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Abstract. What implications are there for SDI evaluation research 
when the focus is on ‘geoICT in use’ in public governance rather than 
on the potential of geoICT to provide solutions to general 
geoinformation processing problems? To explore this question, we 
first contrast the beliefs within the geographic community regarding 
the potential of geoICT to improve governance and the empirical 
evidence of actual geoICT use in governance. The cleavage between 
the two prompts us to explore the challenges perceived by the much 
broader public administration research community, who are concerned 
with implications of ICT implementation in the public sector. To this 
end, we find that research focused on geoICT use in public 
governance is tantamount to empirically and theoretically sound SDI 
evaluation, from a governance perspective. In order to give directions 
for SDI evaluation research, we articulate research questions pertinent 
to the actual use of geoICT in governance. We suggest that 
exploratory evaluation and an interpretive research approach may be 
more suitable to tackle the research questions that arise from a 
governance perspective in SDI evaluation rather than design oriented 
research originating from GI Science. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Geographic information systems (GIS) are considered crucial for 
engaging citizens in policy formulation, coordinating information 
flows across multiple government levels and for providing 
information and services to citizens as much of the information 
underpinning these governance processes is related to space. For 
example, the question “where I am allowed to do what?” is a key issue 
for citizens, while spatial planning and environmental sustainability 
by monitoring a wide range of spatial indicators are main government 
tasks (Masser et al., 2007). Geographic information and 
communication technology (geoICT) innovation is evident in the rapid 
and continuing growth of the market for GIS products and solutions, 
in the growing literature, in the expanding conferences and seminars 
and in the adopting GIS within disciplinary areas well beyond 
geography and geoinformatics. Indeed spatial data infrastructures 
(SDIs) may be viewed as one of the widest manifestations of GIS, 
where geo-information forms an underpinning information base for 
wider government strategies and initiatives such as electronic public 
governance (e-governance).  

In public administration research, the debate around the benefits 
of (Information and Communication Technology) ICT, in general and 
in public organisations, is still inconclusive. ICT does not necessarily 
mean improvements for everyone. ICT often strengthens existing 
frames of reference, power relations and positions within a policy 
sector. The introduction of ICT in the public sector (a process usually 
referred to as informatisation) is a social intervention to a policy and 
organisational network which influences the position, interests, values 
and domains of the actors involved (Bekkers and Homburg, 2007). 
Public administration scholars warn against a simplistic causal 
relationship between ICT and improvement of public governance as 
they argue that autonomous political, legal, economic and professional 
developments “…in and around public administration, and the 
changes in ideas and ideals for that matter, are as important for the 
effects of ICT applications on public administration as the 
technological developments themselves (van de Donk and Snellen, 
1998, p.11).” There is also a concern of whether governance processes 
are actually being improved when underpinned by (geo)ICT to bring 
about more openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and 
coherence. 
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In this chapter we argue that a better understanding of the 
implications of geoICT in public governance is crucial to eventually 
improve governance processes. Such knowledge may be gained when 
SDIs are evaluated from a governance perspective and less from the 
point of view of ‘data’ or ‘applications.’ Evaluation that is based on 
whether, and how, user requirements are met by geoICT is not 
adequate when seeking to understand the interplay of complex and 
dynamic governance processes with geoICT. More pertinent questions 
are “how is geoICT actually used in public governance processes?” 
and “what are the implications for SDI evaluation research when the 
focus is on ‘geoICT in use’ within actual governance processes?”. In 
this chapter we attempt to answer these questions. The empirical base 
of our analysis is seminar discussions with senior managers of 
national mapping organisations (NMO) at the International Institute 
for Geo-information Science and Earth Observation (ITC) in 
Enschede, The Netherlands during December 2006. Participants were 
NMO executives from Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, Chile, Ghana, 
Indonesia, Kenya, Malawi, Nepal, Peru, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, 
Zimbabwe, Zambia and Pakistan participated in the seminar. Invited 
speakers from western and non-western nations presented cases on the 
actual use of geoICT in public governance processes used in Belgium, 
India, Kuwait, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Rwanda and Spain (Stoter 
and Georgiadou, 2006; Lemmens et al., 2007). 

The rest of the chapter consists of the following sections. In 
section 3.2 we focus on the actual use of geoICT in public governance 
processes and highlight some uncertainties in e-governance research. 
In section 3.3 we present a taxonomy of different orientations in 
information systems evaluation and classify the existing SDI 
evaluation research by using this taxonomy. In section 3.4 we pose a 
number of relevant research questions and suggest a direction to 
further research SDI evaluation.  

