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ABSTRACT
In 2012, the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG) launched the Sharing City Seoul Project. The intent of the project is to improve the quality of their citizens’ lives by promoting resource sharing through a series of policy changes. Two of the initiatives included were two open government data platforms, initiatives that promote open government. The intent of open government is to promote the pillars of transparency, participation, and collaboration. These pillars are comparable to those of New Public Governance (NPG) therefore, the launch of the two platforms raise the question on how NPG influenced the development and implementation of public policies leading to the development of the Sharing City Seoul Project. This is answered through a document analysis of the case study of SMG’s Sharing City Seoul Project. It is concluded that while the project meets nearly all the characteristics of NPG and open government, there is potential for causal conclusions to be drawn from the analysis. In addition, the degree of influence NPG had cannot be confirmed. 

[bookmark: _Toc130207371]Introduction
According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), more than 50% of the world’s population lives in cities (OECD, n.d.). Further, there is an increasing number of “megacities”, areas where the population exceeds more than 20 million people, being developed (OECD, n.d). The importance of cities can easily be highlighted – they play a crucial role in international social and economic development. That said, urban growth is a complex phenomenon that has brought along with its various concerns and challenges during this century (Sahana et al., 2018, pp. 1558). For example, they are the cause of many negative externalities, such as being a large contributor to greenhouse gas emissions and the primary consumer of natural resources (Albino et al., 2015, pp. 3-4). In addition to negative externalities, local governments are faced with challenges when it comes to the administration and management of public goods and services. For instance, a rise in population growth requires efficient and effective transportation that connects the labour market with employment (Albino et al., 2015, pp. 4; Yoo, 2021, pp. 5886). Challenges in transportation, however, is but one of the many that have arisen from urban growth (e.g., energy, social inequities, aging population, housing, etc.) (Yoo, 2021, pp. 5886; Neirotti et al., 2014, pp. 25). 
Since the concept of “smart city” entered urban development discussions over two decades prior, an increasing number of local governments around the world are investing in information and communication technology (ICT)-based solutions to address urban challenges (Albino et al., 2015, pp. 3; Yuen, 2018). ICT-based solutions are gaining importance in the agendas of policy makers as they try to tackle these complex urban challenges to ensure the prosperity of these areas (Neirotti et al., 2014, pp. 25). As solutions are developed and implemented, who should be involved in the process? Should it be limited to private partners, or should there be a larger pool of participants? Should local governments even be outsourcing the delivery of these public goods and services to any entity besides the public sector? Will outsourcing these services address the urban challenges that public services are struggling with? How should these solutions be developed and implemented if participants outside the public sector get involved? These are all important questions to consider because these solutions, after all, require the alignment of multiple components, as demonstrated by Nam and Pardo (2011). The interconnected nature of implementing ICT-based solutions in urban areas require not only the technological component, which can often be seen as the primary focus, but the people component (e.g., human capital, education) as well as the institutional component (e.g., government and policy) to work in a cohesive manner (Nam & Pardo, 2011). 
The cohesive mixture of the three components has the paper turning to the use of data and local government intervention to address various urban challenges. Specifically, the paper will review the importance of open government within a localized setting (i.e., urban area). The concept of open government is important to this paper because it is focused on the transformation of government to be held more accountable in the provision of public goods and services through the use of ICT (Hansson et al., 2014, pp. 541; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015). This transformation is facilitated when governments enable a more transparent, participatory, and collaborative approach to delivering its goods and services through the use of data. In implementing an open government model, governments are turning to the use of open government data. This movement encourages governments to make their data publicly available to allow for a more innovative and collaborative approach to delivering public goods and services (Osborne et al., 2012, pp. 136). It is a notion whereby governments provide free access to its data so that they not only become more transparent, but also provides more opportunity for its citizens to participate in how to better address social issues they face (Hansson et al., 2014, pp. 547); it enables a more participatory democracy (Ubaldi, n.d., pp. 4). Put simply, it is a good or service that is provided by the government without profit to the members of society. It is a public good (Jeon & Chu, 2021). 
In fact, starting in 2010, countries around the globe started to promote the Government 2.0 movement, a movement intended to use technology for a collaborative and interactive approach to information sharing (Seoul Metropolitan Government, 2016). Seoul, the capital of South Korea, is used as the case study in this paper because it is touches upon several key factors: it is a democracy that embodied the transition towards improving the administration of public goods and services during the Government 2.0 movement. Seoul has been exploring the use of ICT-based solutions to address its complex urban issues like pollution, traffic congestion, unavailable affordable housing, and significant population growth. For instance, in 2009, the citizens of Seoul experienced delays, and at times received no information, on bus arrivals (Lim, 2020, pp. 1). In response, citizens took it upon themselves to develop an application to share bus data amongst themselves. The interest to share data expanded far beyond this. 
Mayor Park Won-Soon was elected into office in 2011 when he recognized the need to find alternative solutions (Smith, 2018). In developing and implementing these solutions, however, the mayor knew that a top-down approach would not resolve the issues, as he observed through previously failed attempts to use citizen committees (Smith, 2018; Lim, 2020). In fact, it was through his “open government” platform that Park Won-Soon won the mayoral candidacy (Lim, 2020, pp. 2; Jeon et al., 2021). As a result, the Sharing City Seoul Project commenced. The project was launched in 2012 by the mayor, as part of “Open Government 2.0” (Jeon et al., 2021, pp. 313). The project aimed to provide its citizens with city government information in a transparent and timely manner, while encouraging its citizens to actively participate in the city’s decision-making processes (Lim, 2020, pp. 2). Further, with the data available through the project, different actors (e.g., entrepreneurs, non-profit, citizens, academics) could leverage the information to develop and implement innovative solutions to address some of the city’s urban issues (Jeon et al, 2021, pp. 308). 
Seeing the success of the Sharing City Seoul Project, this paper focuses on it to understand the influence of NPG on open government and open government data to address complex urban challenges. There is recognition that local governments need to rely on a variety of actors to work collaboratively rather than a marketplace-focused approach to delivering innovative public goods and services (i.e., Toronto’s Sidewalk Labs project) (Office of the Auditor General of Ontario, 2018), or a public sector-focused approach (i.e., Singapore’s government) (Calder, 2016; Ganesan et al., 2019). The NPG movement focuses on a more collaborative approach to the provision of public goods and services, where citizens have the opportunity to be engaged, participate, and contribute to the democratic process in a transparent manner (Wiesel & Modell, 2014, pp. 178; Osborne, 2007). The very notion of open government and open government data suggest that local governments will provide free access to its data so that its services can be delivered in a more transparent, participatory, and collaborative manner. Therefore, it can be hypothesized in delivering public goods and services, the roles and responsibilities of non-government actors involved have expanded through the NPG movement, influencing the design and implementation of innovative solutions to address complex problems urban areas are facing. The use of Seoul as the case study is seeking to answer: how did NPG influence the development and implementation of Seoul Metropolitan Government’s (SMG) public policies leading to the development of the Sharing City Seoul Project?
The first step towards answering this question is to conduct a literature review to develop a foundational understanding of open government and open government data, and the role of NPG as an influence force of open government data. This will be studied from the perspective of government transparency, public participation, and inter-organizational collaboration. The influence of NPG on open government is an important consideration as democracies around the world reform the administration of public goods and services around the concept of open government. Using NPG as the theoretical framework for the research, a more nuanced understanding of the open government movement can be developed. Section 3 provides the research design used in the paper. Specifically, justifications for the use of qualitative research in the form of a typical case study, and the resources used to conduct the case study of the Sharing City Seoul Project will be provided (i.e., document analysis to understand NPG’s influence on the development and implementation of public policies regarding open government data, and ultimately, Seoul’s Sharing City Seoul Project and two of SMG’s open government data platforms). Section 4 captures results of the analysis such as the background information on Seoul’s open government history, influential factors, and key actors before conducting a cross-reference of characteristics achieved through document analysis. Lastly, section 5 discuss the results, and section 6 will present final thoughts and considerations.   
[bookmark: _Toc130207372]Literature Review
This section presents the literature review for this research proposal. The intent of this section is divided into two main parts. First, it will define open government and the use of open government data to achieve open government. Second, New Public Governance (NPG) will be discussed. This includes historic information on NPG, the role of it in the context of open government and open government data, as well as the characteristics of NPG. 
[bookmark: _Toc130207373]2.1	Defining Open Government and Open Government Data
The development of any democracy relies, in part, on the involvement of citizens in the decision-making process of their civil affairs through discussion and deliberation (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390). Public administration has undergone numerous transformations in how it develops and implements policies and provides public goods and services, leading towards the popularization of open government and open government data. 
[bookmark: _Toc130207374]2.1.1	Open Government
The theoretical concept of open government is not new. Part of the concept can be traced back to as early as 1789, when Thomas Jefferson said his famous quote: “Whenever the people are well informed, they can be trusted with their own government; that whenever things get so far wrong as to attract their notice, they may be relied on to set them to rights”. During the height of the welfare state, commencing in the late 19th century and into the early 1980s, there was confidence that the public sector could meet all the social and economic needs of its citizens through the public administration in democratic societies (Osborne, 2007). The politics and administration were clearly split, in which the administration was solely focused on policy development and implementation. The delivery of public goods and services was very homogenous: it was done by the public sector (Osborne, 2007). In the1980s, the reliance on the public sector to provide all the public goods and services needed by its citizens shifted with the introduction of the New Public Management (NPM) movement. During this movement, more private sector elements were introduced into the delivery of public goods and services (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 382). The measurement of input invested and output delivered were emphasized to evaluate performance (Osborne, 2007). Moreover, while the public sector continued to provide public goods and services, more partnerships between the public and private sector were developed. These partnerships allowed the public sector to manage those who provide goods and implemented services at arm’s length (Osborne, 2007). This was achieved through the growing use of the market and contractual agreements (Osborne, 2007). In tandem with the NPM movement, the expansion of the internet in the 1990s allowed for the emergence of e-government, a movement that focused on making governments more client-oriented. This movement provided benefits, such as the increase in efficiency, transparency, and collaboration through the use of information and communications technology (ICT) solutions (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 382; Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer, 2014; Hanssson et al., 2014, pp. 542). 
These developments contributed to the concept of open government, a concept that was initially centered around timely disclosure of information to the public (Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 6; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 382). In other words, the initial focus of open government was focused around government transparency. The concept evolved to the contemporary understanding of open government around March 2009, with President Obama’s Memorandum for Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 381; Siry, 2010, pp. 115). The intent of the Memorandum was to create a transparent and collaborative government through citizen involvement, ensuring preparedness during the digital age (see Dawes, 2010 for more information on some of the tools developed by the Obama administration through their Open Government Initiative). It was during this time that open government entered into a new phase and became an important part of the global agenda (Lee & Kwak, 2012, pp. 492). Since the Memorandum, there has been a shift towards focusing on three important pillars of open government: transparency, participation, and collaboration.
Transparency is one of the most focused upon aspect of open government (see Piotrowski & Van Ryzin, 2007; Relly & Sabharwal, 2009; Harder & Jordan, 2013; Hansson et al., 2014). According to Wirtz and Birkmeyer (2015), the fundamental element of transparency is to ensure the public has access to information (pp. 389). Governments exercise enormous amounts of power, including the ability to remove certain freedoms from its citizens through arrests and seizure of private property. These types of powers should not be left to governments to exercise without checks and balances from outside the administration (Wirtz and Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 389). By providing access to information to increase transparency, it allows the public to check the powers held by its government and hold them accountable (Fung & Weil, 2010, pp. 108). Additionally, being able to access this information allows the public to understand the harms that may be caused by large organizations, including governments, and put in place measures to help protect themselves and pressure organizations to act in more responsible ways (Fung & Weil, 2010, pp. 108). 
Providing access to information is the fundamental aspect of transparency however, being transparent also requires governments to publish information in a timely manner (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 389; Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 6). If the public is to use the information to hold their government accountable and apply pressure for improvement, they must be able to access the relevant information to allow for these things to happen. There are three considerations when timely access to information is being discussed. First, the political support must be in place, such as through legislation or regulation (Bender, 2010, pp.217; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 388). Second, the public administration must have the capacity and funding to move projects and programs forward to support this requirement (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 389). Third, technology should be harnessed to make the information easily accessible such as through government websites (see e.g., Harder & Jordan, 2013; Goodspeed, 2011; Dawes, 2010). 
