presented concept aims at establishing an analysis category that 
helps interpret these limitations and establish a theoretical starting point on how 
to study open government.  

Several are the challenges which this conceptual approach leads us to, however 
one of  the most important is accomplishing clarity between transparency and open 
government; both concepts have blurred, mixed up, and even they have become 
synonyms in governmental discourse. 

The first distinction we have to make is to speak of  transparency and openness. 
From the conceptual standpoint here exposed, the first thing is to accomplish 
openness of  both data and processes. This way, the broadest concept must be the 
governmental openness that allows noticing the various forms of  transparency, 
accountability and data openness. 

Some authors such as Ivester (1977), Parks (1957) and Relyea (1977) support 
this idea, arguing in favor when government openness is the first stage. Later 
on, the most recent promoter of  open government, American president Barack 
Obama present his idea of  governmental openness firstly, and later transparency: 
“the open government initiative would establish a system of  transparency, public 
participation, and collaboration” (McDermott, 2010). In which it is established 
that transparency is a system together with public participation and collaboration. 
This is to say, transparency become a medium to reach an ultimate goal: attain 
open government. 
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For Lathrop and Ruma (2010) consider that it is more important to generate 
transparency in the first place to accomplish open government; conversely, those 
who think open government is the first stage that has to develop are O’Reilly 
(2010) and Obama (2009). 

Another approach to understand this relation between transparency and open 
government would be to see transparency as an action. Transparency is the effect 
of  openness; when we refer to “open the government”, we are talking of  make 
transparent governmental data, archives and information that has been reserved. 
Openness is the direction, transparency the road.

Linders and Wilson (2011) make this very contribution to the content of  the 
open government initiative in the United States and place the discussion in the sense 
that transparency can become a key tool to open government. Finally, a parallel 
idea that contemplates the notion of  transparency is that of  being protectors of  
the information or keepers of  it (stewardship).

Dawes (2010) argues that both “protection” and usefulness of  information 
shall be the basis to orient transparency of  data. Following her argumentation, the 
quality of  data and the challenges of  transparency measurement are determining to 
point out the performance of  governmental openness. The challenge of  distancing 
from the idea of  transparency and provide it with its location and fair dimension 
is an important task for the scholars of  open government in the short term.

Other minor challenges, not least important however, are: the measurement 
of  open governments and their efficiency; the regulation of  open government 
regarding ways of  operation and expected results, among some others. Indubitably, 
we will continue perfecting our perception of  open government, transparency and 
accountability over time. These concepts cannot be immutable, but at least they 
can help understand better the public efforts in this respect. 

Bibliography
Álvarez, J. M. et al. (2012), “Towards a Pan-European E-Procurement Platform to 

Aggregate, Publish and Search Public Procurement Notices Powered by Linked 
Open Data: The Moldeas Approach”, in International Journal of  Software Engineering 
and Knowledge Engineering, vol. 22, no. 3, London, England: World Scientific.

Andersen, Kim Viborg (2002), “Public Sector Process Rebuilding Using 
Information Systems”, in Electronic Government, vol. 2456, Germany: Springer.

Armenta, Álvaro et al. (2012), “The new digital divide: the confluence of  broadband 
penetration, sustainable development, technology adoption and community 
participation”, in Information Technology for Development, vol. 18, no. 4. London, 
United Kingdom: Taylor and Francis.



15

Rodrigo Sandoval-Almazán. Open government and transparency: building a conceptual framework 

Barata, Kimberly and Piers Cain (2003), “Records management toolkits from across 
the pond”, in Information Management Journal, vol. 37, no. 4, Amsterdam, Holland.

Bayne, Peter (1984), “Freedom of  Information”, in Legal Service Bulletin, vol. 9, 
Oklahoma, USA: NACM Mid America.

Beer, L. W. (1971), “Freedom of  Information and the Evidentiary Use of  Film 
in Japan: Law and Sociopolitics in an East Asian Democracy”, in The American 
Political Science Review, vol. 65, no. 4, Washington, USA: ASPA.

