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1

Introduction

Open government is viewed as both an enabler of innovation and a governance
innovation in itself. At its core, open government draws on ideals associated with state
transparency, access to government information, networked and cooperative governance,
as well as responsive government (Reilly and Smith, 2014; Tkacz, 2012). In addition to
enabling public sector accountability and promoting citizen engagement with policy and
decision-making, narratives of open government increasingly highlight opportunities for
public servants to collaborate with a broader community of external innovators to solve
‘wicked’ social problems (Hartley et al., 2013).
For example, empirical research on innovation in developing countries describes how
public sector entities are adopting open innovation approaches (Feller et al., 2011) and
leveraging ‘social capabilities’ to address local challenges (Habiyaremye et al., 2020).
However, in innovation policy and planning the role of government continues to be
ill-defined, partly because it is assumed that the state bureaucracy is not compatible with
innovation practice (Mazzucato, 2013). Nonetheless, new evidence and conceptual
models are emerging which provide a more nuanced picture of public policy in
innovation system operation (Cooke, 2008; Hartley et al., 2013; Torfing, 2019), as well
as how states establish legitimacy and capabilities for supporting innovation in different
regional contexts (Drechsler and Karo, 2017; Feller et al., 2011).
When examining open innovation and cross-sector collaboration involving public
actors, one of the common, and perhaps expected, observations is the clash of
institutional ‘logics’ or values when ‘risk averse’ public officials engage with civil
society or industry innovators (Torfing, 2019; Voltan and De Fuentes, 2016). As we
develop a richer picture of state involvement in innovation it is critical that we go beyond
simply calling for a change in public service ‘culture’ or values to better serve the
interests of external innovation partners. Building on an emerging body of work, this
article argues that the uncritical adoption of openness and private sector-like culture and
management practices creates a risk that innovation processes and resources are captured
by incumbent firms and individuals, leading to further exclusion (Singh and Gurumurthy,
2014). The basis for a more fundamentally inclusive innovation process depends on a
deeper awareness of, and critical reflection on, why certain values exist or persist, and
what institutional forms may assist with mediating these different logics (Grotenbreg and
Altamirano, 2017; Hartley et al., 2013; Torfing, 2019; Voltan and De Fuentes, 2016).
To this end, we first review the broad trajectory of open government and its
relationship to historical accounts of the open society and the values inherent in it,
particularly in the writing of Karl Popper, and to notions of innovation globally. We then
use a lens of administrative values to examine a case study of public management of
innovation practices in South Africa including the formulation and implementation of
policies, service co-creation, innovation brokering and innovation procurement. We
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contribute new insights to a growing understanding of the state’s role in open innovation
and innovation for inclusive development (IID) by exploring key emerging mechanisms
in the innovation policy and intermediary sub-system; highlighting how instantiations
of these policy instruments are shaped by competing administrative values; and by
describing institutional, policy and legislative responses for managing tensions between
these values.
Throughout this paper we follow the broad conceptualisation of IID in South Africa’s
science, technology and innovation (STI) policy framework, as outlined in the draft IID
strategy by the South African Department of Science and Innovation (DSI, 2016):
“innovation that enables all sectors of society, to enjoy equality and equity in access to
the knowledge infrastructure, participate in creating and actualizing innovation
opportunities and enable individuals to share in the benefits of innovation to
advance development goals.” This definition adopts similar goals and values outlined
in IID definitions adopted more broadly which emphasise wider participation in
decision-making and shared benefits for stakeholders (Petersen and Kruss, 2019).
By exploring how a more dispersed perspective on interaction and outcomes
underlying IID overlaps with the ‘opening’ of government we highlight how these
activities lead to diverse and sometimes contradictory innovation practices and
development outcomes. We also consider how IID policy actors and program managers
can draw on open government, whilst recognising oftentimes competing values at play
and embracing new meanings of openness, to achieve inclusive development outcomes.