Participation is often limited to the traditional components of a representative democracy, often comprised and limited to voting during elections, joining interest groups, and getting involved in local civic or political affairs (Noveck, 2010, pp. 50). Confining the delivery of goods, and the development and implementation of public services within the public sector is based on the closed model of decision making premised around rational choice theory (Noveck, 2010, pp. 50; Forester, 1984).  In this model, public servants are expected to act as the experts in their field however, as explored by Forester (1984), the reality of decision making is that information is never complete. The point of failure is not simply the lack of time, resources, or technology, but also a lack in information (Noveck, 2010, pp. 50). Participation can be used to gather information through discussions and deliberations, information needed by governments to facilitate the decision making process. The concept of discussions and deliberations is a Habermasian notion whereby diverse individuals representing the public exchange information through discourse, resulting in a more “robust political culture and healthier democracy” (Noveck, 2010, pp. 60). This means that the public sector is working with citizens to develop and implement policies through knowledge, idea, expertise, and resource sharing (O’Reily, 2010, pp. 25; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390). That said, participation is only the second pillar of open government, receiving less attention in the literature compared to transparency (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390). Despite receiving less attention, participation is critical for the development of any democracy. It can create a more effective and efficient democracy, and enable more trust in government by allowing the public to share information and contribute to the development and implementation of policies that affect their civil affairs. Therefore, although the process is resource intensive, the benefits of ensuring participation need to be carefully considered in relation to its costs (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390). 
Further, the development of the Internet has allowed governments to expand its participatory reach. Prior to the Internet, greater commitment from the public was required to participate as those looking to discuss and deliberate needed to attend meetings physically in order to share information and accomplish goals (Noveck, 2010, pp. 56). The development and introduction of technology into participatory processes has allowed barriers to be broken down and improvements to working together across distances and institutional boundaries to be achieved (Noveck, 2010, pp. 56). For this reason, governments are increasingly turning to ICT to improve participation, such as through online citizen consultations (e.g., e-participation) (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390). That being said, the discussion and deliberation that was anticipated remains difficult to achieve for two important reasons. The practices of deliberative participation are centered around presenting and commenting on final products of public services rather than discussing the product that should be built (Noveck, 2010, pp. 61). Additionally, it is important to specify that participation is not simply about enabling citizens to comment on government websites or for politicians to use citizen input to advance their own cause (O’Reily, 2010, pp. 25).  The cultural perception of what discussions and deliberation entails needs to be redefined so that citizens are engaged earlier, and the information they provide to be fully utilized to help address complex problems. 
Collaboration is not traditionally associated to the democratic processes, making it the least researched pillar in the open government literature. With the Obama administration, however, the recognition for collaboration increased through their commitment to it (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390; Noveck, 2010, pp. 64; Hansson et al., 2014). In his 2009 Memorandum, the administration specified that innovative tools, methods, and systems should be used to coordinate across all levels of government, non-profit, businesses, and individuals in the private sector (Administration of Barack H. Obama, 2009, pp. 1). As indicated in the Memorandum, collaboration is about actively engaging citizens to work with their government to address civil problems. While collaboration seems very similar to participation, there are clear distinctions that need to be made. While both require citizen engagement, participation is focused on discussion and deliberation to gather and share information from all citizens, while collaboration requires relevant parties to work together for a specific activity such as the development and implement of solutions (Noveck, 2010, pp. 63; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390; Gil-Garcia et al., 2020). It is a process that extends beyond information sharing. It is through working in partnerships and cooperation that innovative and creative solutions will be developed to address complex problems. 
As referred to in Obama’s Memorandum, collaboration is in part reliant on the use of ICT-based solutions. That said, it is also important to distinguish between the use of ICT-based solutions by groups to protest or promote political actions from collaboration (Noveck, 2010, pp. 53). These types of action are independent from government and does not encourage collaboration, but rather, is a force against collaboration. Further to the use of technology to enhance collaborative practices, the administrative and cultural component must be considered. Collaboration between governments and private sector is common. In these arrangements, the risks and rewards are found to be shared amongst both parties to achieve a success delivery of programs (Milakovich, 2012, pp. 69) however, governments focused on open government acknowledge there is a wide set of stakeholders that need to be involved in the decision making process. The involvement of multiple stakeholders, including within the administration itself, as well as other sectors outside the administration, requires a high degree of willingness of public servants to cooperate and implement collaborative approaches and practices (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 393). 
In summarizing and defining the concept of open government, we turn to Wirtz & Birkmeyer (2015), who state:
Open government is a multilateral, political, and social process, which includes in particular transparent, collaborative, and participatory action by government and administration. To meet these conditions, citizens and social groups should be integrated into political processes with the support of modern information and communication technologies, which together should improve the effectiveness and efficiency of governmental and administrative action (pp. 384).
This is to say that ICT may be used to enhance the concept of open government however, the implementation of the technology component cannot be done in a silo. There needs to be consideration for the people component (e.g., human capital, education) and the institutional component (e.g., government and policy). 
[bookmark: _Toc130207375]2.1.2	Open Government Data 
Open government data acts as a means to achieve open government. The term “open government data” can broadly be defined as data and information produced or commissioned by the public sector for free use, reuse, and distribution to anyone (Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 6). In addition to the core definition of open government data being about free access and use of data, there are some underlying characteristics governing open government data. To date, there has not been a consensus on the set of characteristics that define these characteristics. For instance, Callinan et al. (2018) provide three characteristics that must be featured in order for data to be considered open. First, the data must be produced using public money (i.e., taxpayer money). Second, access and usage to the data should not be restricted (e.g., without any copyright obligations). Third, the data should be published in a format that allows it to be reused (pp. 364). Alternatively, the Sebastopol list, a list developed during an Open Government Working Group Meeting composed of 30 open government advocates in 2007, lists ten principles which includes those listed by Callinan et al., but also includes characteristics such as data that is at the highest level of granularity, and data that is available as quickly as possible (Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 8). Despite the lack of consensus on characteristics defining open government data, it is the basis of open government, stemming from the right to access information to enable transparency. 
Open government data is a concept whereby governments provide free access to its data so that it is not only more transparent, but also provides more opportunity for its citizens to participate in how to better address social issues they face (Hansson et al., 2014, pp. 547). Put simply, it is a public good provided by the government (Jeon & Chu, 2021). The provision of this good is an important one because governments are about providing public services, “services they should provide because they are difficult or impossible for the public to provide for themselves, or which are hard to purchase from private businesses” (Schrier, 2010, pp. 305). The development, implementation, and improvement of these services rely on data. In other words, governments produce and collect data in order to provide public services while also benefiting from the data collected about their services as well as their constituents (Schrier, 2010, pp. 306; Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 4). The quality and quantity of data collected by governments makes it an important resource for increasing transparency, and in turn, participation and collaboration (Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 4). 
From the perspective of upholding the three pillars of open government, open government data is considered a foundational component. As quoted by Hansson et al. (2014): 
Theoretically, the main value of Open Data as a concept is that in providing a free public access to various official files the government not only becomes presumably more transparent but also more efficient as it potentially could promote civic engagement by enabling citizens to participate in various discussions on how to better address their needs (Kassen, 2013, pp. 1). 
This is to say that open government data acts as a catalyst to improve transparency, providing information for citizens to share their knowledge, ideas, expertise, and resources thereby resulting in better public participation and collaboration (see Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 6). As the public sector strives to stand up the three pillars of open government, the movement towards open government data is being driven by innovation, efficiency, and flexibility of government (Robinson, 2012 cited by Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 6). Specifically, transformation of government is based on the use of ICT to improve the provision of goods and services through participatory democracy (Hansson et al., 2014, pp. 541; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015). One of the ICT-based solutions to address complex issues faced by local governments is through the use of open government data and the interoperability of systems, contribution to further innovative solutions (Hansson et al., 2015, pp. 542; Ubaldi, 2013) and instruments. 
[bookmark: _Toc130207376]2.2	The Role of New Public Governance
New Public governance (NPG) stems from the New Public Management (NPM) movement. The evolution of the NPG movement is explored in the following subsection as its history is detailed. Following the definition and historic information on NPG, its role in open government and open government data will be further explored followed by considerations for its characteristics. 
[bookmark: _Toc130207377]2.2.1	What is New Public Governance?
Forms of governing in liberal democracies have transformed over time. NPG is one contemporary approach to analyzing public action, which started when the term “public management” started to lose ground in the 1990s, giving way to the term “governance” (Hood, 2007, pp. 11). It was in the twenty-first century that NPG emerged from NPM (Osborne, 2007; Vinokur-Kaplan, 2018; Patapas et al., 2014). NPM drew lessons from the private sector and applied managerial practices where organizations made the distinction between policy development and policy implementation (Osborne, 2007). The intent of NPM was to focus on measureable input and output through evaluations, performance measurements, and audits. The approach developed through NPM, however, came into question. Criticism around the focus on economic performance through public-private partnerships started to get raised, and was further exacerbated by declining citizen trust in political authorities and declining partnerships with the citizenry (Aucoin, 2012, pp. 183; Osborne, 2007; Brinkmann & Heine, 2019). It was during these uncertain times that NPG started to take dominance. 
In order to address the growing concerns and criticisms around the managerial practices of the public sector, NPG practices started to emerge. Specifically, governments expanded their organizational interactions from the private sector to encompass the public, private, and nongovernmental sectors. This expansion of NPG was further supported by including these stakeholders in discussions on civil affairs that concern them, so that they may be co-producers of public services rather than simply being customers (Wiesel & Modell, 2014). Lastly, the transition from NPM to NPG was further primed through elements of increasingly complex problems developed due to globalization, as well as the emergence of new communication technology to aid in the participation and collaboration of various stakeholders (Patapas et al., 2014, pp. 28; Fung, 2015). For the purpose of the study’s theoretical framework, the characteristics of NPG will be further expanded upon to understand its influence on the development and implementation of open government and open government data projects by the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG), the government of South Korea’s capital city. 
NPG is a paradigm slated towards developing an inclusive public administration. The paradigm emerged in response to the changing needs of civil society. These changing needs include: citizens and private institutions demanding more participation and autonomy; a lack of trust in the public sector; and, the need to adapt to increasingly complex situations and problems due to globalization (Brinkmann & Heine, 2019, pp. 339). The culmination of the changing needs creates a shift in paradigm and the approach taken by governments to deliver public goods and services. In response to the needs, the public administration increasingly came under pressure to be more open and flexible. A means to address these pressures was to take a more cooperative approach to delivering public services, creating more fluid boundaries between the public administration and its stakeholders (Brinkmann & Heine, 2019, pp. 339). This emphasis on governance of various stakeholders, rather than the management of the public and private sector, strove to create more efficient public services by leveraging co-production networks. 
The theoretical roots of NPG are organizational sociology and network theory (Osborne, 2007; Boa et al., 2012, pp. 456). These clusters of principles are focuses on processes and outcome, coordination, participation, and co-production (Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013, pp. 12). As a result, the provision of public goods and services are expected to improve through cooperation, negotiation, and the active participation of various stakeholders who share their knowledge, ideas, expertise, and resources (Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013, pp. 12). Based on these theoretical roots, governments focus on inter-organizational governance that allows for interest-based conflicts to be resolved, placing emphasis on achieving more efficient public goods and services with high citizen satisfaction. 
	Characteristic
	Definiton