Bennett, Colin (1985), “From the Dark to the Light: The Open Government Debate 
in Britain”, in Journal of  Public Policy, vol. 5, no. 2, London, United Kingdom: 
Taylor and Francis.

Bertil Wennergren, Hon (1983), “Freedom of  information in nordic countries: 
Recent developments”, in Government Publications Review, vol. 10, no. 1, 
Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier

Bharosa, Nitesh et al. (2013), “Developing Multi-sided Platforms for Public-Private 
Information Sharing: Design Observations from Two Case Studies”, in ACM, 
Proceedings of  the 14th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research, 
Quebec, Canada: ACM.

Birkinshaw, P. (2010), “Freedom of  information and its impact in the United 
Kingdom”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 27, no. 4, Amsterdam, 
Holland: Elsevier.

Bouwman, Harry and John Nouwens (1999), “Governments as electronic 
publishers? The Dutch case”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 16, no. 1, 
Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Butler, Tom et al. (2004), “Promoting Knowledge Sharing in Government and 
Non-Government Organizations Using Open Source Software: The pKADS 
Story”, in Electronic Journal of  E-Government, vol. 2, no. 2, Kidmore End, United 
Kingdom: Academic Publishing Limited.

Chandler, Helen (1998), “Towards open government: official information on the 
Web”, in New Library World, vol. 99, no. 6, Bingley, United Kingdom: Emerald 
Group Publishing Limited.

Charalabidis, Yannis and Loukis Euripidis (2012), “Participative Public Policy 
Making Through Multiple Social Media Platforms Utilization”, in International 
Journal of  Electronic Government Research, vol. 8, no. 3, Hershey, Pensilvania, USA: 
IGI Global.

Chuansheng, R. (2007), “E-Government Construction and China’s Administrative 
Litigation Act”, in A.-V. Anttiroiko and M. Mälkiä [eds], Encyclopedia of  digital 
government, Hershey, Pennsylvania: Idea Group Reference.



16

Convergencia, Revista de Ciencias Sociales, no. 68, 2015, Universidad Autónoma del Estado de México

Curtin, Deirdre and Albert Jacob Meijer (2006), “Does transparency strengthen 
legitimacy?”, in Information Polity, vol. 11, no. 2, Amsterdam, Holland: IOS Press.

Dawes, Sharon (2010), “Stewardship and usefulness: Policy principles for 
information-based transparency”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 27, 
no. 4, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Dawes, Sharon, Pardo, Theresa and Ann DiCaterino (1999), “Crossing the 
Threshold: Practical Foundations for Government Services on the World Wide 
Web”, in Journal of  the American Society for Information Science, vol. 50, no. 4, New 
York, USA: ASIS&T.

Dijck, José van (2013), “Facebook and the engineering of  connectivity A multi-
layered approach to social media platforms”, in Convergence: The International 
Journal of  Research into New Media Technologies, vol. 19, no. 2, New York, USA: Sage.

Drachsler, D. A. (1976), “Freedom of  Information Act and the Right of  Non-
Disclosure”, Administrative Law Review, vol. 28, Washington, USA: American 
University Washington College of  Law.

Elbadawi, I. A. (2012), “The State of  Open Government Data in GCC Countries”, 
in 12th European Conference on eGovernment (ECEG 2012), Barcelona, Spain.

Grimmelikhuijsen, Stephan (2009), “Do transparent government agencies 
strengthen trust?”, in Information Polity, vol. 14, no. 3, Amsterdam, Holland: 
IOS Press.

Grimmelikhuijsen, Stephan (2010), “Transparency of  Public Decision-Making: 
Towards Trust in Local Government?”, in Policy and Internet, vol. 2, no. 1, 
Washington, USA: PSO.

Grimmelikhuijsen, Stephan and Albert Meijer (2014), “Effects of  Transparency on 
the Perceived Trustworthiness of  a Government Organization: Evidence from 
an Online Experiment”, in Journal of  Public Administration Research and Theory, 
vol. 24, no. 1, Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford University Press.