 
3.2 GEOICT IN USE IN GOVERNANCE PROCESSES 

Public governance refers to the processes, rules and rationalities that 
affect the way power is exercised at different jurisdictional levels, 
particularly in terms of openness, participation, accountability, 
effectiveness and coherence1. Strategies to improve public governance 
focus on bridging the perceived cleavage between citizens and 
                                                 
1 European Commission: Governance in the EU: A white paper, 
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/index_en.htm 
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government. These strategies rely heavily on geoICT. When public 
governance is mediated by flexible information infrastructures it 
becomes electronic governance (e-governance). In the geo-
community, spatial data infrastructures properly embedded within the 
overall information infrastructure are assumed to be crucial to 
improve governance processes, such as policy formulation and 
implementation, inter-governmental operations and the provision of 
information services to citizens. 

3.2.1 SDI in policy formulation 

A popular belief in the geographic community is that the relationship 
between high quality geo-information and public policy is 
unproblematic, linear and direct. We often assume that research either 
leads policy and thereby policy is evidence-driven or that research 
follows policy and thereby research is policy-driven (Faloudi and 
Waterhout, 2006). However high quality geo-information and spatial 
research appear to have at most an indirect, even an ad hoc, impact on 
public policy. In many cases, the formation of public policy requires 
geo-information that is not available, at least not in the necessary 
timeframe to be relevant and resolve the issues of the day. Further, 
policy problems require a particular kind of evidence that typically is 
not immediately available. The policy-making process and the 
information generation process have quite different dynamics. While 
generating high quality information has a relatively long gestation 
period, the formulation of policy formulation tends to be less 
predictable and is often heavily influenced by events of the day 
(Davoudi, 2006). In addition, policymakers do not always know the 
best way to access high quality geo-information. Although high 
quality spatial research and geo-information do feed into the 
formulation of public policy in western liberal democracies, science-
based politics is an illusion (van der Wouden et al., 2006). Political 
arguments remain more important than scientific arguments in 
choosing between public policy options. Spatial research, usually 
provided by spatial research think tanks in western nations, has only 
an 'enlightenment' function for policy makers; it makes the values, 
goals and instruments of policy makers more clear (see e.g. Davoudi, 
2006). 

3.2.2 SDI in inter-governmental processes  

Another popular belief in the geographic community is that with an 
SDI geo-information will be available to people who need it, when 
they need it and in a form that they can use to make decisions (ECA, 
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2001). However building an SDI assumes the alignment of 
government organisations (e.g. national mapping agencies, cadastres 
and other geo-information providers) with national e-government 
strategies, national ICT policies and supra-national directives (e.g. 
INSPIRE in the European Union) as well as with each other, across 
organisational (and sometimes also national) boundaries. 

 
 

Figure 3.1: Alignment of business and technology across agencies implementing 
SDI, adapted from Henderson and Venkatraman (1993) by Laarakker (2006) 

Even within a single government agency, the task of aligning the 
agency’s business with technology strategy has been proven to be 
daunting, fraught with difficulties (e.g. van der Molen and Lemmen, 
2003) and sometimes failures (Der Spiegel, 2007; Trouw, 2007). We 
use a ‘business-technology alignment’ schema to help us visualise 
how business strategy, business processes, technology strategy and 
systems relate to each other within a single agency (Henderson and 
Venkatraman, 1993). This schema has been extended to include the 
relations of these four aspects across several government agencies 
(Laarakker, 2006), as can be seen in Figure 3.1. The schema shows 
that aligning multiple government agencies, each with different 
business model, different workflows, and diverse technology 
strategies and systems, mean harmonising their business models, 
integrating workflows, and making their systems and services 
interoperable which is a complex process.   

