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Abstract 
The open data concept is based on the EU directive from 2003 with the goal to highlight the                  
need for member states to increase and digitalize their public data and thus achieving              
transparency and stimulating economic growth based on new innovations. In Sweden, the            
development has fallen behind expectations and are currently the worst performing nordic            
country in open data development. In relation, research on open data is limited, especially              
when it come to barriers and challenges for adopting strategies to handle open data for local                
public organizations. This research is therefore aimed towards understanding and identifying           
barriers for adopting open data in local public organizations in Sweden. To answer this, we               
have conducted a case study based on the municipality of Örnsköldsviks. Our findings suggest              
that existing research on open data is somewhat lacking in the areas of ethical issues, the                
private sector and the challenge of moving towards openness; these are important aspects to              
consider when it comes to open data development. Furthermore, our results indicate that             
collaboration on both national and regional levels is advantageous and combined with PSI             
Directive improvements, is something that can bridge the gap between open data barriers and              
ambitions.  
 
Keywords: Open Data, Barriers, Public Organizations, PSI Directive, e-Government. 

1. Introduction and Research Question 
In recent years, more open forms of innovation have been expanding the horizon for new               
types of inventions and different methods for stimulating the innovation process (Tidd &             
Bessant, 2013). Open innovation differs from the traditionally closed forms of innovation as it              
enables more input from outside sources and hence has the potential to allow different actors               
to engage in innovative networks (Chesbrough, 2003; Tidd & Bessant, 2013). Focus is             
therefore on upholding networks and engaging in collaborative work with both suppliers and             
users which results in a wider knowledge pool that can fuel the innovation process even               
further (Tidd & Bessant, 2013).  

For public organizations, open innovation portends that work should done with greater            
transparency and one of the ways to help them become more open is the notion of                
e-Government. A method for public organizations to convert to being more open is by              
becoming more digitized, which is the basic foundation of e-Government (Layne & Jungwoo,             
2001). The phenomenon of e-Government indicates that public organizations can make use of             
digital technology, such as the Internet, to enable their citizens to use public services at their                
convenience and at any time (Axelsson, Melin & Lindgren, 2010). Also, the development of a               
more digital public organization results in a more open atmosphere and thus increases the              
overall transparency of the organization (Layne & Jungwoo, 2001) as well as the             
accountability. The transformation to an e-Organization not only means the development of            
technology and infrastructure, but also the advancement of the organizational culture to be             
more accessible. A lack of openness and citizen-integration results in public organization            
running the risk of becoming ‘Big Brother’ organizations (Layne & Jungwoo, 2001).  

In addition to open innovation and e-Government, a directive from the European            
Union has been established to stimulate new ways of using public data, called the PSI               
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Directive (Janssen, 2011). The directive came to fruition because public organizations are one             
of the biggest creators of data in todays society, and this data contains unharnessed value.               
Therefore, allowing public data to be easily accessed to different stakeholders could yield new              
innovation opportunities and stimulate economic growth (Poikola, Kola & Hintikka, 2011).           
However, even though there are laws and regulations in Sweden that addresses the sharing of               
public data, the PSI Directive is targeted more towards sharing in a digital format (Janssen,               
2011) and leaves a lot to be desired in forms of support and incentives; although this was by                  
design in an attempt stimulate innovation. 

Open data is one of the culminations for bridging the challenges of digitalization and              
openness; it stems from both the notion of e-Government and especially the PSI Directive. The               
concept of open data revolves around published public data which is free from any copyright               
restrictions and therefore anyone can make use of it (Kassen, 2013). The underlying idea of               
open data is utilized to capture the untapped value of open data but also stands to stimulate                 
public organizations and citizens to engage with one another (Janssen, Charalabidis and            
Zuiderwijk, 2012; Janssen & Zuiderwijk, 2012). As stated before, recent research on open data              
is limited and very often it addresses and explores potential value and benefits of open data,                
whilst the barriers and challenges with implementing open data (through any stage) is not              
well explored (Janssen et al., 2012). Furthermore, existing open data research mainly targets             
large public organizations on a national level which indicates that open data is not fully               
understood on local level (Löfstedt, 2007). Due to this lack of explored territory, our research is                
therefore aimed to explore and identify potential barriers of open data on local level              
constituting our research question to be: 
 

What are the barriers preventing open data to be fully adopted, developed and
innovated within local public organizations?  

 
To answer this question we have conducted a qualitative case study with the             

Örnsköldsviks municipality to identify potential barriers of implementing an open data           
platform. If we can identify these barriers and answer our research questions we can provide               
other similar public organizations and municipalities with knowledge about the related           
barriers and understanding to avoid pitfalls with open data. The research is not only relevant               
for municipalities in the beginning stages of open data implementation (as Örnsköldsviks is)             
but also those who are in the midst of development or maintaining projects. By addressing the                
barriers and challenges with open data for local public organizations, unlike existing research             
which focuses on benefits of open data on a national level, we will generate new               
understanding to the pool of knowledge of open data by expanding the percipience of open               
data barriers. 

1.2 Outline 
A brief framework of the thesis is structured in the following way. Chapter two commences               
with the examination and presentation of related research and what is known so far in the                
research areas of open data barriers. In chapter three we present our method to answer our                
research question and we also present how we conducted our qualitative analysis for the              
results. In chapter four we introduce and reinforce our results based on what we found in the                 
analysis. Finally, chapter five contains our discussion of our results, how they relate to existing               
research and current circumstances on an aggregated level, followed by our final conclusions. 
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2. Related Research 
In our related research section, we start with a very broad topic of open innovation, since it is                  
the essence of open data and acts as the outline of the funnel to focus our related research on.                   
Next comes a description of the concept of e-Government which further builds on the notion               
of open innovation in public organization using technology. This further trickles down to the              
next section, the PSI Directive which is a result of the the European Union pushing for                
innovation with open data through technological development of public organizations. Open           
data is the fruit of all above mentioned concepts as it contains all aspects of technology,                
openness and public data. Finally, research surrounding barriers related to the adoption of             
open data are exemplified and examined as they are critical to our research and pivotal in our                 
thesis. 

2.1 Open Innovation 
Open Innovation is a broad topic, and one that we have chosen to start discussing about as a                  
means to gently lead into open data, barriers for implementation and a parallel discussion that               
aligns with our research question. This method trickles down through related research in a              
linked and sequential way to funnel down and pinpoint how our research question came to               
fruition, and what evidentiary support is available.  