2

Openness and open government as collaborative innovation

The resurgence of open government in the mid-2000s had strong connections to the
internet and free and open-source software (FOSS) communities, sharing many of the
same liberal democratic ideals of access, openness, participation and collaboration (Singh
and Gurumurthy, 2014; Tkacz, 2012; Neylon, 2017). Tkacz (2012, p.390) suggests that
during this period, neo-liberal agendas of “philosophy and economics are isomorphic
with the ones that played out in computer cultures”, effectively meaning that the open
movement represented a dovetailing of the interests of politics, economics and
technology. Indeed, one of the first key thinkers on openness was Karl Popper in the
mid-20th century, and also one of the early proponents of neoliberalism together with
Milton Freidman and Friedrich Hayek, amongst others.
For Popper, the notion of openness proffered the promise of a different kind of
society, one that was less absolute and more democratic than the other forms of society
arising out of earlier systems of governance. In two volumes, Popper critiques what he
describes as a closed society, which he discerns as being marked out by Western
canonical philosophy, and most notably, by Plato. Such societies are closed insofar as
they subscribe to the notion that unchallengeable truths (mainly about the functioning and
governance of society) exist, and society should work towards their revelation or
assimilation, as in Plato’s perfect forms. Yet, in these two volumes, Popper’s articulation
of what an open society is or aims towards is critically limited, aligned loosely to notions
of liberty, justice and democracy. Indeed, as Tkazc (2012, p.400) notes, Popper’s concept
of the open is “reactionary; it gains meaning largely through a consideration of what it is
not.” Tkazc (2012, p.400) goes on to point out that “of the negative or is not qualities of
the open, we can extract the following from Popper’s critique of closed societies: open
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societies do not condone historical or economic determinism; do not support programs of
radical social engineering based on truth claims; and do not hold any truth to be
absolute.” However, neither Popper nor Tkazc quite explain the role of truth (or other
prescribed societal values) in an open society. It is only later that Popper developed a
more fervent position on this. While continuing to reject the authority of absolute truths
and values, Popper (1962, p.175) later insisted that society must continue its search for
such prescriptions, and posits disinterested and critical thought as a key value of the new
open society, together with “individualism, equalitarianism, faith in reason and love of
freedom.”
Tkacz’s critique of Popper could have been extended further. Writing in 1960,
15 years after Popper published his two volumes on the open society, Kendall (1960)
wrote an article on ‘The “open society” and its fallacies’. Kendall’s (1960) assessment
of the open society draws upon an idea expressed by the 19th century thinker
John Stuart Mill who, in close similarity to Popper, wrote that freedom of speech should
be the ultimate value of an open society. As with Popper, Mill took issue with the
acceptance of absolute truths or singularly dominant values, decreeing instead that all
ideas, doctrines and statements should be the subject of continuous public debate and
scrutiny. Yet, Kendall (1960, p.974) points out that “when we elevate freedom of thought
and speech to the position of society’s highest good, it ceases to be merely freedom of
thought and speech, and becomes – with respect to a great many important matters – the
society’s ultimate standard of order.” Kendall’s (1960) point is an important one about
prioritising particular values of openness over others, a tension that we explore as
emerging in the systems and outcomes of open government and IID below. However,
what Kendall also points to here is that Mill, and subsequently Popper, in their total
commitment to the open society in fact creates a new absolute truth: a truth of openness,
or as Tkacz (2012, p.402) puts it “a precise truth of the open.” This is broadly reflected in
the way in which network technologies have supported a new, largely uncontested
legitimacy for openness as a governance and development principle in both developed
and developing countries (Reilly and Smith, 2014).
The more recent coupling of open government to the internet and FOSS has shifted
attention towards more collaborative forms of public sector engagement and innovation
enabled by modern information and communication technologies (ICTs) (Yu and
Robinson, 2012). Whilst current work on open policies and platforms has increased the
visibility of information and data, and yielded many innovation benefits, it is also
contributing to the commodification of information. The result is an abstraction of the
labour, incentives and underlying politics of information sharing, often obscuring or
‘open washing’ corporate and government accountability practices, all suggestive of the
neoliberalist worldview to which Popper was committed to (Yu and Robinson, 2012;
Singh and Gurumurthy, 2014; European Journal of Cultural Studies et al., 2020). A
related interest in ICT-supported commodification of information, and ultimately,
knowledge underlies broader economic perspectives on innovation and associated policy
responses. The codification of knowledge in particular is argued to be a key enabler of
commodification, allowing for the ‘market exchange of intangible assets’ including easier
computer-based processing and transfer of knowledge, protection through intellectual
property rights, and restrictions on access to code [Roberts, (2001), p.105]. As a result,
the current prominence of ICT-enabled innovation in the open government and
development discourse tends to encourage collaboration whilst reinforcing values of
efficiency and effectiveness. This emphasis on collaboration, and arguably, conformity in
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the name of (market-) efficiency suggests a move away from the centrality of freedom of
speech in Kendall’s assessment of the values of an open society.
similar interest in openness as multi-sector collaboration emerged amongst innovation
scholars and practitioners, as highlighted by changes in one of the field’s big ideas: the
business-university-government (BUG) or ‘triple helix’ model of knowledge production.
Starting out as an empirical tool for describing national or regional innovation dynamics,
the triple helix has become a neo-institutional model for stimulating industrial innovation
based on coordinated BUG interaction, largely through hybrid organisations such as
technology transfer offices, innovation agencies and science parks (Kruss, 2008; Laranja
et al., 2008; Leydesdorff, 2012). Government’s role in the triple helix has been reinforced
by influential research on the ‘entrepreneurial’ and ‘developmental’ state (Mazzucato,
2013; Block, 2008) which has encouraged the establishment of new government-funded
innovation intermediaries and knowledge brokers. In part, this is an attempt to regain a
form of ‘steering at a distance’ (Kickert, 1995) or control that has been lost since many
states, such as post-apartheid South Africa, reduced their direct influence and funding of
R&D in state owned enterprise-led military and industrial projects (Kahn, 2013). The
nature of this role ranges between traditional, direct forms of innovation stimulation, such
as R&D tax incentives and grant funding of university research, and more indirect
facilitation of institutional learning and knowledge exchange, such as through cluster
projects and online matching platforms.
The need to explain additional dynamics in innovation activities, and a desire to
include more marginalised actors led to extensions of the helix metaphor. In developing
countries, the notion of a quadruple helix has been especially attractive in defining a
more inclusive model of innovation focused on the role of informal sector innovators,
users or ‘communities’ as co-producers of solutions to social challenges. These
non-traditional community actors became the C in BUG-C (Arnkil et al., 2010). In part,
this is a practical response to address the specific needs and processes associated with the
development of experience-based knowledge through ‘doing, using and interacting’,
typical of small and micro-enterprises in emerging markets (Kraemer-Mbula et al., 2019),
along with the incremental processes of organisational and innovation capability
development in these firms (Peerally et al., 2019). It is also a strategic response by
intermediaries located in marginalised areas, such as local universities: through their
proximity and relatively close community relationships, these intermediaries are able to
facilitate BUG-C innovation partnerships, and thereby access resources and recognition
from governments and donors seeking inclusive development outcomes [Kruss, (2008),
p.676].
To enable this supposedly more inclusive innovation model, government actors
sought to become more open about how they prioritised development challenges and in
seeking deeper interaction with non-governmental actors to address social issues. The
role of public entities in these networked forms of innovation stimulation has tended
towards the facilitation of connections and social capital, and enabling individual and
organisational knowledge exchange (Lorenzen, 2007). Thus, governments’ role in
innovation activity has often been the creation and maintenance of, an often broadly
defined, openness of information and interactions. Increasingly, however, there is
evidence of more complex and hands-on relationships between government and other
sectors related to the co-creation of public services, and as co-creation activities become
more significant, the co-creation of policy [Torfing et al., (2019), pp.806–807]. This
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highlights how various open government practices are interconnected and evolve from
each other.
The interest in openness and collaboration from both open government and IID
communities is closely linked to the popularity of multi-level and network governance as
a ‘joined-up’ way of delivering social services, as well as to the continued adoption of
various ‘technologies of governance’ associated with new public management (NPM) in
the international development field (Kerr, 2008; Mladovsky, 2020). The values implicit
in these forms of governance are often contested, leading to unanticipated outcomes
(Davies, 2009). In particular, from an innovation governance perspective, the values of
different actors vary widely; from their views of the different professions involved, to the
identities constructed around similar technologies, and acceptable forms of government
management of innovation activities (Askforsa and Fornstedt, 2018; McGahan et al.,
2020). For example, the values associated with government’s role may prioritise
democratic representation, transparency, state sovereignty, public authority, legality and
impartiality; or they may emphasise flexibility, efficiency and effectiveness (Grotenbreg
and Altamirano, 2017).
On the one hand, the multiplicity of actors involved in defining the terms and practice
of open innovation suggests that the ideas of Mill and Popper with regard to the centrality
of debate, discussion, contestation and free speech in an emerging society are being
realised. On the other hand, and rather more critically, the normative idea that multiple –
and ideally, all social actors – should participate in bringing about openness, borders on
what Michel Foucault names as neoliberalism’s central tendency: governmentality. For
Foucault (1982, 2008), governmentality is a practice of governing which may or may not
be performed by the state. It involves the broad schema of ways in which individual and
institutional behaviour is disciplined by society to be consistent with the rationality of the
governing order. According to Noys (2012, p.8), what marks neoliberalism out as a new
governmentality is its ‘point of application’. Foucault (2008) writes of neoliberalism as a
plurality of the state, for neoliberalism entails a method of governing which no longer
requires the traditional state as such (hence neoliberalist calls for the retreat of the state).
Neoliberal governmentality spreads out through every strata of the social machine, such
that the dispersion of the practice of governing has only become more profound and
totalised, and where multiple actors are called on to perform the central truth of, in this
case, openness. Understanding and navigating interpretations of openness thus becomes
critical, especially from an inclusive development perspective in which marginalised
actors must come to insert, assert or partner with a plurality of governing forces (Fressoli
et al., 2014; McFarlane, 2016).