	Theoretical root
	Organizational sociology and network theory

	Principle
	Processes and outcome, coordination, participation, and co-production

	Concepts of state
	Plural and pluralist

	Focus
	Resolve interest-based conflicts with partners in networks

	Result
	Coproduction of public value services to increase effectiveness and citizen satisfaction


Table 1. Characteristics of New Public Governance
Source: Adapted from Boa et al., 2012, pp. 456.
The expected result of adopting the NPG paradigm is to resolve conflicts with various stakeholders through agreed-upon actions. Amongst the relationships within any network, including relationships within the public sector as well as outside of it, the resolution of conflict is to identify preferred public goods and service suppliers, and to develop ongoing relationships with those implicated. 
In sum, prior to NPG, public goods and services were provided through the public sector, including the delivery of public services by the private sector that is overseen by the public sector (Osborne, 2007). The introduction of NPG shifted the framework from a siloed approach to the provision of goods and services to the use of networks (Vinokur-Kaplan, 2018). NPG provides opportunity for governments to be more transparent, expand participation with various stakeholders, and encourage collaboration. Considering these contributive factors, NPG will be the theoretical framework for the development and implementation of open government and open government public policies is Seoul, South Korea. Specifically, the paper will study how NPG influenced the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG) to launch the Sharing City Seoul Project Seoul. 
[bookmark: _Toc130207378]2.2.1	History of New Public Governance
In the 1980s, there was growing concern about the delivery of public goods and services by the public sector. There were two factors that largely contributed to this growing concern, as emphasized by Morgan and Shinn (2014). First, the growing demand for less regulatory and financial burden to be placed on citizens. The private and non-profit sectors contributed to the demand for less government with their belief that they could provide public services more efficiently and effectively, and at a lesser cost. Second, the growing concern regarding the growing national debt curbed interest in the provision of public goods and services by the government. This concern was further exacerbated by the increasing costs for health and retirement plans for public servants. These two factors led to the transition from reliance on the public sector to provide goods and services from cradle to grave, to a system where the provision of public services is shared between the public, private, and non-profit sectors (Morgan & Shinn, 2014, pp. 3; Osborne, 2007). 
The shrinkage of the public sector commenced with the NPM movement in the 1980s. The NPM model used private sector practices, practices that were considered to be superior to public sector practices, to empower managers in the public sector and provide them freedom from centralized control (Aucoin, 2012, pp. 178). The separation of managers from the centre was intended to allow the bureaucracy, which was considered bloated at the time, to be reduced and managers to be creative in the way services are provided (Aucoin, 1990, pp. 118). Through this separation, managers could focus on delivering the organization’s mission, pay closer attention to its personnel, and better meet the needs of its customers and clients (Aucoin, 1990, pp. 118; Morgan & Shinn, 2014, pp. 4). In addition to separating managers from the centre, adopting private sector practices included the implementation of performance measurement systems such as monitoring and measuring input and output to ensure cost efficiency (Morgan & Shinn, 2014, pp. 4). 
That said, despite the intended positive effects of the NPM movement, there were some weaknesses caused by the use of private sector principles. First, the basis of the private sector is about profit maximization. In comparison, the public sector needs to build trust and legitimacy with its citizens while upholding values like fairness and equity (Morgan & Shinn, 2014, pp. 4). Second, the structure of the public sector became increasingly more complex. This was caused by the expansion of authorities to local governments done in tandem with the introduction of the private and non-profit sector into the delivery of services (Morgan & Shinn, 2014, pp. 4). This is to say that the purpose of government is not to simply provide goods and services in an efficient and effective way, but also to capture the values held by the public (Morgan & Shinn, 2014, pp. 4; Bao et al., 2012, pp. 445). Last, the public sector aims to address problems that are often political in nature which is unlike problems faced in the private sector (Bao et al., 2012, pp. 446). 
The managerial focus adopted in the implementation of NPM practices contradict the underlying need for governments to uphold public value (Fukumoto & Bozeman, 2019, pp. 635; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2004). As the public sector focuses on the bottom line in delivering public goods and services, it does not take into consideration the “rights, benefits, and prerogatives to which citizens should be entitled” and the “principles on which governments and policies should be based” (Fukumoto & Bozeman, 2019, pp. 636; Bao et al., 2012). This is especially prevalent in trying to administer public services when public values are continuously evolving – public values are not static. Therefore, in order for public services to be delivered, governments should be aware of what its citizens expect of them through participation and collaboration. 
[bookmark: _Toc130207379]2.2.2	Characteristics of New Public Governance
The foundation of the NPG movement emerged from NPM as governments sought to enable more participatory and collaborative approach to meet the needs of its citizens. NPG, as described in the literature, focuses on the common good rather than focusing solely on efficiency and effectiveness (Green, 2014, pp. 23). Instead of focusing on the bottom line, the NPG movement transitioned to emphasize trust and legitimacy of government by building on three characteristics, as noted by Morgan and Shinn (2014). NPG focuses on public value through the promotion of larger common good. This means that instead of improving on efficiency and effectiveness of specific program, governments are seeking to improve programs from a whole of government approach. In addition, governments are seeking to expand their range of stakeholders to mediate the collection of various views and understand what its citizens view as valuable. Lastly, the movement views public goods and services as products that are produced with the involvement of the public, private, and non-profit sectors. The movement is not about regulating these sectors, but about shared ownership of public goods and services. 
That said, although the NPG movement commenced in the start of the twenty-first century, the concepts it brings forward are not new. Osborne (2007) provide a historic overview which include Hanf and Scharpf (1978), who use governance as a way to explore the workings of policy communities and networks. They explore how the structure of the administrative system may account for the inability to more effectively provide public services. This is the foundational work used by Marsh and Rhodes in 1992, Kickert et al. in 1997, and Rhodes in 1997 to further expand on the idea of organizational network. The idea of networks is a foundational piece to NPG as it feeds into the notion of organizations needing to work together to share knowledge, ideas, expertise, and resources to meet the needs of the citizens. Additionally, Kooiman (1999) uses social-political governance as an over-arching theory and further explores the distinction between different levels of collaboration in governance (i.e., self, co-, and hierarchical) to solve problems and create solutions, and the conditions required for these collaborative approaches. 
Cardinal et al. (2013) specify the important distinctions between NPM and NPG. Notably, while NPM focuses on the input and output of service delivery, NPG takes a more holistic approach of considering public value. As a result, NPG focuses on the co-production, collaboration, network creation, and sharing of responsibilities between government and non-government actors in the provision of public goods and services (Cardinal et al., 2013, pp. 3). Osborne summarizes the characteristics of NPG as being focused on inter-organizational governance with an emphasis on service processes and outcomes delivered through trust and relational contracts with internal and external organizations (2007, pp. 383). The characteristics of NPG makes the transition towards NPG an important movement for the development and implementation of public policies on open government and open government data. There is an emphasis on participation and collaboration, rather than focusing on the age-old pillar of transparency. NPG, however, is not without its criticism. 
Aucoin (2012) provides insight into the politicization of the public service through the NPG movement, a process that runs counter to the impartiality required for the delivery of goods and services by the public sector. In the literature, there are four areas of criticism: continuous campaigning through integration of executive governance, partisan-political staff in public administration, politicization of personnel appointed to senior public servants, and public service loyalty being associated to partisan support for government of the day (Aucoin, 2012, pp. 179). Transparency and openness is arguably one of the solutions that may be used to address the criticism however, Aucoin further analyzes that in order to avoid divulging information to the public, public servants may be tempted to commit less to paper, leaving little record to be divulged through any freedom of information requirements (2012, pp. 182). Further, while Aucoin provides insight into why NPG may present challenges in transparency, the cultural and political change required to support this movement is not adequately captured. The shift from government to governance requires not only technical changes in the way things function, but also a cultural and political change as well in order to support the intended focus of NPG. The creation of a wider, more inclusive government can be achieved by steering society through networks and partnerships (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017), supported by the use of open government and open government data. 
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The data produced and collected by the public sector is a valuable resource that is required to provide public goods and services. In acquiring this resource, governments may use it for their own gain, such as by leveraging agreements with private companies through political economic project that can be capitalized upon (Sadowski, 2016, pp. 9) This means the privatization of data acquired from the public through governments may be used to meet the bottom line, such as the case of Sidewalk Labs’ attempt to create a smart city in Toronto’s Waterfront. The project commenced in 2017 with the issuance of the request for proposal by Waterfront Toronto, and upon facing much criticism regarding data access and usage, Sidewalk Labs announced the termination of the project in 2020 (see Hawkins, 2020; Office of the Auditor General of Ontario, 2018). The sole focus on improving efficiency and effectiveness, instead of a whole of government approach, reflects characteristics of the NPM movement. The transition towards NPG, however, reflects the intended purpose of government which is to not simply provide goods and services as efficiently and effectively possible, but to capture the values of the public by focusing on the promotion of larger common goods and public goods. The concept of open government uses open government data, a public good, as a means to achieve its goal of increased government transparency, public participation, and inter-organizational collaboration. The characteristics of NPG crosses over and provides a foundation for open government and open government data. 
Transparency is about providing information to the public in a timely manner so that they can hold their government accountable and apply pressure to make the changes they see appropriate to reflect their value. This can be achieved through an administration that has the capacity to deliver these ICT-based solutions. The democratic process will be improved by allowing governments to, theoretically, better meet the needs of its citizens by using open government, specifically through mechanisms such as open government data,. Wiesel and Modell (2014), for example, study the development of transportation in Sweden by reviewing the distinction between NPM and NPG. The transformation of the Swedish Rail and Road Association moved away from an economic driven organization constrained by regulations, to an organization driven by an engineering-based culture (Wiesel and Modell, 2014, pp. 199). In their study, the Swedish Parliament is quoted from 1997/98 who state that governments should “improve the contacts with citizens and companies, to increase the transparency of agency governance” by benefiting from information technology (Wiesel and Modell, 2014, pp. 192). As governments strive to take a more whole-of-government approach, open government and open government data provides opportunity for more transparency. 
Public access to information is not a new concept. A new concept, however, is the idea of sharing raw information with citizens. An important distinction between information and data transposes transparency to another level. Information, on one hand, can be defined as data that has been structured and given meaning (Young, 2020, pp. 306). This means that prior to dissemination, the public administration interprets the data to determine what should be shared and in what format (Young, 2020, pp. 306). Data, on the other hand, is unstructured and not interpreted meaning once users access it, they can interpret it however they see fit. The public sector no longer has control over the narrative that the data will generate once it is accessed (Young, 2020, pp. 306). The use of open government data to achieve open government allows citizens to bypass the public sector to interpret their actions and develop conclusions without the interruption of the administration’s discretionary powers. 