Open innovation has been the hot topic of discussion for the paradigm that is changing               
management and governance (Chesbrough, 2003). Open innovation is defined as the           
paradigm that purposefully utilizes inward and outward flow of open channels with external             
and internal actors to accelerate the progress of information that can be used for innovation,               
products, services and more (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke, and West, 2006). This paradigm has            
received a lot of scientific attention, but that of which has been mainly researched in               
multinational enterprises (MNEs) and therefore lacks focus on smaller organizations (Van de            
Vrande, De Jong, Vanhaverbeke, & De Rochemont, 2009) and how open innovation processes             
are adapted. 

The typically referenced model for open innovation comes from Chesbrough (2003),           
and is described as a funnel; the opening section of the funnel is the information or research                 
set to be defined, further along the ideas are refined into feasible options, once processed the                
ideas enter into a developmental stage and finally into a final product. Open innovation offers               
the funnel 'borders' to exist as gentle guidelines for where the company should focus, but still                
allow for external ideas to be expanded upon and effervesce within each of those stages               
(Chesbrough, 2003: 44). Open innovation is intrinsically linked to increasing transparency           
and collaboration within an organization and offers a “powerful solution to the resource             
problem,” (Tidd & Bessant, 2013: 156) a company may face, especially to counteract the the               
barriers established by closed innovation. Closed innovation is the contrasting design, where all             
stages of development occur in an encapsulated environment with no external influences            
(Chesbrough, 2003). The funnel model blurs the borders where external influences take place,             
and in exchange contrasting principles are brought to light.  

The typical foundation of closed innovation is reliant upon: having the smartest people             
work for you, our products must be first to market to maximize profits, and our intellectual                
property (IP) must be kept under control (Chesbrough, 2003). This vastly contrasts with the              
open innovation ideals of: since not all the smart people work for us - we can utilize external                  
contributions, we do not have to be the inventors to profit from a service or product, having a                  
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better business model is better than having a product ‘first to market,’ and sharing IP could                
lead to greater profitability and advance our status (Chesbrough, 2003).  

2.2 e-Government 
Governments and other public organizations are today becoming more and more keen to             
make use of digital capabilities in order to provide e-Services for citizens and other agents               
(Layne & Jungwoo, 2001). In benediction to the fast development of the Internet and the               
expansion of technological infrastructure, public organizations have found new ways to reach            
out to public users. Layne and Jungwoo (2001) refers to the notion of electronic Government               
(e-Government) as:  
 

"Electronic government refers to government’s use of technology, particularly         
web-based Internet applications to enhance the access to and delivery of           
government information and service to citizens, business partners, employees,         
other agencies, and government entities. It has the potential to help build better             
relationships between government and the public by making interaction with          
citizens smoother, easier, and more efcient. Indeed, government agencies         
report using electronic commerce to improve core business operations and          
deliver information and services faster, cheaper, and to wider groups of           
customers.” (Layne & Jungwoo, 2001: 123).  

 
Transforming into an e-Government from a traditional public organization agenda has           

it strains on the organization since it not only requires technological changes but many              
managerial ones as well. Amongst these changes, situates the challenge of also transforming             
externally, meaning that governments must create a governmental culture aimed towards the            
citizens rather than for the government itself. If not, the lack of citizen-integration will lead to                
a ‘Big Brother’ government. This demands a new and more open form of governmental              
approach which is more externally focused than internally  (Layne & Jungwoo, 2001). 

In relation to focusing on citizen aspects of government, Axelsson et al. (2010) argues              
that in many e-Government projects citizens’ participation is limited. Moreover, it might            
sound as something that is fundamentally set to give citizens insight into the government, and               
as such that they would be freely willing to co-operate with the government. However,              
(Axelsson et al., 2010) imply that involving citizens in e-Government projects are something             
that governments are having trouble with. Mainly it come comes down to the fact that only a                 
few citizens feel any need to help government develop services, and therefore the interest is               
quite low. Furthermore, Axelsson et al. (2010) argues that traditionally the development of             
public services has often been done in house for a targeted group, but the targeted group                
(which often are citizens) are rarely participating in the development process. This could be              
the result of the traditional perception of government, both from a citizen’s point of view as                
well as from the government itself. The expectations of the government has not changed, but               
the transformation of how the government work has developed (Axelsson et al., 2010).  

This open form of government and increasing transparency is not a totally new or              
unique e-Government phenomenon. Sweden has a strong tradition of legislislated public           
access where citizen access to official files and documents is something that is fundamentally              
integrated into societal rights (Grønbech-Jensen, 1999).  

Furthermore, Löfstedt (2007) argues that the electronic development is different on           
national and local levels in Sweden. First of all, municipalities are in a state of infancy and                 
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much of the developing projects are viewed as learning process rather than generating a final               
product. Second, many of these e-Service projects are carried out in different parts of the               
municipality and hence there is a lack of unity and they are characterized as a bottom-up                
approaches rather than top-down (Löfstedt, 2007). Moreover, "the opinion in many of the             
municipalities is that the development of e-Services is an imperative necessity and that the              
point of departure is the national level. There is no understanding for the different prerequisites               
for the different levels of government," (Löfsted, 2007:172) indicating that e-Services are            
viewed as important for citizens and the development for the public organization, but are so               
complicated from a top-down approach, it becomes difficult to manage in any regard. 

2.3 PSI Directive 
The purpose of exploring the PSI Directive here is to show how open innovation stimulated               
such a need for this directive, and create understanding for what this directive entails and how                
it affects the European Union; it is also the stage of which the open data movement stemmed                 
from and thus a stimulating factor for exploring the barriers the affect small municipal              
entities.  

With technology, our world is continually moving more and more towards a fully             
digital environment, and with this comes the idea of openness in our government and our               
communities (Janssen, 2011). From this idea, the European Commision has been pushing for             
a standard to provide across Europe and to compete with the United States’ advancing digital               
openness (European Parliament and Council, 1996), and in 2003, the PSI Directive was             
established (European Parliament and Council, 2003). Governmental openness focuses on          
allowing the public to have access to non-sensitive data as a source for valuable perpetuation               
of stimulating innovation and allow for strategic decision making from companies,           
entrepreneurs, businesses and more (Janssen, 2011). Since “public bodies are among the            
largest creators and collectors of data,” (Janssen, 2011: 1) the idea of openness gives the public                
access for accountability in our government and information for a variety of decision making              
processes. 

Looking into the PSI Directive more specifically, apart from the competitive start, it             
was built with two main purposes in mind. The first being to create an equal field of which                  
public and private enterprises are competing upon, and secondly to make easily available to              
the public certain types of data at a nominal cost and without constraints of access (Janssen,                
2011). The PSI Directive establishes a minimum set of requirement for all public entities to               
release certain types of data upon request to the private sector (Janssen and Dumortier, 2007)               
and encourages going above and beyond to stimulate ease of access and use open innovation               
to inspire growth. These requirements, “include time limits, available formats, fees, and            
transparency,” (Janssen and Dumortier, 2007: 236) and establish a baseline of accessing            
information.  