3

A case study of IID and open government values in South Africa

3.1 Methodology
This paper uses the recent approval and publication of South Africa’s new STI
White Paper (DSI, 2019) as a policy window through which to explore the emerging
relationship between open government and IID in this developing country.
We draw on methods used in critical historical accounts or genealogies of IID (Smith,
2013) and open government (Gray, 2014) to trace the diverse histories and lines of
thinking which have led to – or are challenging – the current, contingent unity or stability
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around ‘what works’. Specifically, we conduct a content analysis of policy documents,
project descriptions, government speeches, news articles, seminar reports, previous
studies and online discussions concerning South Africa’s open government and IID
policy actors, and analyse this in relation to the theoretical exposition on the open society
above. Our focus is on the period spanning the release of the DSI (2008) Ten-year
Innovation Plan through to the publication of a new DSI STI White Paper in 2019 and
more recent policy activity up to late 2020.
The starting point for this case study is the STI White Paper, which we analysed to
identify key themes related to openness and inclusivity. From this thematic analysis, we
identified seven categories of open instruments which are being considered to support
IID. Using these categories, we then snowballed our document search, collection and
thematic analysis to identify similar instruments being pursued by other state actors.
Whilst this approach tends to bias the role of the DSI and the STI White Paper, the aim is
to present a perspective on open government and IID from one of the key stakeholders in
the national innovation system of a developing country.
The seven categories identified during the thematic analysis were grouped into
two sets of related instruments making up separate ‘sub-systems’ supporting innovation
activity (Cooke, 2008; Moodysson et al., 2017). The first set of instruments is analysed in
an earlier paper (Plantinga and Adams, 2020) and is primarily concerned with the
relationship between open government and IID as it is supported by a digitally-enabled
information and communication sub-system: open data, open access publishing and open
ICT platforms.
This paper focuses on the second set of instruments related to the policy and
intermediary sub-system which the STI White Paper invokes as part of a renewed
effort to stimulate impactful and inclusive innovation. Here, we focus attention on
four emerging mechanisms of policy and mediation, and a specific form of sub-system
specialisation (Moodysson et al., 2017), in which the state draws on open principles
to encourage inclusive development outcomes. These mechanisms include open
policymaking, open innovation brokering, co-creation of services and government
procurement of innovation.
We have argued that values are central to the effectiveness and sustainability of
public efforts to leverage and manage openness towards inclusive innovation and
development outcomes. In the case study, we therefore critique the dominant values
which underpin public sector innovation and development management, including the
idea that openness represents the single truth of modern society, and is legitimised and
justified a priori within society. We also comment on the implications of value
contests for the sustainability of government’s approach to IID policy and program
implementation, and whether open instruments are likely to support inclusive
development in South Africa.
As a conceptual tool, this approach to isolating and researching a sub-system of
closely associated innovation instruments or activities is similar to that employed by
Cooke (2008) and Moodysson et al. (2017) at a regional scale in considering, for
example, the relationships between knowledge generation, exploitation and policy
sub-systems. Similar thinking is employed at an organisational and inter-organisational
scale by Peerally et al. (2019) in examining the development of innovation capabilities,
such as the set of practices related to the more internal process and production
organisation, or those related to developing linkages with the local community. By
examining these sub-systems, and their linkages, we are able to develop rich contextual
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pictures of intersecting regional and organisational approaches to innovation activation.
In this paper, through the case study, we uncover forms of openness adopted as part of
the policy and intermediary sub-system, underpinned by specific ensembles of open
government or IID values.
Each of the following sections explores one of the four open government instruments
introduced above, starting with a quote from the STI White Paper which highlights
current DSI thinking in this area. We then examine the policy discourse in more detail,
considering how stakeholders in other sectors (and sub-nationally) are engaging with the
issue. By critically examining both the evolving discourse of policy language as well as
how policy is described in specific innovation instruments or programs (Fairclough,
2013), we aim to surface the different values of stakeholders and where value contests or
contradictions related to openness and IID have constrained or are likely to constrain
policy implementation.

3.2 Openness and inclusion in innovation policy development and
implementation
“To respond to a changing world, policy approaches are introduced to ensure
an open, responsive and diverse knowledge system. These include adopting an
open science paradigm, supporting a diversity of knowledge fields, and a
greater focus on inter- and transdisciplinary research and the contribution of the
humanities and social sciences to addressing complex societal problems. The
selection process of research focus areas will be institutionalised, and the focus
areas will be aimed at opportunities to meet the [National Development Plan’s]
objectives.” [DSI, (2019), p.12]