Harrison, T. M. et al. (2011), “Open government and e-government: democratic 
challenges from a public value perspective”, in 12th Annual International Conference 
on Digital Government Research (dg.o 2011), dg.o, vol. 11, College Park, Maryland, 
USA: ACM.

Hazell, Robert and Ben Worthy (2010), “Assessing the performance of  freedom 
of  information”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 27, no. 4, Amsterdam, 
Holland: Elsevier.

Heckmann, D. (2011), “Open Government - Retooling Democracy for the 21st 
Century”, in 44th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS-44), 
Kauai, Hawaii, USA: IEEE, Computer Society Conference Publishing Services.



17

Rodrigo Sandoval-Almazán. Open government and transparency: building a conceptual framework 

Helbig, Natalie et al. (2010), Information and transparency: learning from recovery act reporting 
experiences, California, USA: Digital Government Society of  North America.

Hof, Sonja (2002), “Arguments for a Holistic and Open Approach to Secure 
e-Government”, in Electronic government: First international conference, EGOV 2002, 
Aix-en-Provence, France, September 2nd-6th, 2002: proceedings, vol. 2456, Berlin, 
Heidelberg, Germany: Springer. 

Hornnes, Erick, Jansen, Arild and Oivind Langeland (2010), “How to develop an 
open and flexible information infrastructure for the public sector?”, in M. A. 
Wimmer et al. [eds.], Electronic Government: 9th IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference, 
EGOV 2010, Lausanne, Switzerland, Augtust/September 2010: Proceedings, Berlin, 
Heidelberg, Germany: Springer-Verlag.

Hossain, Farhad (2007), “Digital Divides and Grassroots-Based E-Government 
in Developing Countries”, in Encyclopedia of  digital government, vol. 1, Hershey, 
Pennsylvania, USA: Idea Group Reference. 

Ivester, Daniel Mitchell (1977), “The Constitutional Right to Know”, in Hastings 
Constitutional Law Quarterly, vol. 4, San Francisco, California, USA: McAllister.

Kalampokis, Evangelos, Hausenblas, Michael and Konstantinos Tarabanis (2011), 
“Combining Social and Government Open Data for Participatory Decision-
Making”, in E. Tambouris, A. Macintosh and H. Bruijn [eds.], Electronic 
Participation, vol. 6847, Berlin, Heidelberg, Germany: Springer.

Kaushik, Anjali (2012), “eGovernance and Freedom of  Information Act: The 
Indian Experience”, in 12th European Conference on eGovernment (ECEG 2012), 
Barcelona, Spain: Institute of  Public Governance and Management.

Klischewski, R. (2012), “Identifying Informational Needs for Open Government: 
The Case of  Egypt”, in 45th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences 
(HICSS- 45), Maui, Hawaii, USA: IEEE.

Krabina, B. (2012), “Internal data monitoring for Open Government”, in 2nd 
Conference for E-Democracy and Open Government (CeDEM 2012), Krems, Austria: 
Danube-University Krems. 

Kubicek, Herbert (2008), “Next Generation FoI Between Information Management 
and Web 2.0”, in Proceeding dg.o ‘08 Proceedings of  the 2008 International Conference 
on Digital Government Research, California, USA: DGSNA.

Lathrop, Daniel and Laurel Ruma (2010), Open Government: collaboration, transparency 
and Participation in Practice, California, USA: O’Reilly.

Lee, G. and Y. H. Kwak (2011), “Open government implementation model: a stage 
model for achieving increased public engagement”, in 12th Annual International 
Conference on Digital Government Research (dg.o 2011), dg.o, vol. 11, Maryland, 
USA: ACM.



18

Convergencia, Revista de Ciencias Sociales, no. 68, 2015, Universidad Autónoma del Estado de México

Lodi, G., Maccioni, A. and F. Tortorelli (2012), “Linked open data in the Italian 
e-government interoperability framework”, in 6th International Conference on 
Methodologies, Technologies and Tools Enabling e-Government (MeTTeG12), Belgrade, 
Serbia.