Participation is being expanded from the traditional processes used by democracy. Without expanding participation beyond the traditional processes, risks of failure in decision making is higher because it is not possible for the public sector to capture all information without the aid of its citizens. The Habermasian notion of discourse and deliberation amongst diverse individuals who represent the public to create a more robust political culture and healthier democracy emerged in contemporary politics (Noveck, 2010, pp. 60). This notion can be seen with countries like the United States putting out a Memorandum for open government in 2009, and joining the Open Government Partnership in 2011, the open government culture expanded globally (Shepherd et al., 2018, pp. 157). Therefore, to increase participation, governments are turning to ICT-based solutions to expand its participatory reach (e.g., online solicitation, interactive online platforms, social media services (Lee & Kim, 2018, pp. 873). 
NPG supports this evolution of participation as governments seek to expand their range of stakeholders to understand the values its citizens and reflected in a whole-of-government approach to program delivery is developed and implemented. In taking a NPG approach to changing the traditional approach to participation, discussion and deliberation process need to change so that trust in government can be better fostered. While participation create a more effective and efficient democracy that enables more trust in government (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390), citizens will be less willing to participate without trust in their government. A study conducted by Lee and Kim (2018) defines trust as confidence in government that it will be responsive to the needs of its citizens and care of their best interest (pp. 878). When it comes to participation, especially online participation, citizens are more active participants when they have greater trust in their government (Lee & Kim, 2018). Further, participation was influenced by citizen perception of government responsiveness to their input. In order to instill greater trust in government, the public sector must understand the value of its citizens by changing the cultural perception of what discussion and deliberation entails. ICT-based solutions may be used as a tool to increase participation however, practices must also change (e.g., see Noveck, 2010, pp. 61). 
Collaboration with citizens in the democratic process elevates three democratic governance values – effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice (Fung, 2015). Moving away from the traditional views of democratic processes, there needs to be recognition by the public sector that participants be collaborators in the democratic processes (Lee & Kim, 2018, pp. 889). Much like participation, the emphasis on collaboration increased with the Obama administration announcing the need for it in their 2009 Memorandum. It was further specified that innovative tools, methods, and systems should be used to coordinate across all levels of government, non-profit, businesses, and individuals to address civil problems (Administration of Barack H. Obama, 2009, pp. 1). In order to implement these solutions though, there needs to be involvement of multiple stakeholders. This includes a culture change itself as well as other sectors outside the administration as it requires a high degree of willingness of public servants to cooperate and implement collaborative approaches and practices (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 393). 
	The collaborative process extends beyond information sharing but instead, it is about partnerships and cooperation to find new solutions, in part through the reliance on ICT. The integration of ICT to enhance the collaborative process is influenced by the NPG movement as the movement attempts to shift the democratic process into a more holistic approach of consideration for public value. For example, Noveck (2010) brings the example of the Environmental Protection Agency looking to pass regulation to protect endangered species. Without the use of ICT solutions, the process would only allow for public input too late into the regulatory process that only lobbyists would be able to provide effective input. The use of the Internet allows for the process to be designed so that private citizen experts are able to provide their input into the regulatory process more effectively. NPG focuses on the co-production, collaboration, network creation, and sharing of responsibilities between government and non-government actors in the provision of public services (Cardinal et al., 2013, pp. 3). Citizens are no longer considered only customers, but partners in governance for building a democratic and effective governance (Lee & Kim, 2018, pp. 819). Ultimately, the transition towards governance through the NPG movement has provided groundwork for the implementation of open government and open government data, an implementation that has been done in Seoul, South Korea. 
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This section presents the research design used in this paper. The intent is to present the analytical framework by presenting key concepts and how it will be used methodically to answer the research question. The research method of the paper will be presented in this section to answer how New Public Governance (NPG) influenced the development and implementation of Seoul Metropolitan Government’s (SMG) public policies resulting in the Sharing City Seoul Project. 
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From the characteristics of NPG, three themes can be identified in the development and implementation of public policies and programs: government transparency, public participation, and inter-organizational collaboration. First, a need for governments to be transparent is not a new idea however, it was not until after the NPG movement started to take place that further emphasis was placed on it (Ackerman, 2012, pp. 101). When monitoring government transparency, there are various aspects that need to be considered to measure its success. For example, according to Ostrom (1990), the management of common-pool resources require governments to monitor its usage in a transparent manner (as cited by Brandsen & Helderman, 2012, pp. 173). Alternatively, Brandsen & Helderman (2012) study the conditions of co-producing housing in which housing distribution is made transparent through personal letters to explain why housing requests are denied. Government transparency is a foundational aspect that impacts participation. Arguably, as governments continue to move forward with increasing their transparency by sharing information about the public administration, it demonstrates the respect governments have for their civil society so as to assure active involvement will be accepted (Ackerman, 2012, pp. 116). This is to say that while transparency is an important aspect of embodying NPG, it is not enough. 
Second, much like government transparency, the need to engage the public is not a new idea. It was, however, in tandem with the need for more government transparency that commitments on citizen engagement started to emerge (Ackerman, 2012, pp. 101). There was growing recognition that public participation advances the values of democratic governance. Fung (2015) specifies three values in particular: effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice. Within this context, the contributions made by every citizen should be considered valuable to improve the design and implementation of public goods and services (Ackerman, 2012, pp. 102; Gourgues et al., 2021). The growth of public participation has resulted in the emergence of trends, as observed by Fung (2015):
· technological innovations have supported the public and its ability to participate, 
· scope of participation has expanded into new kinds of issues and governance questions, 
· actors involved in initiating and supporting public participation has evolved (pp. 514). 
For example, the use of media has facilitated new forms of public participation since the cost of connecting to citizens remain relatively low and creates opportunity to interact without any time constraints (Meijer, 2012). That said, despite governments moving “participatory development” up on their agenda, the actual implementation continue to lag behind (Ackerman, 2012, pp. 102; Meijer, 2012). Fung (2015) comes to the conclusion that there continues to be three challenges in creating participatory governance: “the absence of systematic leadership, the lack of popular or elite consensus on the place of direct citizen participation, and the limited scope and powers of participatory innovations” (pp. 513). While the first two challenges may be directed towards the implementation of public participation, the third challenge may be further explored through the theme of inter-organizational collaboration. 
	Third, unlike government transparency and citizen participation, inter-organizational collaboration is a relatively new idea that was implemented with the NPG movement. The movement called in the development of strategies that would allow co-production of public goods and services rather than competition between agencies (Ackerman, 2012; Torfing & Triantafillou, 2013). Ansell & Gash (2007) study the emergence of collaborative governance. They define collaboration as the intention of bringing together various stakeholders to engage in consensus-oriented decision, based upon six criteria: “forum is initiated by public agency or institution; participants in the forum include non-state actors; participant engage directly in decision making and are not merely “consulted” by public agencies; the forum is formally organized and meets collectively; the forum aims to make decisions by consensus (even if consensus is not achieved in practice); and, the forum of collaboration is on public policy or public management” (pp. 544). 
Upon reviewing 137 cases, it is concluded that in order for collaboration to be successful, the following variables need to be considered: prior history of conflict or cooperation, incentives for stakeholders to participate, power and resource imbalances, and leadership and institutional design. Torfing & Triantafillou (2013) find similar challenges when implementing collaborative practices in governance. First, citizens and agencies must be willing and able to enter into collaborative practices (e.g., technical constraints, unchanging cultural traditions). Second, there must be equal collaboration that takes place amongst the various levels and agencies. Third, developing institutions and procedures that are general and vague enough that problems can be identified and goals can be formulated by the key stakeholders.
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As observed by Conradie and Choenni (2014), there is insufficient research done in the realm of open government data beyond the national level. As defined by Collier et al. (2003), qualitative research can be defined through four approaches. The first approach is the level of measurement such as nominal vs. ordinal scales where less order indicates a qualitative method. The second approach is the size of the N where a smaller N indicates a qualitative method. The third approach is the presence of statistics testing where a lack of it indicates a qualitative method. Lastly, the fourth approach is the level of reliance on the details of a case(s) were greater detail indicates a qualitative method. In reviewing the four approaches, none of them have definitely defined thresholds however, a single case study that relies on detailed knowledge indicates a qualitative approach to the research design. Mahoney and Goertz (2006) contrast qualitative and quantitative methods across 10 areas in their paper. These areas indicate that for a qualitative research, individual cases are often seen through a “cause-of-effect” approach where a significant weight is placed on the case(s) selected (Mahoney & Goertz, 2006, pp. 229). Due to the small N of the methodology, errors may often lead to concept revision (Mahoney & Goertz, 2006, pp. 229, Collier et al. (2004). In the research conducted by Collier et al. (2004), one approach to distinguish between qualitative and quantitative research is through “thin analysis” using data set observations and “thick analysis” using causal-process observations. Using thick analysis, researchers are able to explore the context and mechanisms of the situation being explored. In researching the details of a situation, mechanisms and processes can be focused on therefore, ruling out alternative explanations until there is one that withstands testing (Collier et al., 2004). When conducting qualitative research, however, sample selection is a crucial piece that should not be left to random selection (Freedman et al., 2005, pp. 556 as cited by Collier et al., 2004; Seawright & Gerring, 2008, pp. 295). After all, selecting cases at random will often lead to inadequately representing the population being researched (Seawright & Gerring, 2008, pp. 295). 
A case, as defined by Gerring (2004), is “one intensive study of a single unit with an aim to generalize across a larger set of units” (pp. 341). Case selection, therefore, is a challenging task that should not be done randomly. Seawright and Gerring (2008) outline case selection techniques with two objectives: representativeness and useful variation (pp. 296). When the two objectives are used as launching points, there are seven methods of case selection that can be explored: typical, diverse, extreme, deviant, influential, most similar, and most different. Typical case studies are considered a representative case. It provides opportunities for the researcher to explore the causal mechanisms at play, while the remaining case selection methods are based on comparing from the mean or medium (Seawright & Gerring, 2008, pp. 299). When the observations made by Collier et al. (2003), Mahoney and Goertz (2006), and Collier et al. (2004) are considered within the context of the research question being asked in the paper, turning to a single case study allows for a richer, fuller, and detailed understanding of the cause and effect in a more nuanced way. Exploratory questions such, as how NPG influenced the development and implementation of Seoul Metropolitan Government’s public policies to launch the Sharing City Seoul Project, can be explored. The exploration of detailed information achieved through qualitative research is intended to be descriptive of what has occurred rather than predictive of what should occur. Seoul’s design and implementation of the Sharing City Seoul Project is selected as it can be considered a typical case study. Using this typical approach, an additional layer of NPG analysis can be applied to explore the effect it had on open government data.
The paper is looking to determine how NPG influenced the design and implementation of open government and open government data in Seoul to address its urban challenges, specifically through the project launched in 2012. In order to answer this question, my case study analysis is based on the resources listed in Table 2. 
	Type
	Level
	Resource
	Focus of Resource in the Paper