In seeking to respond to the above ‘complex societal problems’ and National
Development Plan objectives, the STI White Paper anticipates embedding or
institutionalising STI policy development and implementation more deeply in the internal
planning processes of sector departments. New mechanisms include a ministerial
structure on STI which will guide a ‘whole-of-society innovation approach’, supported by
stronger engagement with National Treasury and the Department of Planning, Monitoring
and Evaluation (DPME) “to facilitate the integration of the STI agenda and plans into
government planning” [DSI, (2019), p.25]. This institutionalising of STI policy will be
prioritised in three ‘policy nexuses’, including a nexus on ‘social’ outcomes, to address
“social development and innovation for inclusive development” [DSI, (2019), p.26].
These actions, along with an explicit intent to involve civil society as a “link between
the formal and informal parts of the [national system of innovation]” [DSI, (2019), p.24]
and commitments to address racial and gender equality, form part of a broader policy
intent aimed at improving the “coherence and inclusiveness of the [national system of
innovation]” [DSI, (2019), p.22]. In a brief subsection focusing on ‘building STI
coherence’ when ‘values, information and competencies are shared’, a call is made for
upskilling officials on how to facilitate innovation and encouraging the movement of
employees between government and other sectors [DSI, (2019), p.26].
Clearly, there is an assumption that inclusive development outcomes depend on a
more open and collaborative STI system in which traditionally non-STI policy actors, and
especially sector departments, play a stronger role in shaping research priorities and
investing in STI activities through their treasury-guided budget allocations. This
continues an earlier ‘devolution’ in resourcing of public-funded research to sector
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departments [DSI, (2008), p.29; Maharajh et al., 2011], and broader interpretation of the
national innovation system to more explicitly recognise the role of the business sector,
customer and supplier relationships, and a wider diversity of service activities (Kaplan,
2008).
Many of these proposed interventions echo what was recommended and/or
implemented in earlier policies, strategies and reports, such as the devolution of STI
budgeting and establishment of an overarching STI council (Kaplan, 2008) or Manager’s
Forum outlined in the 2008 Ten-year Innovation Plan [DSI, (2008), p.29]. However, the
STI White Paper – and exploratory work by the DSI – goes further. A recent study
commissioned by the DSI has identified specific actions for enabling alignment between
innovation policy and inclusive development with sector departments, such as by DSI
supporting the now Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development
with the development of a program for the development and use of indigenous and local
knowledge of farmers [Petersen and Kruss, (2019), p.365]. In addition, the STI White
Paper recognises that there are gaps in competencies and values between government and
other sectors which can be addressed by a more fluid exchange of people, but also by
equipping public servants and challenging their ‘risk-averse mindset’ to enable them to
take a more influential role in innovation practice and ‘high-risk investments’ [DSI,
(2019), p.41]. Moreover, it calls for stronger engagement with civil society for making
technology available for public benefit. In fact, the profile of civil society is raised to new
levels in policy and planning: “To bolster innovation for inclusive development, the
white paper introduces a significant policy shift in including civil society in STI planning
at all levels, and devoting resources to supporting grassroots and other neglected
innovators” [DSI, (2019), p.12].
Beyond what the DSI and STI White Paper address, when looking at inclusive
innovation policy it is important to acknowledge wider technology-oriented policy
processes that have sought to leverage open policy processes towards IID. Whilst the
DSI’s 2008 Ten-year Innovation Plan was conceived around carefully selected, relatively
scientific grand challenges, a much broader plan for information society and development
had simultaneously been promulgated by a Presidential National Commission (PNC on
ISAD, 2007). The Information Society and Development Plan was centred on the use of
ICTs, but sought to establish a diverse mix of multi-stakeholder committees, led by sector
departments, aimed at establishing an ‘inclusive information society’ or ‘advanced
information society’. Its diverse goals included the ‘universal design of ICTs’ for people
with disabilities to developing knowledge-intensive industries that can “give the country
a competitive advantage over other nations” [PNC on ISAD, (2007), pp.37–44]. The plan
was influential in the establishment of at least two provincial information society
initiatives, which were closely linked to or enabling regional innovation system activities.
The Information Society and Development Plan’s dual visions reflect an attempt to
integrate values of inclusivity and technological progress by involving a large number
and diversity of stakeholders in policy development, and as was hoped, implementation.
The new STI White Paper appears to continue this path, taking into account some of the
critique of technological determinism in previous science, innovation and information
society strategies; such as recognising that technology policy is ‘subordinate’, or at least
depends on, wider poverty reduction strategies, and that implementation will depend on
intermediaries which are closer to communities (Moodley, 2005). Whilst the Information
Society and Development Plan failed to meet expectations (Vecchiatto, 2008), a new
Presidential Commission on the Fourth Industrial Revolution (PC4IR), hosted by the
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Department of Communications and Digital Technologies (DCDT, 2020), has recently
concluded its work. The PC4IR policy process sought to involve a more diverse mix of
industry veterans, academics and youth leaders from different parts of the country in
deliberations (South African Government, 2019). As with the STI White Paper, the
PC4IR report seeks to achieve both economic competitiveness and societal wellbeing as
the two primary goals, which includes an at least rhetorical recognition that “acceleration
that, done without full consideration of inequality, can further the gap” [DCDT, (2020),
p.17].
Whilst stakeholders digest the way forward on the recently published PC4IR report,
the DCDT itself has been engaging with openness and IID as part of its existing policies
on ICT and e-government, with explicit references to open governance, open government
and associated instruments, such as open data (DCDT, 2016, 2017). The STI White Paper
similarly makes a specific, although slightly incorrect, reference to South Africa’s
participation in the open government partnership (OGP) and its commitment to
developing an “open data policy framework and action plan” [DSI, (2019), p.53]. The
mention of OGP, which has formally been coordinated through the Department of Public
Service and Administration (DPSA), is peripheral, probably due to a lack of political
support and wider cabinet buy-in to OGP action (Razzano, 2016). Nonetheless, these
references demonstrate a convergence of the broader STI policy community on openness,
innovation and inclusive development as guiding principles.
It is not yet clear how the recommendations of the STI White Paper, PC4IR report,
DCDT policies, future OGP commitments and related industrial and social policies will
be implemented; and whether many of the envisaged, open institutional mechanisms will
be established and leveraged to enable more inclusive development outcomes – or how
they will navigate the different values at play. However, as demonstrated by the PNC on
Information Society and Development process, a key lesson from previous attempts to
mobilise multiple stakeholders around a wide-ranging transformation in policy and
practice, is that it will require central policy and budgetary influence by working with
National Treasury (which the STI White Paper appears to envisage). In parallel, however,
at a lower policy level and on IID specifically, recommendations that the DSI identify
targeted, joint policy or program actions with sector entities may have more immediate
traction (Petersen and Kruss, 2019).