There are three main types of documents and data that are excluded from public access               
are: any document that contains IPR or Intellectual Property Rights unless the public sector              
owns said IPR, documents outside the scope of the public sector such as commercialization              
but any information pertaining to the re-use of such information must be available publicly,              
and any document that contains sensitive information such as matters of National Security or              
confidentiality elements are excluded (DIRECTIVE 2003/98/EC, 2003). Additionally, three         
further types of documentation are also restricted by the PSI Directive, but are categorized by               
the restriction based upon what public sector body it pertains to. These are: public service               
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broadcasters, educational and research facilities, and cultural amenities (DIRECTIVE         
2003/98/EC, 2003). 

There are many complex components to the PSI Directive, but the underlying theme is              
openness in the public sector, and the directive establishes a general guideline of which public               
organizations have minimal adherence requirements for. However, the directive supports and           
arguably pushes for innovative and open concepts to be implemented within public sectors for              
such reasons as stimulating the economy and inspiring innovation.  

2.4 Open Data 
In congruence with digital innovation, e-Government aligns with the concept of openness in             
public organizations and the PSI Directive is the compelling reason for open data, and building               
on that notion is the concept of open data in itself. 

Open data is a concept that builds on the fact that governmental data should be               
available and free to use by anyone without any copyright restrictions (Kassen, 2013). In              
regards to e-Government, open data has the potential of increasing public trust and confidence              
since it allows for greater transparency. Open data also has the potential to overcome the gap                
between citizens involvement in governmental processes and projects (Janssen et al., 2012).            
Moreover, open data also brings the possibility of generating new knowledge and services             
fostered by users and thus open data initiatives are often motivated in economical benefits              
(Janssen et al., 2012; Janssen & Zuiderwijk, 2012). The open data phenomenon in the              
European countries gained momentum from the PSI Directive stating that transparency,           
participation and collaboration are fundamental building blocks in society. The directive           
stresses "member states to make information available that they have created or collected in              
the course of executing public tasks and to avoid using this information in exclusive deals with                
private companies or to abuse market power as monopolists." (Janssen & Zuiderwijk, 2012: 1). 

In relation to open government and open innovation, it is evident that open data is a                
suitable concept for increasing collaboration as well as transparency. Janssen et al. (2012)             
argues that the traditional boundaries between the public and organizations are vanishing due             
to the fact that users become part of the data process in the way that they can both use and                    
upload data. This means that the governmental organizations are moving from a closed to a               
more open system. Similar to open innovation principles, an open data system allows for              
greater input frequencies from other sources. However, it is more demanding and challenging             
of an open system since it become harder to control all pieces of the puzzle and Janssen et al.                   
(2012) indicates that it is more about guiding the flow than pre-defining and controlling it.               
Furthermore, this requires letting go of control and as old methods and tools are no longer                
suitable (Janssen et al., 2012). Moreover, open data projects today are lacking a user centered               
focus on open data, especially in the initial phases of open data implementation. This is due to                 
the fact that traditional governments have a strong focus on a supply-driven atmosphere,             
where users are only interested in the final product (Janssen & Zuiderwijk, 2012). Especially in               
Sweden, where the principle of public access to official records puts citizens' participation at the               
end (Grønbech-Jensen, 1998) . This idea could perhaps be something that still exists in the               
concept of providing data to citizens. Along with the idea of an strong interest from citizens for                 
public data, open data projects are lacking both users at the initial level of open data project as                  
well as the end-use of open data (Dawes & Helbig, 2010; Janssen & Zuiderwijk, 2012).  

Sweden is currently ranked 70th in the Open Data Index and is topped by Denmark,               
USA and Great Britain; both Finland and Norway are ahead of Sweden when it comes to open                 
data (Eriksson, 2014). Even though the interest in open data in Sweden has increased, many               
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consider that it is underdeveloped and that the administrative authorities in Sweden could             
have worked far more with open data. Eriksson (2014) states that, “one reason for the poor                
development of open data is that there is no political pressure on the authorities.” (Eriksson,               
2014: 7). Much of the pressure is instead coming from entrepreneurs, activists and companies              
who want the authorities to provide data. In relation, the use of the PSI Directive in Sweden, is                  
aimed to specifically stimulate new use of public data which is different from the traditional               
way of accessing public data in Sweden. As we mentioned before, Sweden is one of the modern                 
European countries that underperformed in terms of letting users access public data in new              
ways, and this underdevelopment could be a result of an already established process of public               
data in Sweden (Janssen, 2011). 

From the above mentioned concepts of open data, it is evident that it is a new and                 
unexplored phenomenon with great potential, both in terms of public trust and economic             
value. However, Janssen et al. (2012) mentions that there is a trend in both the field of                 
research as well as governmental level to focus on the benefits of open data, and hence putting                 
the potential barriers aside. Although, research indicates that there are a lot of barriers and               
challenges to overcome for successful open data projects there is little research on this topic,               
especially at local level (Janssen et al., 2012; Löfstedt, 2007). Eriksson (2014) also indicates              
that open data in Sweden requires more attention in academic research. Furthermore, as the              
present day analysis regarding open data in Sweden shows, the most prominent providers of              
open data today are administrative authorities and the largest municipalities, such as            
Stockholm (Eriksson, 2014). It looks like this is since the biggest administrative authorities             
have received incentives from the government in their letter of regulations that state that they               
should declare their work regarding the PSI law. Also, it is related to financial and resource                
issues since they have more personnel and greater resources (Eriksson, 2014). Local            
municipalities have fewer resources and personnel and hence they will probably face different             
challenges than their bigger authority counterparts. We therefore have chosen to focus on             
barriers in local municipalities in order to broaden and generate new understanding and             
knowledge about open data in Sweden. 

2.5 Existing Identified Barriers 
In order to best exemplify existing research and how it is broken down in regards to barriers                 
that have been identified, the following table has been structured based on the research by               
Janssen et al. (2012). In their study, they also examined the benefits and myths of open data,                 
but here we chose to focus on just the barriers their study revealed.  