Lorenzi, David et al. (2014), “Enhancing the government service experience through 
QR codes on mobile platforms”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 31, no. 
1, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Matheus, Ricardo, Maia Ribeiro, Manuella and José Carlos Vaz (2012), “New 
Perspectives, for Electronic Government in Brazil: The Adoption of  Open 
Government Data in National and Subnational Governments of  Brazil”, in 
6th International Conference On Theory And Practice Of  Electronic Governance, Albany, 
New York, USA: Association for Computing Machinery. 

McClean, T. (2010), “Who pays the piper? The political economy of  freedom of  
information”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 27, no. 4, Amsterdam, 
Holland: Elsevier.

McDermott, P. (2010), “Building open government”, in Government Information 
Quarterly, vol. 27, no. 4, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Meijer, Albert et al. (2012), “Communities of  Public Service Support Citizens 
engage in social learning in peer-to-peer networks”, in Government Information 
Quarterly, vol. 29, no. 1, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Michener, Greg (2011), “FOI Laws Around the World”, in Journal of  Democracy, 
vol. 22, no. 2, Washington, DC, United States of  America: Project Muse.

Milam, Lacey and Elizabeth Johnson Avery (2012), “Apps4Africa: A new State 
Department public diplomacy initiative”, in Public Relations Review, vol. 38, no. 
2, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

 Morris, Robert et al. (1981), “Research and the Freedom of  Information Act”, 
in American Psychologist, vol. 36, no. 8, Washington, United States of  America: 
American Psychological Association.

Mutuku, Leonida and Jessica Colaco (2012), “Increasing Kenyan Open Data 
Consumption: A Design Thinking Approach”, in 6th International Conference on 
Theory and Practice of  Electronic Governance, Albany, New York, USA: Association 
for Computing Machinery.

Myrseth, P. (2012), “National Master Data As 5 Star Linked Open Data”, in H. J. 
Scholl et al. [eds], Electronic Government and Electronic Participation: Joint Proceedings 
of  Ongoing Research and Projects of  IFIP EGOV and IFIP ePart 2012, Viena, Austria: 
Trauner Verlag.

Newsom, Gavin and Lisa Dickey (2013), Citizenville: How to Take the Town Square 
Digital and Reinvent Government, Westminster, London, United Kingdom: Penguin 
Press HC. 



19

Rodrigo Sandoval-Almazán. Open government and transparency: building a conceptual framework 

Okudaira, Y. (1983), “Toward freedom of  information: The Japanese case”, in 
Government Publications Review, vol. 10, no. 1, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Okudaira, Y. (1990), “Forty Years of  the Constitution and Its Various Influences: 
Japanese, American and European”, in Law and Contemporary Problems, vol. 53, 
no. 1, Durham, North Carolina, USA: Duke University School of  Law.

O’Reilly, T. (2010), “Government as a platform”, in Open Government: Collaboration, 
Transparency and Participation in Practice, Los Angeles, California, USA: O’Reilly 
Media.

Parks, Wallace (1957), “The Open Government Principle: Applying the Right to 
Know under the constitution”, in The George Washington Law Review, vol. 26, no. 
1, Washington, USA: The George Washington University Law School.

Peled, A. (2011), “When transparency and collaboration collide: The USA Open 
Data program”, in Journal of  the American Society for Information Science and 
Technology, vol. 62, no. 11, Silver Spring, Maryland, USA: ASIS&T.

Perritt, Jr. Henry (1996), “The information highway: On ramps, checkpoints, 
and tollbooths”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 13, no. 2, Amsterdam, 
Holland: Elsevier.

 Piotrowski, Suzanne et al. (2009), “Key Issues for Implementation of  Chinese 
Open Government Information Regulations”, in Public Administration Review, 
vol. 69, no. S1, Washington, USA: ASPA.

Porte, Todd La et al. (2005), “Governance in the Era of  the World Wide Web: An 
Assessment of  Organizational Openness and Government Effectiveness, 1997-
2001”, in G. D. Garson [ed.], Public Administration and Public Policy: A Comprehensive 
Publication Program, vol. 111, Boca Raton, USA: Taylor and Francis, IGI global.