3.2.3 SDI, information services to citizens and citizen 
empowerment 

SDIs are widely promoted as crucial to fulfill the geo-information 
needs of citizens. Despite the record of SDI initiatives in the 
developing world failing to provide relevant geo-information services 
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to citizens, some SDIs are considered successes (Rajasekhar, 2006). A 
case in point is the Bhoomi (meaning land) land records information 
infrastructure that was implemented in the southern state of Karnataka 
in India in 2001. By October 2004, over 22 million farmers had 
accessed Bhoomi. Copies of land records can be obtained by paying 
approximately 30 US cents and without long waiting periods or the 
need to make several visits (or without ‘unofficial payments’ to the 
intermediaries) at decentralised locations (kiosks) where operators run 
and maintain the system at a local level. The operators authenticate 
themselves, upon the farmers’ request, with bio-logon metrics at 
Indian-made machines that look a lot like ATM machines and are easy 
to use. The Bhoomi project improved the quality of service to citizens, 
rendered land record administration easier, achieved financial 
sustainability and curbed corruption. It has been deemed so successful 
that other Indian states decided to replicate it (ibid.). Citizens, as 
consumers of geo-information are well served, but are they also 
empowered politically and socially through access to information? It 
seems not. Bhoomi seems to have failed to increase the political 
freedom of citizens, to enhance their security and to increase 
transparency when dealing with government (De', 2005; 2006; 2007). 
Bhoomi shows that the choice of an approach to evaluation is critical 
when evaluating an SDI from a public governance perspective. From 
an ICT perspective a project might be considered as successful but 
when considering other criteria (i.e. empowerment of citizens) the 
same project might be a failure.  

3.2.4 Uncertainties in e-governance research 

The previous sections clearly show a cleavage between the 
widespread beliefs of the potential of geoICT and its actual use in 
public governance processes. A similar cleavage between rhetoric and 
reality is also present in the e-governance domain (e.g. Bekkers and 
Homburg, 2007). What is even more pertinent is the lack of full 
blown, generalised theories of the implications of ICT implementation 
in public organisations (van de Donk and Snellen, 1998) in both 
domains.  

The paucity of theory is linked to two uncertainties in e-
governance research.  The first uncertainty relates to the attainability 
of the objectives for electronic public governance. There is debate as 
to whether governance processes are actually being improved, when 
underpinned by ICT to bring about more openness, participation, 
accountability, effectiveness and coherence. Scholars have argued that 
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when public governance becomes e-governance, in other words when 
the full range of governance processes are made available 
electronically, the power and position of the actors involved may 
change dramatically (Margetts and Dunleavy, 2002; Margetts, 2003), 
while their values and interests may clash. The hyper-modernists 
argue that the electronic revolution will take government to new levels 
of rationality, bring a new civilization peopled by information workers 
in intelligent buildings full of electronic offices that are organised in 
networks rather than formal hierarchies. The anti-modernists agree 
with the hyper modernists’ view of the transformative role of 
technology but emphasise the malign consequences, with technology 
becoming an instrument of social control (ibid.). Despite good 
intentions to bring about more openness, participation, accountability, 
effectiveness and coherence, information used by the public sector is 
characterised by ‘unanticipated effects’ (Walsham, 1993), and ‘drift’ 
(Ciborra et al., 2000) that reflects the inability to fully anticipate 
future events. 

The second uncertainty relates to cause and effect in e-
governance. For example, the causality between ICT trends and the 
emergence of inter-organisational relations has been subject to 
discussions (e.g. Homburg, 1999). The ICT literature takes the stand 
of the ‘technological imperative’ and assumes that new technology 
drives organisational change. Organisational literature follows the 
‘organisational imperative’, in which the use of new technology is 
determined by organisations or changes to organisational parameters. 
Another strand of literature takes the ‘emergent view’, where the 
organisational structure and ICT are equal aspects of organisation with 
no one-way causal relation between the aspects. 

A research focus on geoICT used in public governance is 
tantamount to empirically and theoretically sound SDI evaluation. SDI 
evaluation research has received considerable attention recently, 
although the methodologies, implicit & explicit assumptions as well 
the ability to generalise from the evaluative frameworks, and the 
importance of contextual factors in future SDI evaluation efforts, are 
still unclear (JRC, 2006). More integrative approaches are needed that 
explain whether, and how, governance objectives are attained while 
understanding the social context, the actual use of geoICT and how 
they relate to each other instead of searching for the elusive dependent 
and independent variables (Sahay, 1997). This is where we will 
concentrate our attention in the following section. 