The study by Janssen et al. (2012) was explorative in nature and conducted with a               
series of small group sessions with actors (a total of 9 persons) that ranged from having                
backgrounds in the economical sectors to the Municipality of Den Haag; after the group              
sessions, 14 interviews were also conducted. Their research has been broken down into six              
categories each with their own unique barriers. The six categories concluded by Janssen et al.               
(2012) were: Institutional, Task Complexity, Use and Participation, Legislation, Information          
Quality and Technical.  
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Table 1: Open Data Barriers (Based on Janssen et al., 2012) 
 

Category Barriers 

Institutional ● unwillingness to change 
● lack of entrepreneurship thinking 
● lacking in resources 
● focus on weaknesses instead of opportunities 
● lack of processing from user input 
● questionable quality of user input 
● lack of uniformity for creating and accessing 

information 

Task Complexity ● data lacks in quality 
● data holds no meaning 
● no access to original sources of data 
● difficult to access 
● indifference about data 
● complex and difficult to handle 
● a general focus on just singular data types 
● conflicting data outcomes 

Use and 
Participation 

● lack of interest 
● no incentives 
● lack of education about data 
● too many data initiatives 
● lack of time 
● data costs money to access 
● opportunity costs 
● limited statistical knowledge 
● legal threats 

Legislation ● privacy concerns 
● security and privatization requirements 
● licensing information conflicts 
● re-use of contracts 
● misunderstandings and litigations 

Information Quality ● minimal accountability for quality of 
information and accuracy 

● incomplete or obsolete data 
● lacking apparent value 
● overwhelming information 

Technical ● no uniform or standard format of access or 
content control 

● lack of standards for any and all data 
● no existing access portals 
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● lack of general support for making data 
available 

● no industry standard software for processing 
open data 

● complicated processing systems 

 
Each category identified echoes the theme it signifies, for instance: the ‘Institutional’            

category barriers pertains to all activities and phenomenon regarding the establishment, the            
‘Task Complexity’ barriers associates to the difficulties surround open data standards for            
implementation and maintenance, ‘Use and Participation’ relates to why citizens and users            
give feedback and their interest in participation, ‘Legislation’ explores the obstacles related to             
the related lawful benefits and drawbacks, ‘Information Quality’ to the lack of consideration to              
data capacity and condition, and finally ‘Technical’ as it embodies the barriers of technology              
related difficulties for open data platforms.  

3. Methods 
In this section we start off by presenting the case, why we chose to do a case study and how                    
we worked to improve the validity and reliability of our study. In the later parts of this section                  
we present how we conducted our data collection and a rich description of the multi-step               
analysis process. 

3.1 Introduction to the Case 
Örnsköldsvik is a municipality in Northern Sweden with a population of approximately 55,000             
in 2013 (ww1; ww2). Örnsköldsvik has a strong tradition of international and national             
industrial companies, both manufacturing as well as logging and forestry with sawmill            
workings. Even today, most employees working in the private sector can be found in these               
working areas. Today, the municipality is the largest employer within the region, with             
approximately 5,200 employees; followed by the city council with around 1,200 employees.            
Around 2,500 companies are grounded in Örnsköldsvik today (ww2) and many of the smaller              
companies survive due to effective cooperative connections, which is also a key factor to the               
ongoing growth of the region (ww1). 

Recently the municipality has aimed towards being a more open and citizen-focused            
organization. They state that one of their goals for 2015 is to be more open, stimulate                
innovations and generate creative environments (ww2). Moreover, in a policy document           
regarding their IT vision they clearly dictate that, “IT can make the municipality more              
accessible and allow for good service to the citizens. IT can promote democracy, growth and               
development.” (Our translation; ww3) In addition, they realize that social media and other             
technical solution can contribute to stimulation of innovations and creativity within the            
region(ww4).  

However, when conducting an initial interview with one of the employees working on             
growth and innovation in the municipality it is evident that there are a lot of hurdles to leap                  
over in order to reach these goals. There are many obstacles to overcome in regards to                
accomplishing these goals, especially for smaller municipalities like Örnsköldsvik. Currently,          
they do not have an platform for publishing open data, but they have been working on an                 
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open data project for the past 2 year, the project is mainly aimed at finding driving forces to                  
launch an open data project.  

We chose to study the case of Örnsköldsvik since they are facing many barriers and               
challenges, even though they are only in the early stages of open data development. The               
municipality has goals and visions, but in order to reach these goals, there are barriers that                
need to be identified, analyzed, planned for and overcome. Furthermore, since they are in the               
very the early stages of open data, we think that exploring this case will yield many                
unidentified barriers of open data. Identifying barriers from this case could help local public              
organization overcome similar challenges and hence use our study as a reference for             
developing effective open data implementation strategies and increase awareness of the           
difficulties facing small municipal entities when moving towards openness.  

3.2 Case Study 
Case studies are most commonly associated with exploratory oriented research, but case            
studies can also be used descriptively or for explanatory purposes (Yin, 2009). The definition of               
a case study used in this thesis follows the notion and definition by Yin (2009), as he argues                  
that it suits research for “contemporary phenomenons in its real life context, especially when              
the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident,” (Yin, 2009:19).            
This concept parallels our perception of the Örnsköldsvik case. Furthermore, case studies yields             
the best results when used to answer the ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions.  

However, what differs between case studies from other methods for answering the            
‘how’ and ‘why’ questions is that it also requires the researcher to directly confront the people                
and events being studied within that specific case. We believe that a single case study is                
appropriate for our research question and the explorative nature of case studies make it              
possible to focus on previously unexplored aspects of open data, as well as finding support for                
existing research. Since we want to answer what open data barriers exist in Örnsköldsvik we               
also recognize that a case study design proposes the best solution for the difficulties regarding               
exploring this phenomenon. Additionally, case studies offer a wide usage of different data             
gathering sources and hence a wide variety of data can be collected for a rich analysis (Yin,                 
2009).  

The major concern with a case study can be traced back through all research methods               
that focus on a few or a single units of analysis and that lack the notion of generalization.                  
Although there is no way to overcome this problem, Yin (2009) argues that it is possible to                 
generalize experiments and case studies theoretically and not apply the principle to a larger              
population. The goal of case studies is to generate new understanding, determine answers             
through exploration and broadening existing theories through scrutinization. We see this as an             
appropriate compromise as while we may lack generalization abilities, we gain theoretical            
notions pertinent to supporting our research question.  

3.3 Case Study Quality 
To ensure that the case study has acceptable quality, Yin (2009) strongly suggests that four               
tests should be conducted, or at least thought about when doing a case study. These are:                
construct validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability. In this thesis we will not              
focus on internal validity since it is targeted towards causal studies to address the issues of                
causal relationships, (Yin, 2009) which is not how our case study has been designed.  
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3.3.1 Construct Validity 
Construct validity refers to the notion of acceptable operationalization, meaning that you have             
good measures for the concept that you want to study. Yin (2009) implies that the most                
important step here is to construct the key research theme to specific concepts and link these                
concepts to operational measures. Usually, one refers to other publications and theories related             
to the research in order to establish good connections between the concepts and operational              
measures. Furthermore, to increase the construct validity Yin (2009) suggests that using            
multiple sources of evidence during the data research will help strengthen the quality of the               
research.  