3.3 Government as open innovation broker
“Increasing access to public science has the potential to make the entire
research system more effective, participative and productive by reducing
duplication and the costs of creating, transferring and re-using data. Fostering
digitally enabled open and collaborative innovation is also key. The basic
premise of open innovation is to make the innovation process accessible to all
active players so that knowledge can circulate more freely.” [DSI, (2019), p.16]

In line with a ‘system’ view of innovation processes, public policy actors and the STI
White Paper identify the lack of inclusive knowledge exchange or ‘circulation’ as a key
challenge for integrating marginalised individuals and organisations into innovation
activities and economic development. As a result, a large amount of attention is directed
towards (re)building linkages between various innovation actors in both public and
private sectors, and to some extent, coordinating joint action.
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During the late 2000s, there was a surge in government programs, including in
Southern Africa, aimed at building new knowledge linkages and fostering collaborative
innovation by connecting ‘solution seekers’, ‘solution providers’, investors and policy
managers through innovation forums and platforms (Mohalajeng and Kroon, 2016).
Government departments and state-owned enterprises have been both solution seekers on
these open innovation platforms, as well as platform operators, usually through R&D
units or government-owned innovation agencies which perform the role of innovation
broker or intermediary. Whilst this brokering role may be regarded as relatively neutral
and ‘demand-led’, most government-managed platforms look to balance at least two,
potentially contradictory, objectives simultaneously: facilitating collective problem
solving to address social challenges as well as stimulating local economic activity by
connecting small enterprises with investors and corporate partners. In other parts of the
world, the well-known small business innovation research program and its derivatives
aim to achieve similar dual objectives in a number of countries (OECD, 2010). For
example, the impact of the UK’s National Health Service (NHS), small business
innovation research-like health program is measured in terms of job creation, technology
exports, private investment as well as benefits to patients and cost savings for the NHS
(2018).
In South Africa, there are a number of formally established brokers in all spheres of
government. Some have been deeply embedded in civil service operations as research or
innovation units, such as in the City of Tshwane (CoT) (http://www.tshwane.gov.za/sites/
Departments/CSOP/Pages/default.aspx). Others run as relatively independent entities
associated with certain sector departments and outcomes; whether economic,
as with the South African Small and Medium Enterprises Fund (SA SME Fund,
https://sasmefund.co.za), or public service modernisation, as with the Centre for Public
Service Innovation (CPSI, http://www.cpsi.co.za/). Broker objectives may be relatively
implicit or explicit in seeking to solve a ‘service delivery challenge’ whilst also requiring
that the technology be developed locally (TIA, 2020) and “creating opportunities for
solution providers and entrepreneurs from the region” (OpenIX, 2018). As an example,
between its launch in 2013 and early 2019, the OpenIX platform hosted over 80
innovation challenges, with approximately 70% of them oriented to addressing social or
service delivery issues. However, as host of OpenIX, The Innovation Hub is looking to
shift this balance to more private sector or commercial challenges, indicating a common
tension between commercial viability and social impact (de Vries, 2019).
Beyond the work of formal government innovation intermediaries are various, less
formal brokers facilitating access to decision-makers and promoting local innovations.
Many of these individuals and organisations are (or work closely with) local politicians
who have a strong interest in addressing social issues by accelerating the adoption of new
ideas that can benefit their communities. Inevitably, this brokering activity blurs the
public-private boundary, also highlighted in the previous section, which can lead
government officials and politicians into awkward and volatile situations where they are
perceived to be favouring specific products or innovators. This has been highlighted a
number of times, such as at the peak of a major drought in 2018 in the Western Cape of
South Africa, when the white premier of the province publicly recognised a water saving
innovation by a white inventor – a highly contentious circumstance given South Africa’s
recent racialised history. This action generated a significant backlash on social media
where the invention was viewed as a copy of a similar product developed by a black
university student, Nkosinathi Nkomo (Ntsabo, 2018). The backlash has triggered a
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broader, sustained conversation (on and off social media) about intellectual property
and how young, Black innovators are treated by government officials and a largely
white-managed private sector.
It is not only the technology brokering space that becomes contested. In designing
new social policies or programs, members of parliament and public servants draw on
ideas from a variety of sources, in many cases looking at the experiences of other
countries. On major policy issues, an expert panel is often established to synthesise local
and international evidence and make recommendations. In other cases, independent or
government-based research intermediaries may support the policy process by facilitating
access to research information. For example, the DPME (2014) is creating evidence maps
for policy leads in a variety of sector departments. Evidence platforms are expanding
globally and locally, such as the South African SDG Hub (2020) which promotes the use
of research evidence as well as technology-oriented innovations for addressing specific
goals.
However, as with technology innovations, the research and policy innovations
coming from expert panels and evidence hubs are developed and disseminated in a
political context (Hawkins and Parkhurst, 2015). Findings and recommendations related
to land reform from the ‘high level panel’ assessing various areas of legislation have been
debated widely during the lead up to South Africa’s national and provincial government
elections, as these findings were seen to conflict with the role and values of traditional
authorities in certain regions (Niselow, 2018). These high level panels, which constitute a
certain form of expert multi-stakeholderism, must ensure they do not reproduce the very
exclusions that multi-stakeholderism seeks to address. So, developing mechanisms for the
‘good governance’ of evidence and technology brokering in political contexts, such as
ensuring transparency and allowing for contestation by citizens (Hawkins and Parkhurst,
2015), will be significant for IID going forward.

3.4 Co-creation and collaborative solution development
“The public sector needs to become an enabler of innovation for inclusive
development. This can be done, for example, by strengthening ICT applications
for e-government, e-learning and e-health, and can include co-creation and
user-led initiatives using socially innovative methods such as living labs.”
[DSI, (2019), p.38]