Chapter 3. SDI for public governance ─ implications for evaluation research 
 

 58 

3.3 TAXONOMY OF SDI EVALUATION 

Evaluation is a natural activity for human beings. Most people are 
inclined to consider carefully before deciding on a course of action 
and often individuals and organisations need to demonstrate that the 
decisions made were rational. Information System (IS) evaluation is 
the ‘process of establishing by quantitative and/or qualitative 
techniques the worth (or value) of IS projects to the organisation’ 
(Doherty and King, 2004; Walter and Spitta, 2004; Willcocks, 1992). 
Initially, IS evaluation attempts have sought to measure how 
efficiently and accurately the proposed solutions, once they were 
adopted, met or did not meet the anticipated needs of the organisation 
for which the system or technology was being developed. The 
complexity of present assessments is directly related to the fact that 
they must take into consideration the different contexts where an 
adopted IS solution originates.  

Each context is conditioned by its own set of rules and 
characteristics and by a unique social and/or organisational culture 
(Lundell and Lings, 2003; Serafeimidis and Smithson, 2003). IS 
evaluation approaches can be classified as based on two main aspects: 
the degree of certainty or the attainability of objectives of the IS to be 
evaluated (or of the evaluation itself) and the degree of clarity, or 
certainty, regarding its potential impact (Farbey et al., 1999; 
Serafeimidis and Smithson, 2003). The certainty of IS objectives can 
vary from a consensual situation where objectives are clear and widely 
accepted (e.g. when a system for a specific task is developed within a 
single department), to a non-consensual situation that is characterised 
by multiple interests and ambiguity. The clarity of the potential impact 
on the organisation of the anticipated investment can vary 
(Serafeimidis and Smithson, 2003). 

Depending on the level of uncertainty as to the objectives and 
potential impact, four possible evaluation orientations can be 
distinguished: control evaluation, evaluation as learning, as sense-
making and exploratory evaluation, and are shown in Table 3.1. These 
are further characterised by their nature (as answer, learning, dialogue 
and idea machine), their purpose (goal monitoring, experimenting, 
consensus building and exploration), as well as the role of the 
evaluator in the process (auditor, knowledge creator, facilitator, 
catalyst).  

The taxonomy of IS evaluation orientations is a useful lens to 
view SDI evaluation efforts. SDI evaluation has matured with a steady 
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increase in research instruments, from questionnaires (e.g. Onsrud, 
1998) to case studies (Masser, 1999; 2000), to the use of theoretical 
grounding (e.g. Rodriguez, 2005). In this section we classify SDI 
evaluation research based on the level of uncertainty regarding the 
attainability of objectives and the perceived uncertainty in terms of 
cause and effect (more details can be found in (Georgiadou et al., 
2006).  

Table 3.1: Orientations of evaluation adapted from Farbey et al.  (1999, p. 208) 
and Serafeimidis and Smithson (2003) 

Uncertainty as to cause and effect  

Low High 

Low 

Evaluation as control 
Nature: answer machine 
Purpose: goal monitoring  
Evaluator role: auditor 
 

Evaluation as learning 
Nature: learning machine 
Purpose: experiment 
Evaluator role: knowledge 
creator 
 

 
Uncertainty 
as to 
objectives 

High 

Evaluation as sense-
making 
Nature: dialogue machine 
Purpose: consensus 
Evaluator role: facilitator 
 

Exploratory evaluation 
Nature: idea machine 
Purpose: exploration 
Evaluator role: catalyst 
 

 
3.3.1 SDI control evaluation 

MetroGIS (2004) is an exemplar for SDI control evaluation. 
MetroGIS is a regional initiative serving the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
(Minnesota) metropolitan area. MetroGIS is a voluntary collaboration 
of local and regional governments and has partners in state and federal 
government, academic institutions, non-profit organisations and 
businesses. The aim is to facilitate the widespread sharing of 
geospatial data. The annual evaluation is based on the automatic 
registration of specific and mostly easily quantifiable outcomes that 
include visits to a DataFinder, the volume of data downloaded, 
frequently downloaded datasets, identification of entities downloading 
data and the number of DataFinder publishers. Performance measures 
to understand the benefits to data producers have not yet been 
quantified although non quantitative instruments, such as testimonials, 
are expected to gauge clear outcomes including improved decision 
making and a better service to the public (ibid.). Performance results 
are reported annually by MetroGIS staff to the MetroGIS Policy 
Board, with the board acting as the auditor. The objective of the 
MetroGIS (2004) is to annually measure performance in order to 
continually revise the program. The cause-effect relationship is clearly 
articulated and the relationship between allocated resources and 
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outcomes, the latter codified as ten performance measures, is equally 
clear. Other examples are (partly) Crompvoets et al. (2004), Delgado 
et al. (2005), Vandenbroucke (2005) and Kok and van Loenen (2005).  