Prieto, Lydia Marleny (2012), “Implementation Framework for Open Data in 
Colombia”, in 6th International Conference On Theory And Practice Of  Electronic 
Governance, Albany, New York, USA: Association for Computing Machinery.

Puron-Cid, Gabriel et al. (2012), “IT-enabled policy analysis: new technologies, 
sophisticated analysis and open data for better government decisions”, in 13th 
Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research (dg.o ’12), Maryland, 
USA: ACM.

Relyea, Harold (1977), “The provision of  government information: the federal 
Freedom of  Information Act experience”, in Canadian Public Administration, vol. 
20, no. 2, Toronto, Canada: IAPC.

Relyea, Harold (2009), “Federal freedom of  information policy: Highlights 
of  recent developments”, in Government Information Quarterly, vol. 26, no. 2, 
Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.



20

Convergencia, Revista de Ciencias Sociales, no. 68, 2015, Universidad Autónoma del Estado de México

Richardson, E. L. (1973), “Freedom of  Information”, in Loyola Law Review, vol. 
20, Washington, USA: AJCU.

Richter, Paul and Rob Wilson (2013), “It”s the tip of  the iceberg’: the hidden 
tensions between theory, policy and practice in the management of  Freedom 
of  Information in English local government bodies-evidence from a regional 
study”, in Public Money and Management, vol. 33, no. 3, London, United Kingdom: 
Taylor and Francis.

Roberts, Alasdair (2000), “Less Government, More Secrecy: Reinvention and the 
Weakening of  Freedom of  Information Law”, in Public Administration Review, 
vol. 60, no. 4, Washington, USA: ASPA.

Roberts, Alasdair (2005), “Spin Control and Freedom of  Information: Lessons 
for the United Kingdom from Canada”, in Public Administration, vol. 83, no. 1, 
Washington, USA: ASPA.

 Sandoval-Almazán, Rodrigo et al. (2012), “Open government 2.0: citizen 
empowerment through open data, web and mobile apps”, in Proceedings of  the 
6th International Conference on Theory and Practice of  Electronic Governance, New York, 
United States of  America: ACM.

Sayogo, D. S. and T. A. Pardo (2012), “Exploring the Motive for Data Publication 
in Open Data Initiative: Linking Intention to Action”, in 45th Hawaii International 
Conference on System Sciences (HICSS-45), Maui, USA: IEEE.

Shepherd, Elizabeth, Stevenson, Alice and Andrew Flinn (2010), “Information 
governance, records management, and freedom of  information: A study of  
local government authorities in England”, in Government Information Quarterly, 
vol. 27, no. 4, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Shiramatsu, S. et al. (2012), “Structuring Japanese Regional Information Gathered 
from the Web as Linked Open Data for Use in Concern Assessment”, in E. 
Tambouris, A. Macintosh and Ø. Sæbø [eds.], Electronic Participation. Lecture Notes 
in Computer Science, Berlin, Heidelberg, Germany: Springer.

Solar, Mauricio, Concha, Gastón and Luis Meijueiro (2012), “A Model to Assess 
Open Government Data in Public Agencies”, in H. J. Scholl et al. [eds.], Electronic 
Government, vol. 7443, Berlin, Heidelberg, Germany: Springer.

Susman, Thomas (2001), “The good, the bad, and the ugly: E-government and the 
people’s right to know”, in Vital Speeches of  the Day, vol. 68, no. 2, New York, 
United States of  America: McMurry.

Uhl, K. E. (2003), “Freedom of  Information Act Post-9/11: Balancing the Public’s 
Right to Know, Critical Infrastructure Protection and Homeland Security”, in 
American University Law Review, vol. 53, Washington, USA: American University 
Washington College of  Law.



21

Rodrigo Sandoval-Almazán. Open government and transparency: building a conceptual framework 

Welch, Eric and Wilson Wong (2001), “Global information technology pressure 
and government accountability: the mediating effect of  domestic context on 
website openness”, in Journal of  Public Administration Research and Theory, vol. 11, 
no. 4, Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford University Press.