Whilst much of the policy deliberation and brokering described in previous sections takes
place at arms-length, groups of civil servants in South Africa have taken limited steps
towards engaging with end-users or beneficiaries more directly in the design of new
services. As suggested by then Minister at the DPSA: “A public sector that does not
create platforms where the public and private sectors, with citizens co-create innovative
solutions for our most pressing national challenges, will soon lose touch with its people,
and succumb under the burden of growing backlogs” (South African Government, 2011).
More structured co-creation activity has taken place in a variety of contexts, from
public health environments (University of Cape Town, 2015), to rural and lower-income
areas (Coetzee et al., 2012) and metropolitan municipalities (Biljohn and Lues, 2020).
In these scenarios, government actors seek to work closely with end-users, emerging
entrepreneurs, non-profits and corporates in the design and build of innovations.
However, there is also the lower-profile but more widespread incremental innovation
activity of civil servants who are making daily adjustments and improvements in the
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delivery of services to citizens, whether at a front-desk or through the design of a tender.
These actions have been recognised and supported by entities such as the CPSI in
South Africa. An emphasis on consultation and openness is reflected in the broader set of
Batho Pele principles by which government officials are meant to operate when designing
and providing services (DPSA, 2014). The many sites of consultation, from ward-level
service provider forums to national multi-stakeholder committees, are also places of
co-creation and innovation. In terms of the theoretical positions of Mill and Popper, these
sites should function as vehicles for promoting contestation, deliberation and debate on
key societal issues, and should, therefore, work toward the opening, rather than the
closing, of society.
Centres and labs such as the CPSI have played a prominent role globally in calling on
public servants (and public-funded researchers) to be more open to participation and
ideas from outside their organisations. In particular, involving end-users in the design of
new technologies or workflows is seen to bring in new ideas relevant to the local context
and to facilitate a common understanding of challenges and shared responsibility for
outcomes (Bason, 2010). South African researchers and government partners have
adapted models used in Scandinavia, the UK and the USA to test a more user-centred
design and co-creation approach. Many early projects were run through local living labs
which coordinated joint work on innovations with/for local government and surrounding
communities. The opportunity for learning and collaboration was expanded across an
association of living labs through the Living Labs in South Africa (LLiSA) network. To a
large extent, though, government’s role has involved providing infrastructure or funding
for living labs as an ‘enabler’ of the collaborative work that is being done in them, as a
political sponsor within the region, and as a facilitator of knowledge sharing between labs
through the LLiSA network, via the South African Council for Scientific and Industrial
Research as network orchestrator (Coetzee et al., 2012).
More broadly, public and private actors are encouraged to explore novel ways of
cooperation to address social problems, especially in relation to environmental and
sustainability issues (WWF, 2018). New forms of collaboration and performance or
outcomes-based contracting between government and non-government actors have
emerged, typically supported by creative approaches to procurement, reviewed in a later
section. Underpinning many of these models is a desire for closer interaction between
civil servants and non-governmental actors to better understand problems, co-design
solutions, and often, share the risks and rewards of project implementation. However, as
suggested by the project reports, these collaborations require “a fundamental shift in
mindset on the part of public agencies” [WWF, (2018), p.12] to trust and work with the
outside parties they seek to engage with. This is echoed by the STI White Paper which
suggests that “(t)he private sector only invests after government has made the initial
high-risk investment. However, for government to play this role, it will need to develop a
more innovation-enabling mindset and culture” [DSI, (2019), p.41]. The ultimate goal is
to get better value for money, through a more agile project management approach, and by
aligning the incentives of partners.
From the authors’ own experiences working in this sector, the more difficult reality of
co-design projects is that project partners are typically not prepared for the journey that is
required to build mutual understanding and achieve acceptable outcomes. Many projects
seek to include emerging local entrepreneurs or inventors, however, the co-design
process requires that they spend a large amount of time in multiple rounds of
pre-commercial interactions. In addition, for government supply chain officials involved
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in a project, the more open-ended, iterative nature of a co-design process places
significant technical and operational strain on their normal procedures and capabilities.
This often leads to ambiguity around key issues such as ownership of intellectual
property, definition of outcomes and how a final solution may be procured for scale-up.
As a result, co-design processes can exhaust the tolerance of officials, the interest of
end-users and the resources of emerging entrepreneurs (Sibanda, 2021).
On the other end of the spectrum, well-resourced firms have become notorious for
exploiting their close relationship with government in South Africa’s ‘contract state’
(Brunette et al., 2019). Through their access to decision-makers, larger engineering and
consulting firms are able to consult closely with government entities on their needs, and
then position themselves as exclusive providers of ‘innovative’ solutions to service
delivery challenges. This has led to high profile failures, such as between McKinsey and
Eskom, South Africa’s state-owned power company in which an at-risk advisory contract
was found to be illegal (Bogdanich and Forsythe, 2018). Unfortunately, these failures can
close down the limited tolerance public (especially treasury and supply chain) officials
have for exploring more sustainable and inclusive forms of public-private collaboration
and co-creation around IID. This is also linked to what could be understood as
technocratic approaches to openness and innovation – whereby only certain formal
knowledge experts and ‘high level panels’ of recognised experts are involved in
decision-making – which ultimately delimit possibilities for ensuring that both the
process and outcomes of IID is inclusive.

3.5 Government procurement of innovation
“Public procurement can also help ensure the sustainability of new and
transformed broad-based black economic empowerment firms in or outside the
existing supply chains of [state-owned enterprises], as well as increase the
number of SMEs in these supply chains. Therefore, strategies will be developed
to ensure that government is the first customer when it comes to using locally
developed technologies.” [DSI, (2019), p.34]