	Law
	South Korea
	Smart Work Activation Strategy
	Influence of NPG on South Korea’s strategy and the downstream effect onto Seoul.

	Law
	South Korea
	Act on Planning and Use of National Territory
	Influence of the act on municipalities, including the right for Seoul to develop the city autonomously.

	Plan
	South Korea
	1st Open Data Master Plan (2013~2017)
	Influence of NPG on South Korea’s data plan and the downstream effect onto Seoul.

	Law
	South Korea
	Official Information Disclosure Act
	Legal requirement for the disclosure of official information, and the downstream effects onto Seoul.

	Law
	South Korea
	Act on Promotion on the Provision and Use of Public Data
	Legal requirement for the use of public data, including provinces and municipalities

	Plan
	Seoul
	Seoul Urban Master Plan
	Seoul’s plan to address concerns of corruption, including through information sharing.

	Plan
	Seoul
	Seoul Master Plan of 2020
	Review Seoul’s plan to develop an international city based on history and technology

	Plan
	Seoul
	2030 Seoul Plan
	Review Seoul’s updated master plan.

	Law
	Seoul
	Seoul Metropolitan Government Ordinance on the Promotion of Sharing
	Legal requirement for the promotion of sharing resources, including the support of the Sharing City Seoul Project and its initiatives.

	Law
	Seoul
	Seoul Metropolitan Government Ordinance on Disclosure of Administrative Information for Open Municipal Administration
	Legal requirement for the disclosure of information for SMG, including its open government data platforms.

	Website
	Seoul
	Seoul Solution
	SMG new releases regarding its Sharing City Seoul Project and their open government data platforms.

	Website
	Seoul
	Seoul Metropolitan Government
	SMG new releases regarding its Sharing City Seoul Project and their open government data platforms.