West, D., Noveck, B. S. and C. Sirianni (2009), Innovation in Government: How to Make 
the Public Sector Faster, Smarter and More Connected, Washington, USA: Brookings 
Institution.

Wood, David (2011), Linking Government Data, Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer: 
Springer.

Xiao, Weibing (2010), “China’s limited push model of  FOI legislation”, in 
Government Information Quarterly, vol. 27, no. 4, Amsterdam, Holland: Elsevier.

Xiao, Weibing (2012), Freedom of  information reform in China: Information flow analysis, 
Abingdon, United Kingdom: Routledge.

Zhang, Xiaoling and Yongnian, Zheng (2009), China’s Information and Communications 
Technology Revolution: Political Impacts and State Responses, London, United Kingdom: 
Routledge.

Zheng, Yongnian (2009), “The Political Cost of  Information Control in China: 
The Nation-State and Governance”, in X. Zhang and Y. Zheng [eds.], China’s 
information and communications technology revolution: social changes and state responses, 
London, United Kingdom: Routledge.

Zuiderwijk, Anneke and Marijn Janssen (2014), “The Negative Effects of  Open 
Government Data - Investigating the Dark Side of  Open Data”, in Proceedings 
of  the 15th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research, New 
York, USA: ACM. 

Zuiderwijk, Anneke, Jeffery Keith and Marijn Janssen (2012), “The necessity of  
metadata for linked open data and its contribution to policy analyses”, in 2nd 
Conference for E-Democracy and Open Government (CeDEM 2012), Krems an der 
Donau, Austria: Donau-Universität Krems.

Electronic resources 
Alanazi, J. and A. Chatfield (2012), “Sharing Government-Owned Data with the 

Public: A Cross-Country Analysis of  Open Data Practice in the Middle East”, 
in amcis 2012 Proceedings, California, USA: AISeL. Available at: http://aisel.aisnet.
org/amcis2012/proceedings/EGovernment/16 [April 9th, 2015].

Bauerlein, Mark (2011), The digital divide arguments for and against Facebook, Google, 
texting, and the age of  social networking, New York, United States of  America: 
Jeremy P. Tarcher/Penguin. Available at: http://www.amazon.com/The-Digital-
Divide-Arguments-Facebook/dp/1585428868 [January 14th, 2015].



22

Convergencia, Revista de Ciencias Sociales, no. 68, 2015, Universidad Autónoma del Estado de México

Fernández, Javier, Martínez-Prieto, Miguel and Claudio Gutiérrez (2011), 
“Publishing open statistical data: the Spanish census”, in Proceedings of  the 12th 
Annual International Digital Government Research Conference (dg.o 2011), College Park, 
MD, USA: ACM. Available at: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2037556.2037560 
[March 25th, 2015].

Harsh, Akhilesh and Nikhil Ichalkaranje (2015), “Transforming e-Government 
to Smart Government: A South Australian Perspective”, in L. C. Jain, S. 
Patnaik and N. Ichalkaranje [eds.], Intelligent Computing, Communication and 
Devices. Germany: Springer India. Available at: http://link.springer.com/
chapter/10.1007/978-81-322-2012-1_2  [March 25th, 2015].

Linders, Dennis (2011), “We-Government: an anatomy of  citizen coproduction 
in the information age”, in Proceedings of  the 12th Annual International Digital 
Government Research Conference (dg.o 2011), College Park, Maryland, USA: ACM. 
Available at: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2037556.2037581 [January 14th, 
2015].

Linders, Dennis and Susan Copeland Wilson (2011), “What is open government?: 
one year after the directive”, in Proceedings of  the 12th Annual International Digital 
Government Research Conference (dg.o 2011), College Park, Maryland, United States 
of  America: ACM. Available at: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2037556.2037599 
[March 26th, 2015].

Näkki, Pirjo et al. (2011), Social media for citizen participation Report on the Somus 
project, Espoo. Available at: http://nordicom.statsbiblioteket.dk/ncom/en/
publications/social-media-for-citizen-participation%28e7d1a1f0-9271-11e0-
b718-000ea68e967b%29.html [March 26th, 2015].