3.3.2 SDI learning evaluation 

The cost-benefit analysis of The National Map, carried out on behalf 
of the United States Geological Survey, is an exemplar for learning 
about evaluating the SDI (Halsing et al., 2006). The objective of the 
National Map is clear ─ to provide public access to high-quality, 
geospatial data and information from multiple partners in order to help 
support the decision making of resource managers and the public. The 
lack of precedents for this kind of analysis necessitated a novel 
computational model that simulated the number of users, application 
innovations and the diffusion, as well as changes, in the net benefits of 
implementing spatial data applications that use The National Map. 
Total costs and benefits of The National Map were based on the 
projected implementation time, development and maintenance costs, 
the rates of data inclusion and integration, expected usage levels over 
time and a benefits estimation model. However the lack of data to 
populate the economic model and the lack of literature on the value of 
spatial data in real-world applications, resulted in an uncertain cause-
effect relationship “because…a full accounting of the likely costs and 
benefits was not feasible” (ibid. p. 14). The purpose was to experiment 
as the evaluator played the role of knowledge creator. Other examples 
are Giff and Coleman (2003), Masser (2003) and Weiss (1998). 

3.3.3 SDI sense-making evaluation 

The first ever global SDI survey conducted by Onsrud (1998) is 
exemplary for evaluating SDI sense-making. The survey was spurned 
on by the recognition that knowledge was lacking in the approaches 
pursued by each nation along with the elements and characteristics 
that appear to be foundational and common in most SDI efforts. The 
purpose of the evaluation was to decrease this uncertainty and to 
articulate common approaches and characteristics that were shared 
across as many nations as possible across the globe. The method was 
soliciting official and unofficial responses from individuals within 
each nation to provide a platform for sharing differing views and for 
building consensus as to the SDI scope, nature and extent; in other 
words, a consensus related to identifying a minimum set of SDI 
objectives. The cause-effect relationship was one of high certainty, as 
the intent was to encourage the library-like widespread sharing of 
spatial data. The purpose was to build consensus in the SDI 
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community, while the evaluator played the role of a facilitator. Further 
examples are Kuhn et al., (2000) and Giff (2005). 

3.3.4 SDI exploratory evaluation 

The interpretive study by Rodriguez (2005) is exemplary of an 
exploratory SDI evaluation. Rodriguez’s structured theoretical tool for 
assessing SDI initiatives is based on a participative, formative, 
transformative process that empowers all stakeholders of the social 
construction of spatial data infrastructures while, at the same time, 
changing the schemata of stakeholders and the assumptions of 
influence. Rodriguez’s conceptual framework examines data/systems-
centred efficiency and services-centred effectiveness but above all it 
takes into account the interplay of social contexts with the technical 
implementation process of geographic information infrastructures. 
Both objectives and the cause-effect relationships regarding the SDI 
initiatives that Rodriguez studied were not yet well understood and the 
reason why an exploratory evaluation was needed. 

In conclusion, most SDI evaluation efforts assume certainty in 
the attainability of objectives, in cause and effect or in both of these 
dimensions while there is little attention on exploratory evaluation. 
This lack of attention is not surprising given that an SDI still draws 
upon concepts from GIS where the focus is on data and applications 
with objectives and cause-effect relationships that are perceived to be 
clear and certain. However, as we move towards a governance 
perspective of SDI evaluation, exploratory evaluation may be the 
wisest approach, at least in the first instance, since the use of geoICT 
in governance processes is complex and not straightforward. This 
complexity was evident in section 3.2 and needs first to be better 
understood.  

 
3.4 IMPLICATIONS FOR SDI EVALUATION RESEARCH 

A governance perspective of SDI evaluation should focus on how 
geoICT is actually used in practice against the complex background of 
public governance, to receive more insight as to whether, and how, 
governance objectives are attained while understanding the social 
context, the actual use of geoICT and how these relate to each other. 
The implications of a governance perspective in SDI evaluation 
research are two-fold. 