This thesis is grounded in related research, particularly the research on open data             
barriers by Janssen et al. (2012) it is utilized to link and support our results to existing                 
research, whilst pushing the boundaries of current knowledge. What’s more is that evidentiary             
support is reflected throughout the entire thesis to support sovereign notions and strengthen             
our writing position. 

3.3.2 External Validity 
This area is concerned with generalization; more specifically it is about finding and defining              
the domain the research aims to broaden. The criticism of case studies have long since been                
utilized to address issues with generalization. However, Yin (2009) strongly accuses that this             
criticism is false, as “critics typically state that single cases offer a poor basis for generalizing.                
However, such critics are implicitly contrasting the situation of a survey research, in which a               
sample is intended to generalize to a larger universe,” (Yin, 2009: 43). Survey research hence               
focuses on statistical generalization and case studies to address analytical generalization. This            
indicates that case studies focus on broadening theories and are not to apply the findings to                
other settings. Case studies therefore aim to broaden existing theories and it is therefore              
important to have in mind that case studies often cannot be generalized to other settings or a                 
broader context (Yin, 2009).  

As such, we are aware that it can be troublesome to generalize our results to other                
contexts, either by making a sweeping assumption or applying our results to inapplicable             
areas, such as the private sector. When we interpret and discuss our result we will make sure                 
that we keep our suggested solutions to fit within the existing context of our research. In the                 
section 3.5.3 we explore this problem further in context.  

3.3.3 Reliability 
Reliability addresses the replicability of the study, meaning that it should be easy and possible               
to replicate the study and that a study, with the same case, should find similar results (Yin,                 
2009). This area is intended to minimize the amount of biases and errors in the study. Without                 
proper explanation and documentation, it is even harder to replicate ones own work. Yin              
(2009) insists on a mindset of always having someone looking over ones shoulder when              
writing the case study report since it will make the researcher more aware. Documenting is               
therefore something that is valuable and will make ‘auditing’ much easier and strengthen the              
reliability of the research (Yin, 2009). 

Moreover, to increase the reliability we have had our reports continuously read by our              
supervisor to ensure that we are properly documenting and explaining each step. Furthermore,             
we try to ‘take a step back’ from our work to limit any tunnel vision bias. Additionally,                 
subjected to the reliability and replicability of the thesis lies subject to the fact that the                
interviews were conducted in Swedish but transcribed in English. Errors in the translation             
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could yield errors in the analysis and also make similar cases generate different understanding              
of potential barriers of open data.  

3.4 Data Collection 
In this thesis we have used interviews to collect our primary data for the analysis and we have                  
used existing documentation about Örnsköldsvik for secondary data in order to get a better              
contextual understanding of the case. 

3.4.1 Interviews 
In all fields of research, interviews have long been a well-used tool for gathering data material                
and it is mainly, if not only, used in qualitative information science (IS) research (Myers &                
Newman, 2007). There are many different ways of conducting interviews and one clear             
distinction between the varied approaches is the structure. Interviews can be very structured             
which portend that the researcher has beforehand created a set of questions in an interview               
guide which is strictly followed when doing the interview. Unstructured or semi-structured on             
the other hand are a lot more liberating, some questions may be written down before the                
interview but depending on what the respondent says, new questions might be revealed during              
the interview (Bryman, 2002).  

We conducted semi-structured interviews which means that we created an interview           
guide with questions related to specific conceptual themes, but we also asked questions based              
on what the respondent said during the interviews (Bryman, 2002). The focus in             
semi-structured interviews hinges on flexibility, and to be able to more easily focus on what               
the respondent feels is important and wants to talk about. By doing so, the interviews will get                 
the respondent to converse and generate rich descriptions (Bryman, 2002).  

Moreover, Myers and Newman (2007) criticize the IS research field for viewing            
qualitative interviews as unproblematic and they state that many IS reports usually state who              
conducted interviews, who have been interviewed and how many interviews there were; but             
not much more. They see it is a problematic since interviewing is a very complex and                
unnatural social phenomenon and the problems related to it should be raised in IS research               
(Myers and Newman, 2007). One of the core problems with doing interviews is that              
researchers do not see interviewing as something unique which requires practice and            
understanding. Myers and Newman (2007) strongly suggest that researchers should focus as            
much on themselves when doing the interviews as well as the person being interviewed. It is                
therefore important not to only be flexible when it comes to asking good quality questions, but                
also getting the respondent to be comfortable and able to trust you (Myers & Newman, 2007).  

In relation, another important aspect is also to be aware of the ethical issues such as                
confidentiality, integrity, anonymity and voluntariness (Bryman, 2002). When we conducted          
the interviews we were aware of these problems and reacted accordingly. We informed the              
interviewees that we will treat them anonymously, that we will not share the information              
given with anyone and that they can cancel the interview at any time. This helped us to be                  
more aware of our own position and thus also making ourselves feel more secure whilst               
establishing an initial rapport with the interviewees. We think that these are important aspects              
to take into consideration, especially since we both are untrained interviewers and in             
consideration to problems with interviews in the IS research field.  

In practice we conducted the interviews on site, they were conducted in Swedish since              
most respondents felt that it was more comfortable for them. The transcripts were translated              
into English since the thesis is written in English, and only one writer is bilingual in both                 
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Swedish and English. We are aware that translating is subjective, but we tried to stay as close                 
as possible to the original source, along with consideration to the tone and theme of what was                 
being expressed, as not everything is translatable exactly. 

3.4.2 Secondary Data 
Our main source of secondary data has been electronical documents provided by the             
municipality. The secondary data has mostly provided us with guidance of how the current              
situation in Örnsköldsvik municipality is. It has also helped us with the analysis in the sense                
that it has guided our contextual understanding of the case study for Örnsköldsvik. For              
instance, when doing the analysis and the respondents talked about visions and goals it has               
been easier for us to understand those visions and goals in the context of the Örnsköldsvik                
municipality. 

3.4.3 Choosing Respondents 
We performed a convenience sampling, meaning that we chose the respondents based on who              
the gatekeeper recommended and enabled access to based on availability and relation to open              
data (Bryman, 2002). Also, due the limited timeframe, we simply had no time for a more                
rigorous sampling and analysis. To guide our selection process we have had help from a               
gatekeeper working in the municipality who has provided us with respondents who are             
familiar with IT and open data. The respondents are the following: 
 
Table 2: Research Interviewees 
 

Interviewee Role Purpose Method 

Interviewee 1  
(x2) 

Research 
coordinator 

Gatekeeper to 
information. Working 
with questions 
concerning and 
projects involving 
innovation and/or IT. 