Nam, Taewoo (2010), “The Wisdom of  Crowds in Government 2.0: Information 
Paradigm Evolution toward Wiki-Government”, in amcis 2010 Proceedings, Lima, 
Perú: AIS. Available at: http://aisel.aisnet.org/amcis2010/337 [March 26th, 
2015].

Obama, Barack (2009), “Transparency and Open Government | The White 
House”, White House, United States of  America. Available at: http://www.
whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/TransparencyandOpenGovernment/ 
[March 26th, 2015].

Sandoval-Almazán, Rodrigo and Yaneileth Rojas-Romero (2014), “The Case 
of  the Mexican Mobile Government: Measurement and Examples”, in 
Zaigham Mahmood [ed.], Emerging Mobile and Web 2.0 Technologies for Connected 
E-Government, Hershey, Pennsylvania, United States of  America: IGI Global. 
Available at: http://services.igi-global.com/resolvedoi/resolve.aspx?d
oi=10.4018/978-1-4666-6082-3.ch009  [March 26th, 2015].



23

Rodrigo Sandoval-Almazán. Open government and transparency: building a conceptual framework 

Scholl, Hans Jochen and Luis Felipe Luna-Reyes (2011), “Transparency and 
openness in government: a system dynamics perspective”, in Proceedings of  the 
5th International Conference on Theory and Practice of  Electronic Governance, Tallinn, 
Estonia: ACM. Available at: http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2072069.2072088 
[March 26th, 2015].

Tauberer, Joshua (2012), Open Government Data, Amazon: Amazon Digital Services. 
Available at: http://www.amazon.com/Open-Government-Data-ebook/
dp/B007U69DKU/ref=sr_1_2?s=booksyie=UTF8yqid=1361379716ysr=1-
2ykeywords=open+government [March 26th, 2015].

Annex
Figure 1

Theoretical directions of  transparent government 

Source: own elaboration.

Freedom of  
information

Information 
tools

Open data



24

Convergencia, Revista de Ciencias Sociales, no. 68, 2015, Universidad Autónoma del Estado de México

Rodrigo Sandoval Almazán. Professor of  the Faculty of  Political and Social 
Sciences of  the Autonomus University of  the State of  Mexico (UAEM), in the 
city of  Toluca. He has been professor in the School of  Graduate in Puliblic 
Administration (EGAP) and Enterprise Management (EGADE) of  Monterrey 
Institute of  Technology and Higher Education, Campus Estado de México. 
He is a member of  the National System of  Researchers, level 2. Research lines: 
e-government, information technologies of  organizations, social media in the 
government and digital divide. Recent publications: Sandoval Almazán, R. and J. 
R. Gil García, “Social Media in State Governments: Preliminary Results About the 
Use of  Facebook and Twitter in Mexico”, in E-Government Implementation and Practice 
in Developing Countries, vol. 1, USA: IGI Global. Available at: http://books.google.
com.mx/books?hl=esylr=yid=bPOIWfJWFowCyoi=fndypg=PA128ydq=%22R
odrigo+Sandoval-Almazan%22yots=uABrlId0fRysig=HRi0BtKTheT4OWUfixr
3K2T8-O0yredir_esc=y#v=onepageyqyf=false (2013); Sandoval-Almazán, R., La 
larga marcha del Gobierno Abierto. Teoría, medición y futuro, INAP, (2013a); Sandoval-
Almazán, R., “Open Government Success Factors in Government Websites: The 
Mexican Experience”, in E-Government Success Factors and Measures: Theories, Concepts, 
and Methodologies, vol. 1, USA: IGI Global. Available at: http://www.igi-global.com/
book/government-success-factors-measures/73563 (2013b); Sandoval-Almazán, 
R. and R. Gil-García, “Cyberactivism through Social Media: Twitter, YouTube, 
and the Mexican Political Movement «I’m Number 132»”, in Proceedings of  the 46th 
Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, vol. 1. Available at: http://
www.cide.edu/publicaciones/status/dts/DTAP%20273.pdf  (2013).

Reception: August 27th, 2013
Approval: January 15th, 2015