Table 2. Overview of case study resources
The case study analysis will analyze the documents and collect qualitative data in the resources listed in Table 1 to assess the influence of NPG on the design and implementation of SMG’s open government data project. 
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This section presents the results and discussion of the analysis. The intent is to detail why Seoul’s development and implementation of its open government data project (i.e., the Sharing City Seoul Project) was chosen as the case study to demonstrate the influence of New Public Governance (NPG) on the concept of open government. Ultimately, the paper is looking to determine how NPG influenced the development and implementation of public policies on open government and open government data in Seoul to address its urban challenges, specifically through the launched of the Sharing City Seoul Project in 2012. 
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NPG emerged as governments sought to improve government programs and the delivery of publics services through the collaboration of various stakeholders. In order to achieve this, governments turned to open government. Open government is intended to focus on three pillars: transparency, participation, and collaboration. Transparency is fundamentally about having access to relevant information in a timely manner. This requires the public administration to have the capacity and funds to move information, in part, by providing opportunities for innovative projects with opportunities to move forward. In addition, access to information regarding government discussions and decisions is a means for its citizens to keep them in check and maintain the balance of power. Participation enables the public sector to gather knowledge, ideas, and expertise, and resources to make better informed decisions to resolve complex. It ensures stakeholders are engaged beyond the scope of the traditional means of democracy (e.g., voting, interest groups). As explored by Forester (1984), decision makers never have all the information they require to resolve complex problems therefore, deliberation and discussion with the public is an important component. Notably, these deliberations and discussions should occur prior to the product being completed. Lastly, collaboration extends beyond simply deliberating and discussing an issue. It requires relevant parties to work together to complete a specific activity in order to resolve a specific task as part of a complex problem. It is through collaboration that the provision of public goods and services are provided by stakeholders outside the public sector as the public sector words to facilitate the involvement of various stakeholders in this process. In promoting the concept of open government, governments turned to the use of open government data to extend beyond providing services in an efficient and effective manner, but to capture the evolving values of the public. 
Higher levels of government have focused on achieving open government, with the use of open government data as an instrument to achieve it. This is made evident with the popularization of the concept by the United States administration through their 2009 Memorandum (see Administration of Barack H. Obama, 2009), and further by the creation of the Open Government Declaration in 2011 for which 78 countries endorsed (Open Government Partnership, n.d.). That being said, the focus in the literature to date has heavily been around the national perspective, making the local perspective to be lacking (Conradie & Choenni, 2014). Each level of government collects different types and granularity of data therefore, the support of local governments is critical for the success of open government data (Conradie & Choenni, 2014, pp. S11). The use of open government data allows for the improvement of urban by providing micro and small businesses with new opportunities (United Nations, 2014, pp. 26). Therefore, the paper is using the 2012 launch of Seoul Metropolitan Government’s (SMG) Sharing City Seoul Project, as its case study to understand the influence of NPG on the development and implementation of open government and open government data policies.
[bookmark: _Toc130207386]4.1.1	Seoul Metropolitan Government
Eastern Asia countries have generally ranked higher than the world average in the areas of e-government, e-participation, e-services, and open government data (United Nations, 2014, pp. 27), including South Korea. South Korea made significant progress in the realm of information and communication technology (ICT) in a short period of time and has emerged as a world leader in ICT, with 0.36 per 100 habitants having a telephone in the 1960s, to catching up with the world’s average in 20 years (Chung, 2020, pp. 107). In tandem with the explosion of ICT development, in 1987, South Korea became a democracy by adopting a democratic constitution and holding an election (Park, 2017, pp. 345). Since its democratic inception, South Korea has been perceived as having quality governance though not without its flaws. Specifically, there was a decrease in satisfaction with their democracy in the early 2010s relative to the mid-2000s (Park, 2017). The public evaluation of corruption control in local or municipal governments was in a downward trend in South Korea, with 56% of the population responding positively in the early 2000s, to 55% in the mid-2000s, to 45% in the early 2010s (Park, 2017, pp. 348; Moon, 2021). In order to address the challenges of corruption, the South Korean government turned to increasing openness by developing a roadmap of open government data policies. 
With the growth of the ICT sector and democracy in South Korea, and the need to addressed citizen concerns of corruption, the government recognized the benefits of open government data to improve public services and a source for national economic growth. The recognitions resulted in the government starting to promote smart work policy since 2010 and was further excelled by the Smart Work Activation Strategy which promoted to use of mobile devices and cloud environments into the administration in the same year (Chung, 2020, pp. 151). In 2013, as part of its 2013-2017 Open Data Master Plan, South Korea enacted the Act on Promotion on the Provision and Use of Public Data – an open government data law – which mandated government agencies and local governments to guarantees access and re-use of government data (United Nations ESCAP, n.d., pp. 3; Moon, 2021, pp. 3). This was implemented by using legislation around freedom of information as the foundation (United Nations, 2014, pp. 169). It was shortly prior to the law passing that citizens in Seoul increasingly became impatient with the processes in place to access public information, which was impeding the development of smartphone applications to receive up-to-date information on public services (e.g., public transit) (Lim, 2020, pp. 1). Influenced by the trend towards open government and open government data, since the early 2010s, the SMG began deploying policies intended to open all public administrative information and documents to its citizens through the initiatives included in the Sharing City Seoul Project (Jeon et al., 2021, pp 310).
As urban areas continue to grow, local governments are faced with a multitude of challenges; including issues around energy, social inequities, aging population, housing, and transportation (OECD, n.d.; Sahana et al., 2018, pp. 1558). In order to address these challenges, local governments are turning to the use of ICT-based solutions to address their challenges. An example of this is the use of open government data in Seoul, South Korea. Since the 1960s, South Korea made significant progress in their economic development by leveraging ICT, rapidly becoming a world leader in ICT and laying the foundation for an e-government since the late 1970s (Chung, 2020; Talar & Kos-Łabędowicz, 2014). In combination with the development of the ICT sector in South Korea and the democratization of the country in 1987, the citizens of South Korea elected a series of administrations focused on furthering the e-government platform (Park, 2017, pp. 345; Youm et al., 2017, pp. 182; Talar & Kos-Łabędowicz, 2014). The core of these administrations focused on objectives to improve the e-government infrastructure to create a more efficient and client-oriented public service. To achieve these objectives, the South Korean administrations developed visions and strategies, as seen in Table 3 (Chung, 2020). 
	Year
	Administration
	Vision
	Strategy

	2001
	Dae-Jung Kim
	To provide quality services and a suitable business environment while maximizing productivity, transparency, and democracy.
	By redesigning information systems, creating a one-stop shop for services, and improving networks such as through information infrastructures.

	2003
	Moo-Hyun Roh
	To improve services through network, increase efficiency and transparency, and create a government of the people through participation.
	By building a robust information system, maximizing results and improving efficiency, and creating a two-way network between government and people.

	2009
	Myung-Bak Lee
	To secure potential for growth through the use of IT.
	By pursuing technological innovations and job creation in collaboration with businesses.

	2013
	Geun-Hye Park
	To pursue the happiness of citizens through the provision of personalized services and creation of jobs.
	By creating a service-oriented government, increasing transparency, and creating a more competent administration.


Table 3. Overview of Administrations Leading to Seoul’s Information Sharing Platforms
In 2004, the Moon-Hyun Roh administration did a wholesale review of the Official Information Disclosure Act to start proactively releasing official records (Youm, et al., 2017, pp. 181). The review promotes “citizens’ right to know and ensuring the transparency of the governing processes within the context of the Korean government” (Youm, et al., 2017, pp. 184). As the e-government concept started to grow and mature in South Korea, the administrations sought to enact laws, develop information sharing between federal and local governments, and share information and cooperate with businesses. Due to issues of corruption, however, the country started experiencing decreases in satisfaction with their democracy in the early 2010s, relative to the mid-2000s, during the phase of growth and development (Park, 2017; Kim, 2011). In order to address citizen concerns of corruption, the government recognized the benefits of open government data to improve public services and a source for national economic growth. The recognitions resulted in the government starting to promote smart work policies since 2010 and was further reinforced by the Smart Work Activation Strategy, which promoted to use of mobile devices and cloud environments into the administration in the same year (Chung, 2020, pp. 151). 
In tandem with the South Korea government shifting towards more transparent and collaborative means of governing, the government of South Korea’s capital, the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG), started to focus on disclosure of information in the late 1990s. This transition was adopted in order combat corruption and bribery after rise in civil complaints and requests (Lim, 2020, pp. 2; Kuo & Cheng, 2017, pp. 316). This process commenced with the establishment of the Seoul Urban Master Plan in 1990, with access to information being one of the four core focuses of the plan. Since its establishment, the revisions of the Plan has been focusing on addressing the urban challenges faced by the government through the collection of various opinions of citizens, experts, administrators, etc. (Kim, n.d.). Since the early 2010s, influenced by the trend towards open government and open government data, the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG) began deploying policies intended to open all public administrative information and documents to its citizens (Jeon et al., 2021, pp 310).  In fact, it was shortly prior to the review of the South Korean Official Information Disclosure Act that citizens in Seoul increasingly became impatient with the processes in place to access public information, which was impeding the development of smartphone applications to receive up-to-date information on public services (e.g., public transit) (Lim, 2020, pp. 1). In 2006, the Seoul Master Plan of 2020 (or “the Master Plan”) was developed with the vision of developing an international city based on history and technology. 
The legal foundation of the Master Plan is the Act on Planning and Use of National Territory, which allows the local government to develop cities autonomously. In accordance with the Act, the Master Plan must be reviewed every 5 years. With the finalization of the Master Plan having last been done in 2006, it needed to be reviewed. It was not until 2011, with the election of major Park Won Sook on his “open government” platform, that the push towards open government and open government data in Seoul started to take shape, namely through the Sharing City Seoul Project. Mayor Park’s platform aimed to provide government information to its citizens in a transparent and timely manner, and encourage citizen participation in the decision-making processes such as through the announcement of Seoul’s Open Administration 2.0 in 2012 (Lim, 2020, pp. 2; Smith, 2018; Kuo & Cheng, 2017, pp. 315). The Open Administration 2.0, in fact, transitioned the administration to a citizen-focused approach to functioning through communication, transparency, and sharing and collaboration (Kuo & Cheng, 2017, pp. 315). Leveraging the Master Plan, the SMG further developed policies to develop and implement the Sharing City Seoul Project (Jeon et al., 2021, pp 310; Lim, 2020, pp. 1). 
[bookmark: _Toc130207387]4.1.2	The Sharing City Seoul Project
The review of the Master Plan resulted in the 2030 Seoul Plan. This review process involved the engagement of citizens, experts, and other interest parties from the very beginning. The coordination of the consultation and development of the Master Plan involved the city’s Urban Planning Bureau and the Management & Planning Office. In reviewing the Master Plan, it was emphasized that it needed to capture three values that emerged with the changing times and environment (Kim, 2015). First, it required democratic processes that included citizens. Second, a focus around sharing innovation, co-existence, and convergence. Third, the actual lifestyle of the city and changes in demographic needed to be captured in urban planning. In implementing the Master Plan, the 2030 Seoul Plan Development Committee was founded, comprised of a collaborative network of citizens, experts, administrators, and other interest parties (Kim, 2015). As a result, the project was recommended, with the intent of initiatives in the project to improve government transparency and encourage business growth. Stemming from the Master Plan, in 2012, SMG announced its Sharing City Seoul Project, using the Seoul Metropolitan Government Ordinance on the Promotion of Sharing as the legal foundation. The intent of the project is to share create a policy geared toward city-funding and sharing resources to address complex urban concerns and challenges (Urban Sustainability Exchange, n.d.). The project is specifically designed to create a system of resolving problems collectively, providing opportunity to have a nuanced review on the influence of NPG on the project, and open government and open government data. 
The policy changes enabled through the transition towards information sharing led to the development of information sharing platforms, such as the establishment of the Seoul Open Data Plaza (Johnson, 2014 June 3). The platform leveraged the federal Act on Promotion of the Provision and Use of Public Data as the legal framework. This is the first online open government data platform for the local government, created with the intent of providing datasets for free access to anyone outside the administration such as enabling citizens to use the data in creating diverse businesses (Kuo & Cheng, 2017, pp. 315). The Information Communication Plaza is the second online platform established by the SMG. The platform was established in 2013 with the intent of providing all administrative information and documents created by the municipality, with the exception of classified information under laws or privacy policies, to the public as part of the “Open Government 2.0” (Jeon et al., 2021, pp. 314). Announcement by the Major of Seoul, the platform strived to allow the city government to be more transparent while encouraging its citizens to participate and engage in the policy process (Jeon et al., 2021, pp. 314). This announcement was further supported by the enactment of the Seoul Metropolitan Government Ordinance on Disclosure of Administrative Information for Open Municipal Administration in 2013, based on the federal Official Information Disclosure Act. These efforts and changes resulted in Seoul ranking first in the e-governance survey evaluating digital government (delivery of public services) and digital democracy (citizen participation in governance) (Jeon et al., 2021, pp. 314). 
The development and implementation of the two platforms by the SMG to move towards open government through the use of open government data is an important initial step towards ensuring government transparency, citizen and business participation, as well as inter- and intra-organizations collaboration. In using data collected about the access on government data, the SMG is able to monitor and improve on their strategy to achieve the Seoul Master Plan. This transition has been supported by the NPG movement, in supporting not only the provision of public services in an efficient and effective manner, but to capture the evolving values of the public by promoting the access, use, and discussion from the use of goods such as information. The information gathered and the analysis done for the key concepts are captured in Table 4. In the table, transparency, participation, and collaboration are defined, and cross-referenced with its implementation in the Sharing City Seoul Project through the key concepts of NPG and open government. 
	TRANSPARENCY