Interview 

Interviewee 2 IT Manager Working with Open 
Data. 

Interview 

Interviewee 3 IT Strategist Working with e-Service 
development. 

Interview 

Interviewee 4 Politician  Experienced politician 
with knowledge within 
the IT field. 

Questions and 
Answers sent and 
responded through 
e-mail 

 
The different variety of people with varying positions were requested for as we wanted              

to capture as many distinctive opinions and information about open data as possible; both              
from people working close to open data but also on the decision-making level. We also               
conducted two interviews with interviewee 1, the first was done in the initial phase of the thesis                 
to get an contextual background that paralleled the secondary data and the second interview              
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was conducted with a more specific aim in mind. The first interview was also used to backup                 
what was being said in the latter interview, which proved to be very useful as it helped with                  
understanding some key decisions regarding the municipalities strategies. 

3.5 Analysis 
A qualitative approach was appropriated for this thesis; a qualitative method is generally             
defined as any research that does not use ordinal values as an indicator for a conclusion                
(Nkwi, Nyamongo, and Ryan, 2001). Qualitative research is typically employed to gain better             
understanding into targeted social groups exploring a given phenomenon through data in the             
form of text, derived from pictures and sounds. For these reasons, a qualitative approach was               
used for the thesis since gaining insight and understanding of barriers for open data is intrinsic                
in nature and intangible by measure. Additionally, our analytical approach is focused towards             
untwining the complex phenomenon of open data and to do this we used a hybrid approach to                 
simplify and make our data comprehensible. We chose to make use of previous research in               
open data barriers, but also to be open to new and unexplored aspects of open data; a hybrid                  
approach. 

Moreover, this hybrid approach is suitable since it will be hard not let our              
pre-understanding of open data affect our interpretation of the data, we have instead decided              
to use preconceived categories and acquise further themes. This allows us to understand what              
to look for in the existing sense, but also be aware of new categories which have not been                  
addressed in previous research. This is why we have chosen this hybrid approach, we want to                
both be open to new categories but also be aware that our pre-understanding could help us in                 
the analysis.  

Below explains a description of our analysis process, from raw data material to             
concepts. We have divided it into two stages, where the first one concerns the codes and the                 
latter describes the aggregation of our codes into concepts. 

3.5.1 Stage 1 - Analysis  
Since there are many terms used here, it is imperative to understand the term and what it is                  
associated to. The first term is category, which was used for unilateral purposes because              
Janssen et. al (2012) had labelled the main 6 barriers as a category (Institutional, etc). The                
second term is code, which is the label assigned during our qualitative analysis to a group of                 
information as a means to summarize the information. Thirdly, barrier or statement is used in               
reference to the description or explanation of the identified barrier, which is also used for               
unilateral purposes. These terms will be used throughout the remainder of the thesis. 

The analysis began after the interviews had been conducted, recorded, translated from            
Swedish to English and transcribed. The initial analysis of the data was done through coding.               
The data was coded using an open concept of which a lense was applied, the 6 categories                 
identified as barriers by Janssen et al. (2012) acted as a guiding principle to categorize the                
codes based on existing research. This approach allows us to support existing research and              
define newly identified barriers based on the codes which did not fit into the existing categories                
should any come to light. This is a hybrid approach, but the basic principles derives from the                 
conventional content approach. Hsieh and Shannon (2005) describe this approach as useful            
when “existing theory or research literature on a phenomenon is limited,” (Hsieh & Shannon,              
2005: 1279). 

To perform this hybrid approach, first each interview was separated by question and             
assigned a code based on the context of the question, similar to the Grounded Theory approach                
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of applying codes, but just not to every line. For instance, interviewee 1 said this as a response                  
about their knowledge of the PSI Directive: “Well, I am really not into it...I have seen it but I                   
am not really engaged in that. I know that it exists and that we should somewhat work with                  
it.” The code then applied was ‘lack of information about the PSI Directive’ as a means of                 
summarizing and pinpointing the topic of the response. 

Once this was completed for all the interviews, each code was examined with the lense               
in mind, and sorted based on existing research. As an example and in reference to the previous                 
one above, it fit into the existing category of ‘Legislation’ that Janssen et. al (2012) groups                
together for lawful related concerns and regulation related barriers. Additionally, if a code was              
found to fit into the context of a category but did not match any existing barriers, it was still                   
placed into that category. For instance, ‘Cooperation is beneficial’ was coded based on a              
question about open data and collaboration in the municipality and as such, was assigned to               
the ‘Institutional’ category as a means of identifying any additional barriers for within the              
category. If a code was found to not fit into one of the six determined categories, it was put                   
into a separate section which was then later sorted into categories based on related topics               
found within those that did not fit into the existing research barriers.  

3.5.2 Stage 2 - Aggregation 
When all the codes were sorted, an examination of each category was conducted to determine               
if any additional barriers came to light, such as with the case of ‘Cooperation is beneficial’                
where its contextual relation to ‘Institutional’ also matched up with multiple other instances             
that referenced collaboration and cooperation within establishments. These additional sources          
were identified through a color coding method to match each similar component within             
existing research categories. The color codes were then aggregated to determine a similar             
barrier description that properly reflected the codes within existing categories. This was            
performed throughout the 6 existing categories which revealed 2 new barriers within the             
Institutional category, 1 new barrier within Task Complexity, 1 new barrier within Use and              
Participation and 1 new barrier within Legislation. No additional barriers were revealed in the              
analysis for Information Quality and Technical categories.  

Furthermore, the codes that did not fit into any existing category were then grouped              
and aggregated to reveal further categories, these were: Private Sector, Openness, and Ethics             
However, these new categories also contained codes that additionally revealed different           
barriers from within the newly established categories. By aggregating the codes, we established             
2 new barriers within the Private Sector, 3 new barriers within Openness, and 3 new barriers                
within Ethics.  