Firstly research questions pertinent to the governance processes 
need to be articulated in order to guide the evaluation process. A 
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preliminary list of such research questions that are designed to address 
the uncertainties in e-governance research and pertaining to SDI and 
policy formulation, SDI and inter-governmental processes and last but 
not least, SDI information services and citizen empowerment, is 
presented in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2: Research questions for SDI in governance processes 
SDI and governance 

processes 
Research questions 

 

SDI and policy 
formulation 

How exactly do policy makers use geo-information and spatial 
research? Do ‘policy maps’ require a different cartographic 
language than traditional maps, a language that can deal with 
the fuzziness, the vague borders and intentions of policy 
makers? What happens in nations lacking spatial research think 
tanks, nations with younger democratic traditions, more 
resource constraints, less equitable welfare distribution and less 
available factual evidence? Can civil society be empowered with 
geo-information and play a role in public policy formulation?   

 

SDI and inter-
governmental 

processes 

 

How do these harmonisation and integration processes evolve 
over time? How do human agents strike a dynamic, often 
precarious, balance between global uniformity and local 
conditions? How do large-scale and densely interconnected 
geoICT artefacts co-evolve with the various social institutions 
and communities (both local and global) that develop, regulate, 
use, and change them? How do we understand information 
flows between governmental organisations? How, exactly, is the 
SDI in a specific country now different from that of the 1990s, 
how do these differences shape contemporary uses of the SDI, 
and what do they bode for the future in that same country? 
(Orlikowski and Iacono, 2001) 
 

SDI, information 
services to citizens 

and citizen 
empowerment 

How is power redistributed between actors when building a 
SDI? Who pays sometimes invisible costs and who benefits? 
How to assess SDI analysing the needs of all stakeholders, also 
of those whose situation deteriorates because of the SDI? Do 
SDIs automate the status quo, freezing organisations into 
patterns of behaviour and operations that are difficult to change 
once they have been computerised? 

Secondly, an appropriate evaluation approach should be chosen. 
Given the uncertainty regarding the attainability of the objectives of e-
governance and the lack of clarity with respect to cause and effect, the 
obvious choice of approach is exploratory evaluation, as was argued at 
the end of section 3.3. Exploratory evaluation requires a substantial 
shift in the emphasis of SDI evaluation research as control evaluation 
appears to be the approach most used to date, and most favoured by 
SDI practitioners (Lance et al., 2006). Control evaluation emphasises 
operations, supports rationalistic investment decisions and efficiency 
analysis, and is typically based on measures such as ratios, 
percentages, and indexes (ibid.). 

Exploratory and control evaluation stand at opposite ends of the 
spectrum. Exploratory evaluation is underpinned by an interpretative 
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research paradigm, while positivism informs control evaluation. The 
assumptions of the two evaluation orientations ─ ontology, 
epistemology and methods ─ are compared in Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3: Positivist and interpretive research paradigms for SDI evaluation, 
adapted from Khazanchi and Munkvold (2003) 

Research paradigms SDI evaluation  

Positivist Interpretive 

Ontology The true nature of reality can 
be obtained by testing theories 
about actual objects, processes 
and structures in the real 
world. 

The world is produced 
and reinforced by 
humans through their 
action and interaction 

Epistemology Verification of hypotheses 
through rigorous empirical 
testing. Search for universal 
laws and principles. Tight 
coupling among explanation, 
prediction and control. 

Understanding of the 
phenomenon from the 
participants’ perspective, 
in its natural setting, 
through interpretation of 
their meanings and 
actions. 

Methods Formal propositions, 
quantifiable measures of 
variables, hypothesis testing, 
drawing inferences from a 
sample to a stated population. 

In-depth case studies and 
ethnographies. 

 

The power of interpretive approaches has been established both 
theoretically and empirically in the information systems literature 
(Walsham, 1993), in GIS implementation in organisations (Petch and 
Reeve, 1999) as well as in understanding the implementation 
dynamics of information infrastructures that span numerous contexts 
across the globe (Ciborra et al., 2000). Exploratory, governance-
centric SDI evaluation would involve understanding, through in-depth 
case studies and ethnographies, the interwoven, dynamic relationship 
between the social context and geoICT in use, by the interpretation of 
meanings, interests and the actions of participants and stakeholders. 
For further research, we propose to conduct longitudinal, interpretive, 
in-depth case studies to enrich the theory and practice of exploratory 
SDI evaluation. The questions as to how to establish inter-disciplinary 
teams to conduct such research, what kind of longitudinal designs are 
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appropriate to study and evaluate the dynamics of SDI implementation 
and how to operationalise an interpretive research philosophy in 
practical terms and to conduct empirical SDI evaluation research are 
all areas for further exploration. 
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