	New Public Governance
	From the perspective of NPG, the characteristics of transparency are: 

· provide information to the public in a timely manner;
· information is raw (not structured or given meaning, allowing users to interpret it as they will) (Young, 2020, pp. 306); and,
· assist the public to hold their government accountable and apply pressure to make changes, as needed (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015).

ICT-based solutions can facilitate the delivery of transparency. Using mechanisms such as open government data, the democratic process can be improved to meet this need.  

	Open Government
	From the perspective of open government, the characteristics of transparency are: 

· access to information by the public (Wirtz and Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 389); 
· means for checks and balance of administration (Wirtz and Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 389; Fung & Weil, 2010, pp. 108);
· timely publication of information (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 389; Ubaldi, 2013, pp. 6).

Three considerations to enable timely access to information: 

· political support such as through legislation or regulation (Bender, 2010, pp.217; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 388);
· public administration must have the capacity and funding to delivery information (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 389); and,
· use of technology to make information easily accessible (Harder & Jordan, 2013; Goodspeed, 2011; Dawes, 2010).

	PARTICIPATION

	New Public Governance
	From the perspective of NPG, the characteristics of participation are: 

· discourse and deliberation amongst diverse individuals who represent the public (Noveck, 2010, pp. 60);
· opportunity to gather knowledge, ideas, expertise, and resources; and,
· more trust in government fosters more participation (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390; Lee and Kim, 2018).

Much like transparency, ICT-based solutions can facilitate participation. For example, online solicitation and interactive online platforms have increased accessibility (Lee & Kim, 2018, pp. 873; Noveck, 2010, pp. 61). 

	Open Government
	From the perspective of open government, the characteristics of participation are: 

· gather information through discussions and deliberation as the process of gathering information is never complete (Noveck, 2010, pp. 50); and,
· allow the public to share information and contribute to the development and implementation of policies that affect their civil affairs.

Participation in open government has been facilitate through the internet-of-things, expanding participatory reach. For instance, citizens can be consulted online through e-participation (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390).  

Despite the benefits of participation, there continues to be challenges:

· the practices of participation are centered around presenting and commenting on final products rather than products that should be built (Noveck, 2010, pp. 61); and,
· the information gathered through participation should not be used to advance causes of politicians but rather, for the benefit of their citizens (O’Reily, 2010, pp. 25).

	COLLABORATION

	New Public Governance
	From the perspective of NPG, the characteristics of collaboration are: 

· elevate effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice (Fung, 2015);
· partnership of various stakeholders to find new solutions and integrate it (Noveck, 2010); and,
· co-production, collaboration, network creation, and sharing of responsibilities between government and non-government actors in the provision of public goods and services (Cardinal et al., 2013, pp. 3).

As the traditional view of democratic processes gets replaced with a more collaborative process, there needs to be recognition by the public sector to change their culture (Lee & Kim, 2018, pp. 889; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 393).  

	Open Government
	From the perspective of open government, the characteristics of collaboration are:

· coordination across all levels of government, non-profit, businesses, and citizens to address civil problems (Administration of Barack H. Obama, 2009, pp. 1); and,
· relevant parties work together to complete a specific activity through partnerships and cooperation (Noveck, 2010, pp. 63; Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 390; Gil-Garcia et al., 2020). 

Collaboration partly rely on the use of ICT-based solutions as multiple stakeholders come together. ICT-based solutions facilitate the process through various tools (Noveck, 2010, pp. 53). That said, there needs to be a high degree of willingness from the public sector to cooperate and implement collaborative approaches and practices (Wirtz & Birkmeyer, 2015, pp. 393). 


Table 4. Characteristic Comparison of New Public Governance and Open Government 
The characteristics of transparency, participation, and collaboration overlap within the concepts of NPG and open government. 
First, within transparency, both concepts highlight the need for the timely sharing of information to citizens to ensure governments can be held accountable for their decisions. Open government further highlights the use of ICT to enable this, providing opportunity for the use of open government data. Second, participation emphasizes the need for governments to discuss and deliberate with various stakeholders. Without this process, governments will have a significant knowledge, idea, expertise, and resource gap. Once again, the use of ICT to enable participation. Open government expands further by stating the need for encourage participation at various stages of problem solving, and not once the product has been developed. Lastly, collaboration requires various stakeholders to share responsibilities in order to complete a specific activity. For collaboration to be achieved, ICT can be leveraged however, a willingness on the part of the public sector needs to be available. In all three areas of measurement (i.e., transparency, participation, and collaboration), innovative tools, methods, and systems should be used to coordinate across all levels of government, non-profit, businesses, and individuals to address civil problems (Administration of Barack H. Obama, 2009, pp. 1). Citizens are no longer considered only customers, but partners in governance for building a democratic and effective governance (Lee & Kim, 2018, pp. 819). 
	Gussen (2020) explores the governance of sharing economy. A sharing economy can be defined as the “recirculation of goods, increased utilization of durable assets, exchange of services and sharing of productive assets” (pp. 24). From the perspective of Sharing City Seoul Project, the characteristics of a sharing economy supports the desire for an open government. Table 5 outlines the characteristics Sharing City Seoul Project meets within the concepts of NPG and open government. 
	Characteristic
	Meet

	Transparency
	NPG and open government
	Information is shared with the public in a timely manner.
	x

	
	NPG and open government
	Information is unstructured.
	x

	
	NPG and open government
	Holds government accountable through checks and balances.
	

	Participation
	NPG and open government
	Gather knowledge, ideas, expertise, and resources.
	x

	
	NPG and open government
	Discourse and deliberation amongst diverse individuals who represent the public.
	x

	
	NPG
	Forster more trust in government.
	*

	Collaboration
	NPG
	Elevate effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice.
	*

	
	NPG and open government
	Partnerships and coordination between various stakeholders to address civil problems.
	x

	
	NPG and open government
	Complete specific activities through partnerships and cooperation.
	x