Whilst open and collaborative models for the public management of innovation have
significant potential for realising more appropriate innovations for developing contexts, it
is clear that these approaches need to be cognisant of institutions, politics and competing
value systems (Lee, 2015). One of the key value contests concerns public sector
procurement where values of predictability, transparency and competition dominate. This
leads to a tension with the many stakeholders focusing on creativity and collaboration,
and expecting supply chain management officials to ‘shift their mindset’ (Jackson, 2018).
Therefore, a central feature of the IID good governance discussion should be on ensuring
government procurement (and financing) of innovations from emerging entrepreneurs
and established corporates is procedurally and legally sustainable, discussed below.
A key challenge to the sustainability of innovator-government relationships in
South Africa is the desperate financial situation of most local inventors and small
enterprises. Although the net of grant funding and mentoring support for technology
start-up companies has been widened significantly, mainly through private and public
enterprise development programs and innovation competitions, the bigger issue is
that this support is not translating into new business or procurement opportunities
(SeedAcademy, 2018).
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Whilst procurement by the private sector and lack of early-stage venture funding in
South Africa are major issues which need to be addressed (SeedAcademy, 2018; Jones
and Mlambo, 2013), the focus of this section is on whether the opening of public sector
procurement can support IID. As noted above, the STI White Paper explains how
government will “(u)se public procurement as a vehicle to further innovation” and new
industry development focusing on locally developed technologies, but also for enhancing
the sustainability of emerging black-owned enterprises supplying state-owned enterprises
[DSI, (2019), p.34]. Progress with the implementation of this policy intent is summarised
in the now Department of Trade, Industry and Competition (DTIC) 2018/2019 Industrial
Policy Action Plan for which the DSI and DTIC are leading the development of a
strategy on the ‘diffusion of locally developed technologies’ focusing on a limited
number of government users initially [DTIC, (2018), p.101].
Current procurement legislation and associated court judgments have limited the
scope for procuring on functionality (Brunette et al., 2019) and thereby reduced the
potential for creative alternatives for meeting government needs. Nonetheless, a small
percentage of public entities have included a requirement for innovation in contracts
(Kruss et al., 2018); and National Treasury, DSI, DTIC, state-owned enterprises
and various innovation-related agencies are exploring international models for the
procurement of innovation (e.g., OECD, 2017; Moñux and Uyarra, 2016; Georghiou
et al., 2014; UNCITRAL, 2011). These models could support pre-contracting ‘dialogue’
between stakeholders on specific outcomes (Bolton, 2016) or broader, longer term
signalling through mechanisms such as ‘forward contract procurement’ (BIS, 2011).
There is potential for existing procurement legislation and regulations to support a
more explicit innovation requirement, alongside other ‘horizontal’ purposes, such as
increasing the participation of majority black-owned businesses in public sector supply
chains (Bolton, 2016). However, for supply chain management personnel, the addition of
innovation criteria within the current, fragmented regulatory environment is likely to
place further strain on overloaded processes. Yet, there may be an opportunity through
broader procurement reforms being considered as part of the Draft Public Procurement
Bill and the relatively new Office of the Chief Procurement Officer to develop more
responsive legislation, strengthen oversight and enhance supply chain management
support to enable more IID-oriented purchasing; alongside related objectives such as
local procurement [DTIC, (2018), p.65]. As part of this process, it would be important to
understand how officials are adapting existing procurement instruments to acquire
innovations.
Most notorious among these instruments is single or sole source contracting, which
usually involves a deviation from competitive bidding processes because government
entities have an emergency need, changing suppliers is not cost-effective, or because the
product is unique and no reasonable substitute exists (e.g., CoT, 2016). The procurement
of innovations on single source is also often triggered by unsolicited bids. However, the
criteria and process for justifying these deviations is, theoretically, onerous and should
involve a public comment or formal request for qualification step (National Treasury,
2008). In addition, although the treasury practice note instructs institutions to protect
information contained in unsolicited bids, entrepreneurs and lawyers often raise concerns
about intellectual property being used by government without reimbursing the originator
or leaking details to other firms (Cachalia, 2015).
A related instrument is the discretionary sponsorships and grant funding which are
used to support specific projects, usually charities and events. The allocation of this
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funding is typically governed by a municipal or provincial policy with clearly defined
funding thresholds, possibly requiring council approval, but this approach is vulnerable to
political change and legal challenges. For example, grant payments to a public WiFi
initiative in the CoT (2018) were later found to be irregular by the auditor general and the
contract was phased out.
As a way to avoid paying for an un-proven but potentially innovative product or
service directly (and therefore having to run a tender), government entities have pursued
public-private partnerships. These are a way for government to share the risk and rewards
in testing technologies or methods with private partners. Public-private partnerships have
been particularly attractive in trying out new cleantech innovations (Haynes, 2016).
Ironically, however, the opening of government procurement to public-private
partnerships has been affected by the reduced transparency inherent to a closer dialogue
with private enterprises about government service delivery challenges, especially when
intellectual property is involved, and because of the closed nature of business model
negotiations. Public-private partnerships also raise concerns about whether it is the
company’s or the community’s benefits which are being ‘maximised’ [WWF, (2018),
p.60], even when part or all of the funding is being provided by external donors.
A similar, indirect way of investing into innovations is to open government assets or
resources for use by private entrepreneurs or non-governmental organisations (NGOs) at
no or low cost. As an example, providing access to under-utilised public land or property
at low cost can stimulate innovative or entrepreneurial activity in an area. However, an
innovation intended to include marginalised groups may be resisted, as highlighted by a
debate around new proposals for low-cost housing in Cape Town where there is
push-back from local residents who are opposed to these ideas (Kretzmann, 2019). Less
tangible government resources are also being opened up to stimulate innovation, such as
political endorsements, and increasingly now, public government data (Open Data
South Africa, 2018). These actions are often regarded as ‘free’ and therefore outside of
formal procurement regulations. However, as noted above, preferential support of any
kind can trigger political and legitimacy crises which escalate quickly in an environment
where race and connections are seen to, and often do, matter.
To address some of the issues associated with sole source, public-private partnerships
and less formal support for innovation, a number of other procurement approaches have
been explored which are connected to more structured and transparent processes.
One option has been to run a standard tender process but use the initial functionality
assessment to introduce minimum equity or innovation-oriented criteria. These criteria
may include sub-contracting local suppliers, employing local community members or by
inserting niche skills or services into the requirement, such as biomimicry, that would
also (hopefully) force a larger firm to partner with innovative smaller firms (WWF,
2018). The City of Johannesburg’s Jozi@Work program was a large-scale attempt to
outsource aspects of municipal service delivery to local entrepreneurs and included an
innovation incentive (CEO Magazine, 2015). However, in many contexts outsourcing is
seen to impact job security for government staff which can affect the commitment to this
kind of program.
A ‘two-stage’ bidding process is more widely recognised as a mechanism for
supporting innovation-oriented procurement (National Treasury, 2005), and can be
transparent whilst allowing for some flexibility around specifications. Stage one of the
process, such as through a request for information, may involve relatively open
interaction between entrepreneurs and government on needs and possible solutions. This
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stage can also be used to pre-qualify participants for stage two based on ‘technical and
commercial clarifications’ (National Treasury, 2005), allowing for a more functionality
or outcomes-oriented approach to selecting preferred bidders. A two-stage process can
also be applied to public-private partnership-like arrangements.
However, successful two-stage bidding depends on skilled supply-chain management
practitioners and technically proficient end-users, which has led to public entities
outsourcing parts of the specification and evaluation process, with associated risks to
confidentiality and impartiality. These risks can be mitigated to some extent by involving
internal or external independent actors (from government, academia and/or civil society)
in a technical committee which oversees the specification, evaluation and selection of
innovations, such as the Rand Water (2018) ‘Innovation and Piloting Committee’. The
technical support or brokering role may even be facilitated by a specialist government
innovation intermediary, such as the OpenIX platform introduced earlier. In the ICT
sector, the State Information Technology Agency is mandated to support procurement of
a number of defined services for certain government entities, including certifying and
registering a database of potential suppliers. As with the Gauteng Department of
e-Government’s Design and Validation Centre, there is potential for these technology
gatekeepers to provide meaningful support on the technical (and, possibly with treasury,
the process) aspects of innovation evaluation and adoption. However, the success with
certain ‘transversal’ procurement mechanisms in reducing costs, especially in healthcare,
has not be replicated by the State Information Technology Agency. Many years of issues
related to State Information Technology Agency markups, delays, corruption and
inflexibility have eroded faith in its procurement role (Moyo, 2019). It may be argued
that there are various aspects of ICT procurement which make it less amenable to
transversal procurement compared to highly regulated pharmaceuticals or medical
devices.
In South Africa, innovation procurement is shaped by a mix of objectives and values
which can lead to challenges with implementation and the sustainability of relationships.
Reconciling contradictory interests – whether primary (e.g., acquiring materials or
services), secondary (e.g., innovation or job creation), process (e.g., minimising
transaction costs) or competition (e.g., transparency) – reflects a broader challenge in
government procurement policy (Telgen et al., 2007). Nonetheless, as recent commentary
on the Draft Procurement Bill has suggested (PARI, 2020), there is an opportunity to
simultaneously improve flexibility and integrity. As an example, by moving the power to
appoint bid committees away from the accounting officer to department heads, there is a
stronger likelihood that subject-matter experts will be involved in the specification and
evaluation process, whilst also making it difficult for a single official to be influenced on
procurement decisions (and risk of corruption). In addition, functionality may be
re-included as a final adjudication criterion to encourage the procurement of better-value
offers, rather than the lowest cost option meeting a minimum technical requirement.
Finally, the publication of more detailed procurement and contracting information,
supported by a precise definition of confidentiality, would allow for public oversight,
without leading to claims that personal privacy or intellectual property rights will be
violated.
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Discussion and conclusions