3.5.3 Reflective Thoughts and Limitations 
We used the basic idea of this approach since we had no theoretical framework to guide the                 
analysis and as we stated before, the existing research on open data and especially barriers for                
open data is limited. Furthermore, existing theories and related research are often only             
addressed when discussing the results when using this method (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). With              
this approach, the codes and categories stay close the the actual data itself. However, this               
approach is distinguished from other approaches which also ground itself in the data, such as               
Grounded Theory. The difference is that conventional content analysis has no clear cut             
sampling or analysis procedures, and thus theoretical links between categories will be hard to              
derive from the findings. One of the problematic features of the conventional approach is that               
context is not addressed properly, which could result in an incomplete understanding of the              
findings in the data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005); this is related to trustworthiness and credibility.               
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Hsieh and Shannon (2005) suggest that credibility can be established through peer debriefing.             
Since we are both outright and blatant with our approach, and are receiving input from a                
superior, we are grounding our credibility through honest rectitude and peer consultation. 

In terms of limitations our biggest challenge is related to what we mentioned above              
with the concept of external validity, more specifically the idea of what a case studies can                
provide without statistically generalizing. As we mentioned before, we are aware of this issue              
but as Walsham (1995) states that case studies can provide valuable insight in terms of               
concepts, theory, specific implications and rich insights. The outcome of case studies are             
therefore constructed through interpretation and in some sense they are generative           
mechanisms, which are valuable explanations but they cannot really make predictions           
(Walsham, 1995). In similarity to our research, our results are a reflection of our              
interpretation and our aim is to generate new insight, implications and concepts regarding             
barriers of open data and not to predict the outcome in the future.  

4. Results 
In this section we present our findings regarding barriers of open data based on the qualitative                
analyses of the interviews. First of we present our results in terms of support for existing                
barriers founds in previous research. The second sections contains our findings that further             
broadens existing barrier categories. The last and final section of our results is aimed towards               
new categories and new identified barriers which are not reflected in previous research. Please              
refer to Appendix 2 for an appended table of barriers that summarizes our research for support                
of existing barriers, new barriers and categories that are identified in our research. 

4.1 Existing Barrier Support 
All interviewees were very enthusiastic about discussing open data demonstrating that it is an              
important question for different fields from within public organizations, from the IT            
department to politicians. They however consider differences about the benefits of open data,             
some think that it is more about increased democracy and transparency whilst other address              
the potential benefits for organizational effectiveness and private sector growth.  

By using a lense to analyse our data, we found that the majority of our data supported                 
existing barriers identified by Janssen et al. (2012) which are: Institutional, Task Complexity,             
Use and Participation, Legislation, Information Quality, and Technical. All 6 categories held            
substantial support for the existing barriers identified. Most significantly however, were the            
repeated patterns for financial related affairs within institutional and confusion when           
reflecting upon the PSI Directive in legislation. Identifying this, we felt it was important to               
enforce and expand on these two barriers in additional detail. 

4.1.1 Lacking in Resources 
Within the institutional category, resource related concerns echoed as one of the main issues              
with open data; financing open data was seen as problematic. Interviewee 1 and 2 were               
especially concerned with the fact that even though they are optimistic about open data, there               
are no driving forces to push the development of open data even further. In addition, it is hard                  
for them to find any direct benefits from open data. It is hard to measure the effect of open                   
data because it does not automatically yield more jobs within the region. They want to be                
certain that something happens for the end users but also that they themselves gain something               
out of it. If open data only creates new opportunities for companies to make money than it                 
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would not be hard to finance and justify an open data project. But they need to be sure that                   
open data will not only yield external benefits for companies and citizens, but that it also                
should make the organization more effective. Interviewee 2 indicates that projects which are             
hard to measure in terms of direct effectiveness are also not advantageous to the organization               
and thus are difficult to finance. Similar, interviewee 1 expressed that they also need to find                
more ways in which open data can be beneficial, other than for external users. 
 

“I mean, the municipality itself has no real use of public data and we cannot               
finance a system where we should publish data in and expect someone else to              
make money of it. In some way, we need to find another interest in it.”               
(Interviewee 1). 
 

Additionally, if open data projects could decrease the time it takes for employees to search and                
use open data in their daily work, it would really make their work flow much more effective.                 
This is an example that shows the need for open data to be useful in more than just one way,                    
both for the external as well as the internal users; indicating that value is seen in                
multi-operative functions when choosing projects to finance. 

4.1.2 Legislation 
An additional source of strife is from the Legislation category, specifically how the PSI              
Directive causes discord through lack of clarity. This lack of information concerning the             
directive that is imperative to any open data projects, prompts concerns that echo the existing               
barriers such as privacy concerns and misunderstandings. Interviewee 3 reflects upon privacy            
related concerns by stating: 

 
“I mean it [PSI Directive] is somewhat problematic with secrecy and           
integrity.” (Interviewee 3). 
 
Interviewee 2 indicates that a lack of information from legislation is responsible for not              

giving them easy parameters to work with, resulting in a casual attitude towards the PSI               
Directive. 
 

“We aren’t really sure what the laws are saying, we don't really have any              
obligations; we can just send the data out and it doesn't really matter if it is                
right or wrong. By doing that we basically have fulfilled the PSI Directive, if I               
have understood it correctly.” (Interviewee 2). 
 
However, this is not something they want to do, since many workers at the              

municipality feel that they have some sort of obligation regarding the quality of their work.               
They feel that it is an unwritten codex stating that since they are financed by taxes, the tax                  
payers should feel that they can trust in public organization choices and in exchange for their                
money get good services. But, the main point here is that they are aware of the directive but                  
the directive is very unclear and unspecified. They state that they want to fulfill it but it is                  
problematic because it lacks guidance. Moreover, this lack of guidance results in pushing the              
PSI directive aside, as interviewee 3 expresses this makes the PSI directive too open for               
interpretation to be helpful. 
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“First of all, make the PSI more clear and concrete. I mean, it should really say                
what we need to do and what is expected of us in a clear manner. There are lots                  
of directives and incentives today and of course we choose to focus on those              
which are more clear cut. If it is quite fuzzy we will not put that much effort                 
into it and it will probably take awhile till we focus on such directives. Also, it                
would be good if we could get some kind of direction from SKL regarding open               
data and the PSI Directive.” (Interviewee 3). 
 
As interviewee 3 states, because the directive is lacking guiding principles, not much             

effort will be put forth to achieve such a directive and that help from the SKL (Sveriges                 
Kommuner och Landsting; Swedish Association of Local authorities and Regions) could           
potentially reinforce open data projects.  