	Legend
x = meet characteristic
* = goal of the Sharing City Seoul Project


Table 5. Characteristics of Sharing City Seoul Project
SMG, through the Sharing City Seoul Project, encourages and enables goods like data gathered by the government, to be shared and utilized to improve efficiency and increase productivity (Gussen, 2020, pp. 24). The project constructed the Seoul Sharing Hub in June 2013 as a means to display the resources available to various stakeholders and facilitate the access of information by its citizens (Urban Sustainability Exchange, n.d.). Through the Seoul Sharing Hub, the creation of two SMG open government data platforms was enabled (Seoul Solution, 2014, pp. 1 and 6). SMG conducted an online survey to understand the level of satisfaction of the Sharing City Policy in which 72.2% of respondents were aware of sharing services, including 69% of public data usage (Seoul Metropolitan Government, 2022 January 17). Overall, there was an 89.5% satisfaction rate for the policy (Seoul Metropolitan Government, 2022 January 17). The creation of the two open government data platforms increases transparency and citizen participation through the enhancement of digital capabilities (Seoul Metropolitan Government, n.d., pp. 55)
In the case study of Sharing City Seoul Project, the main actors include: SMG, the private sector, non-government organizations, and philanthropic organizations (Urban Sustainability Exchange, n.d.). Furthermore, SMG held lectures to help citizens better understand participation in the sharing initiatives under the project (Urban Sustainability Exchange, n.d.). This resulted in one of the greatest successes of the project being the increase in citizen participation (Urban Sustainability Exchange, n.d.) however, this does not necessary translate to more trust in government. That being said, “the ultimate goal of Seoul Metropolitan Government’s Sharing City is to share lives among dispersed people, recover trust and relationships, and shape a warm city in terms of people’s heart” (Johnson, 2013 July 16). The economy of sharing and collaborating creates a network of participates to use the data provided in order to innovate and address complex urban concerns and challenges. This ultimately led to The decentralization of governance enables collaboration through its focus on a bottom-up approach, thereby shifting towards a sharing economy (Gussen, 2020, pp. 22). This is enabled through technological advances. As a Creative Commons Korea activist, Diane DaYe Jung, positively stated in response to the Sharing City Seoul Project, “Government data, public data, is paid for by our taxes. I think we have good reason to ask them to open that data so that we can freely use it” (Johnson, 2013 July 16).
[bookmark: _Toc130207388] Discussion
Seoul is one of the many cities that leveraged the open government movement. In 2011, In Park Won-Soon won the 2011 Seoul mayoral election with his “open government” platform. He recognized that a top-down approach to resolving issues had not been working to date and a different approach had to be implemented. As a result, in 2012, the Sharing City Seoul Project launched and in response, two open data platforms were made available by the SMG: the Seoul Open Data Plaza, and the Seoul Information Communication Plaza. The goal of the platforms is to provide the citizens of Seoul and any users with city government information. The information ensures timely government transparency while encouraging various stakeholders (e.g., citizens, entrepreneurs, non-profit, academics, etc.) to participate and collaborate in the city’s decision-making process through cultural, societal, and organizational changes. The involvement of numerous stakeholders provides opportunity for more innovative solutions that has had various aspects and angles of the concern or challenge to be questioned prior to its implementation. In order to explore the influence of NPG on the design and implementation of SMG’s open government data platform, the paper analyzes various legislations, policies, plans, websites, and leverage search engines at both the national and municipal level. Using these resources, the paper will examine the state of SMG and its environment before and after the design and implementation of SMG’s two open government data platforms through the Sharing City Seoul Project.
The case study of Sharing City Seoul Project cross-references the characteristics of New Public Governance (NPG) and open government in relation to the project. The paper explores the influence of NPG, and the context and mechanisms surrounding the development and implementation of public policies to support open government and open government data using the case study of Seoul Metropolitan Government’s (SMG) Sharing City Seoul Project. This is achieved through “thick” analysis, or better known as qualitative research. Through qualitative research, alternative explanations can incrementally be ruled out until there is one explanation. Further, due to the small N of qualitative research, case selection is a task that should not be done at random. In the context of open government, research is often focused at the national level rather than lower government levels (i.e., urban setting). This is despite the importance of lower levels of government and the urban developmental concerns and challenges they face. Considering the need to develop a baseline of open government and open government data in lower levels of government, a typical case study is best suited for the research. As a result, the paper will turn to SMG’s Sharing City Seoul Project and its two open government data initiatives will be used as the case study. 
The paper seeks to answer how NPG influenced the development and implementation of SMG’s public policies leading to the development of the Sharing City Seoul Project? If NPG emerged as a means for governments to enable more participatory and collaborative methods to meet the needs of its citizens, then it can be hypothesized in delivering public goods and services, the roles and responsibilities of non-government actors involved have expanded through the NPG movement, influencing the design and implementation of innovative solutions to address complex problems urban areas are facing. As a whole, NPG is about shared ownership and conflicts with partners in networks. Open government and open government data, similarly, strives to improve government transparency, public participation, and inter-organizational collaboration. 
In order to answer the research question and validate the hypothesis, the paper first conducts a cross-reference of characteristics between NPG and open government. In conducting the cross-reference, it is found that NPG and open government have many similar characteristics, namely in the categories of transparency, participation, and collaboration. Table 6 provides a comparison of characteristics. 
	Characteristics
	NPG
	Open government
	Sharing City Seoul Project

	Transparency
	Timely information sharing with the public by government
	x
	x
	x

	
	Unstructured information
	x
	x
	x

	
	Government held accountable through the information
	x
	x
	

	Participation
	Gather information from public
	x
	x
	x

	
	Discourse and deliberation with the public
	x
	x
	x

	
	Fosters more trust in government through participation
	x
	
	

	Collaboration
	Elevate effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice
	x
	
	

	
	Partnerships and coordination between various stakeholders
	x
	x
	x

	
	Complete specific activities through partnerships
	x
	x
	x


Table 6. Cross-Reference of New Public Governance, Open Government, and Sharing City Seoul Project
Upon conducting the comparison, it is found that NPG has additional characteristics that is not found in open government. Under participation, NPG requires the fostering of trust in government. Under collaboration, NPG requires the elevation of effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice. When a cross reference between NPG and open government is done alongside Sharing City Seoul Project, the project is found to meet nearly all of the characteristics of open government with the exception of holding SMG accountable.
	The research confirms that the Sharing City Seoul Project meets nearly all the characteristics of NPG and open government. When reviewing the parallels in characteristics, it may be assumed that NPG had an influence on open government, which is reflected in the Sharing City Seoul Project. That being said, the research fails to determine two important factors. First, although it can be assumed that parallels in characteristics indicates NPG’s influence on open government and open government data policies, this leads down the path of causal inference. In other words, causal conclusions are drawn from the data rather than confirming the relationship. Second, the degree of influence NPG had on the development and implementation of open government and, in turn, open government data policies in the SMG cannot be confirmed. If the two factors are taken into consideration, the research cannot confirm that NPG had an influence on the development and implementation of SMG’s open government and open government data policies that lead to the development of the Sharing City Seoul Project. 
In addition, as the paper researches and analyzes the influence of NPG on the development and implementation of open government and open government data policies by SMG, the paper is faced with some gaps and limitations. First, with the lack of research at the lower levels of government on the topic of open government and open government data, the knowledge will need to be incrementally developed and expanded upon. Second, hypothetically, NPG and open government data appear to align however, the research must ensure inferences through correlation are not made. For example, with expanded transparency of open government, attention can more easily be drawn government mistakes. If excessive focus is drawn on this without nuances, then the influence of NPG may be emphasized because governments may be portrayed as being more incompetent when in reality, these mistakes have always existed. Put simply, the research should not to make bias assumptions by making a series of observations leading to confirming the hypothesis. Third, in order to improve the data availability during the research, the paper should survey stakeholders involved in the design and implementation of SMG’s two open government data platforms (e.g., citizens, SMG employees in various departments, private companies, not-for-profit organizations, etc.). That said, conducting surveys raises ethical limitations and time constraints that is not feasible for this paper. Is it recommended that future research continues to expand on this preliminary research, including conducting surveys and interviews.
[bookmark: _Toc130207389]Conclusion
	Cities are important building blocks for its nation. In addition, they play crucial roles in international social and economic development because, after all, they hold more than half the world’s population and are continuing to expand. As a result of the urban growth, cities are faced with various concerns and challenges. In response to these growing concerns and challenges, urban development discussions turned to the concept of “smart city” which, put simply, turns to information and communication technology (ICT) solutions to improve urban development. As a result, policy makers are turning to ICT-based solutions to address their urban challenges and ensure prosperity. The capital of South Korea, Seoul, is no different. In tackling their urban concerns and challenges, the Seoul Metropolitan Government (SMG) turned to the ICT for potential solutions. Specifically, a solution governments are turning to is the use of data and local government intervention to transform how public goods and services are provided. 
	In 2010, countries around the globe started to promote a more collaborative and interactive approach to information sharing through the Government 2.0 movement. The movement facilitated the delivery of public goods and services through the implementation of an open government model, such as through the use of open government data. Open government models encourage governments to be more transparent, participatory, and collaborative in their practices and processes. The use of open government to enable transparency is an important pillar as government exercise enormous amounts of power which should not be left unchecked. This contemporary concept has expanded from transparency to encompass participation and collaboration between public and non-public stakeholders. Participation and collaboration are equally important pillars as they enable more trust in government. They allow the public to share information and contribute to the development of policies and programs that affect their civil affairs, and provide opportunities for stakeholders to work together. The implementation of these three pillars was facilitated by the digital age and is being used to tackle urban concerns and challenges. 
Open government data is a means to achieve open government through the free use, reuse, and distribution of data and information produced or commissioned by the public sector. Further, the development of open government and the reliance on open government data should take into consideration the influence of the New Public Governance (NPG) movement. NPG emerged as government sought to enable more participatory and collaborative approach to meet the needs of its citizens. The NPG movement improved trust and legitimacy of governments by building on programs from a whole of government approach, expand government knowledge through various stakeholders, and involve various stakeholders in the development public goods and services. NPG focuses on resolving interest-based conflicts with partners in networks. As a whole, the movement is about shared ownership. The theoretical concept of NPG, therefore, hypothetically supports the development and implementation of open government and open government data policies. 
In order to test the hypothesis, the research identifies the characteristics of NPG and open government, and cross-references it to the case study of Seoul Metropolitan Government’s (SMG) Sharing City Seoul Project and its implementation of its two open government data platforms: the Seoul Open Data Plaza and the Seoul Information Communication Plaza. The cross-reference of the characteristics is achieved through document analysis, namely through various laws, plans, and online resources (i.e., SMG’s websites). It is concluded that the characteristics of NPG is reflected in open government, such as in the Sharing City Seoul Project, however, not all characteristics were identified. In addition, although most of the characteristics were identified, the extend of the influence of NPG on the development and implementation was not identified in the research. Therefore, future research should assess the level of influence NPG has on open government in both SMG’s Sharing City Seoul Project as well as through other case studies. 
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