The current global and South African narrative suggests that open government is an
important enabler of IID. This starts with facilitating more inclusive STI policy
development, by making the process subordinate to the development needs of
marginalised people and drawing on input from diverse sectors. At a lower level, public
servants are seeking to co-design more relevant services through deeper engagement with
creative local enterprises and end-users, or by brokering innovation partnerships for
economic and social impact. The public procurement of innovation is a key enabler of
these interactions.
However, through this snapshot of open government and IID we have demonstrated
how competing values and visions lead people to act in different ways [see also Gray,
(2014), p.4]. In our review of policy and practice, we see that open government’s
relationship to IID tends to be framed primarily around solving complex social problems
and facilitating the uptake of innovations through deeper engagement between various
stakeholders (to overcome the ‘knowledge-action gap’ highlighted in the STI White
Paper). This thinking is anchored in values of effectiveness and flexibility which are
achieved through more direct interactions between innovators, government officials and
end users. In reality, we see a tension between these values and various other values
associated with unique perspectives of the different individuals and professions involved,
such as legal compliance and impartiality (Grotenbreg and Altamirano, 2017; Askforsa
and Fornstedt, 2018). This tension manifests as project failures, cancelled contracts, and
increasingly, social media crises. Moreover, given the political, economic and historical
context of South Africa, we need to ask whether the adoption of open government
instruments by public managers of innovation can create opportunities for marginalised
actors to exert substantive policy or political influence to access resources and
connections that can assist with getting innovations developed and implemented, and
address the tendency towards an elite-centred technocracy. This requires, too, ensuring
that publics are well-informed and empowered to participate in innovation activities, and
that public servants overcome their lack of trust in what might be perceived as the
inability of the public not to understand or know enough to participate in such activities
and related policy-making. In this case, we may prioritise values of democratic
representation and diversity over flexibility and effectiveness.
Going forward, a key challenge for STI White Paper implementation will
be to understand how sector departments, subnational governments, civic activists,
ward committees and local councils may interface to what has traditionally
been a technology-oriented, nationally-driven innovation resource allocation and
implementation. As the DSI and partners direct attention and funds to grassroots
innovation involving micro-entrepreneurs, such as through community innovation
competitions and local government procurement, the role of local actors and associated
values becomes more significant. In these subnational networks, the apparently ‘neutral’
identities of innovation policies and programs will be recreated along a variety of
contested political and economic lines. By recognising the potential for conflicting
incentives and values, we may design more appropriate governance mechanisms for open
government and innovation programs [Gray, (2014), p.4; Hawkins and Parkhurst, 2015;
Grotenbreg and Altamirano, 2017). These programs (and platforms) can explicitly
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identify and look to mediate and even coordinate (Hoppe, 2017) or “synthesise
contradictory expressions of values” [Castells, (2004), p.92] by various actors, without
producing a totalitarian and closed idea of what openness within innovation means. What
exactly these institutional forms should look like depends on a number of contextual
factors (Voltan and De Fuentes, 2016; Feller et al., 2011), and would benefit from further
reflective practice and research. As highlighted in the case study, due to increasingly
constrained public budgets for formal R&D support, especially in emerging economies,
innovation department and agency strategies for engaging and aligning with sector
department resource allocation will be critical. Where there is strong central planning
and budget support for innovation, it may be possible to implement cross-department
coordination platforms. However, it is likely that more targeted engagement on specific
policy actions as outlined in Petersen and Kruss (2019) will be able to demonstrate
tangible results for IID. In addition, there will also be a need to continue processes of
clarifying and resourcing key enabling governance institutions, such as procurement
regulators or offices, and developing clearly defined, enforceable legislation, particularly
for achieving procurement flexibility and integrity (PARI, 2020).
At the same time, given the relatively significant role of the informal economy and
smaller social and for-profit enterprises in developing countries and especially on the
African continent (Kraemer-Mbula et al., 2019), additional attention needs to be paid to
less formal networks of largely youth-led collaboration developing at the fringes of
open government and open innovation programs. In these environments, network
orchestrators are seeking to shape policy discussions (e.g., Geekulcha, 2019) and
develop alternative mechanisms of resource allocation (e.g., The People’s Fund,
https://thepeople.co.za/). Emerging innovation networks have the potential to introduce
new energy and ideas into the national innovation ecosystem and are already oriented to
involving more marginalised individuals and communities whilst supporting engagement
with government actors similar to other grassroots movements (Fressoli et al., 2014;
McFarlane, 2016). These technology and entrepreneur-driven networks are, critically,
cultivating new meanings and values of openness, and enabling alternative forms of
interaction with the state and private sector. While this may lead to tensions with existing
public procurement methods, intellectual property rules and private contractual
arrangements, this ascribes more closely with Kendall’s notion of the open society,
founded on debate and contestation. Moreover, civil society networks would play a key
oversight role in various areas, such as a reformed innovation procurement regime.
Through these interactions and negotiation of values we may discover forms of
development based on networked publicness between organised networks and the state,
rather than defaulting to an individualised and commodified ‘single truth’ of openness
which tends to be exploited by powerful actors (Singh and Gurumurthy, 2014). However,
as with the FOSS movement, maintaining a ‘recursive’ [Kelty, (2008), p.141] or
sustainable networked public requires continuous work to enrol technical, legal and
pedagogical resources, but also to mediate values, within communities and in their
interaction with an opening government.
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