4.2 Newly Identified Barriers 
New barriers were revealed within 4 of the 6 existing categories, expanding the barrier              
knowledge. These new barriers are relative to the existing categories that Janssen et al. (2012)               
have identified but are not distinguished within them. The new barriers pinpointed within             
existing categories are: 
 
Table 3: Newly Identified Barriers 
 

Barrier Category New Barrier 

Institutional ● Deficient operations for using collaboration 
● Lacking a common vision 

Task Complexity ● Focus is on re-inventing the wheel 

Use and Participation ● Negative instances incur user feedback 

Legislation ● Inadequate provisions of incentives 

Information Quality Not Applicable 

Technical Not Applicable 

 

4.2.1 Institutional - Deficient Operations for Using Collaboration 
One of the most commonly mentioned problems with the open data project brought to light by                
the interviewees is related to the need for collaboration with other municipalities, companies             
and citizens; not just to overcome resource issues but also to establish unified data sets of high                 
quality. In fact, interviewee 2 states that it is an imperative factor.  
 

“I really think that it is a must [collaboration], just to get it commercially              
attractive. It would also reduce the cost of producing and market the data.             
Örnsköldsvik is a quite a big municipality compared to smaller municipalities           
with only 3,000 employees, how would they work with attracting and           
producing open data. Here we really need to get together in clusters and do              
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things together. If we do that, it would be more interesting for the market to               
make use of the data, if the data is accessible from different sources. I really               
think that it is a good idea to develop a plan together, like what data should we                 
start publishing from the markets perspective and what data is good for            
making the organization more effective.” (Interviewee 2). 

 
Interviewee 4 further indicates a similar opinion with additional focus on the benefits             

of resource management.  
 

“Cooperation with other municipalities would obviously lead to an allocation of           
resources that would be beneficial, not least financially, and would also           
increase the quality [of the final product].” (Interviewee 4). 

 
Furthermore, interviewee 1 and 3 both mention that they often work together with             

other municipalities in different kinds of IT projects. Mostly in education, where new             
technology enables new forms of teaching and learning. New strategies for handling iPads in              
school is an IT project developed in Örnsköldsvik and afterwards, other municipalities have             
adopted similar strategies.  

 
“When we worked with a project regarding distance education, we used open            
source programs to enable other municipalities to copy our strategies without           
having to buy expensive programs to use our ideas.” (Interviewee 1). 

 
“We would like it to be a more open climate and that we can work with open                 
source coding to make it easier for collaboration. I mean, all municipalities            
basically have the same needs so it would really make developing IT services a              
lot easier if we work more openly. I guess we could work more technically              
together than we do today, that would really help.”  (Interviewee 3). 

 
However, their collaborative development is limited and instead more of a sharing            

culture. This is problematic because they see an possibility to increase the quality and              
effectiveness of IT projects but also to reduce costs by working together. Today, they are               
inspired by other municipalities and other sources when they develop different IT services but              
this ultimately leads to developing a similar service invented by another municipality. Instead             
of collaborating services are being developed by themselves when similar services are already             
developed by other municipalities. 

This indicates that the ‘collaborative idea’ is more than just the act of doing projects               
together, but also about sharing ideas, resources, and knowledge. As it is evident, interviewee              
2 and 3 clearly state that it is really a must for them to actually develop and work together                   
with other municipalities. 

4.2.2 Institutional - Lacking a Common Vision 
Unilaterally revealed during the interviews was the concern about open data and how the              
organization lacks unity towards a common vision. It became apparent that the issue of a               
common goal should treated within the whole organization and not only treated as an IT               
question. Interviewee 2 said this of having a common goal: 
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“It is an IT question for many, but really it is not. The IT department does not                 
own any data. We only process and handle data, I think that information...it is              
really a mission (religious) that needs to be done, informing and showing cases             
that show the usefulness of open data to others”.  (Interviewee 2). 

 
When it comes to a shared vision of open data, most interviewees stated that they think                

that their colleagues share their vision and goals with an more open and digital society,               
something that open data can help with. However, interviewee 4 shared that there are others               
(at the political level) who think that transparency and openness is not beneficial.  
 

“Well, there are some [here] who do not think that transparency is beneficial.”             
(Interviewee 4). 

 
However, all interviewees agreed upon citizen value as a critical component of public             

services and it is therefore important that an open data project will provide regional benefits.               
Interviewee 1 for example indicates that they will not be pleased if the data they published is                 
used in Stockholm or a big company in Europe and not by anyone who lives in the region.                  
Even if it would mean that they need to spend lots of money, regional benefits would still be                  
something that they would see as a good payoff. 
 

“Citizen value is our top priority, since they are the ones voting which             
politicians who are going to make the decisions. If open data would yield that,              
than we can really see the potential in open data, but not if big companies in                
Europe are the ones making profit of our data. It is really important that the               
citizens basically get what they are paying for, since we are financed by their              
money”. (Interviewee 1).  

 
Even if they have divided ideas of the outcome of different IT projects, and especially               

open data they still share the same belief; that citizens are always at the center of their work.                  
Regional citizen value is hence the basic foundation of their work and something that always               
must be sought after when it come to service based projects. 

4.2.3 Task Complexity - Focus is on Re-Inventing the Wheel 
A small, but unique contribution to the Task Complexity category was brought up by the               
politician when asked to reflect upon the structure of priorities for IT projects within political               
agendas, stating: 
 

Sweden is too fragmented. Many local governments are trying to "reinvent the            
wheel itself." (Interviewee 4). 
 
Indicating that the priority within Sweden for IT projects are not only arranged             

differently by region, but that when projects are being focused upon, that too much emphasis               
is being put into ‘creating the next great innovation’. 

4.2.4 Use and Participation -Negative Instances Incur User Feedback 
Similar to some of the barriers found within the Use and Participation category with concerns               
about user interaction and how users will utilize open data, is the prompting of user input.                
More specifically that users normally only provide feedback about publicly used IT projects or              
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online tools, and this mostly occurs when there is an error or when a service is down.                 
Interviewee 3 reflects on this concern when asked to consider e-Services and user input. 
 

“We often lack citizen input. I guess it could be good with some kind of               
reference group when developing new services. We only get input from citizens            
if for example our services are not working properly, then the citizens tell what              
we can do to fix the problem.” (Interviewee 3). 
 
Furthermore, and in consideration to how the users are involved with e-Services, are             

the attempts to circumvent negatively connotated input through initial citizen input from the             
start of development. Consideration for user reciprocation, negative or not, as a means to              
induce higher quality of e-Service products.  
 

“It would really be a better result, in terms of quality. The problem with              
e-Services is that they are very costly, they require much from the            
organization. Maybe it would yield more citizen value if the development went            
faster instead of having the last 10 % focusing on user experience etc.”             
(Interviewee 2).  

4.2.5 Legislation - Inadequate Provisions of Incentives 
A major source for concern brought up with multiple interviewees and acted as a heavy               
contributor within the Legislation category was that the PSI Directive lacked incentives for             
those providing open data e-Services. These incentives ranged from financial payback to            
acknowledgement for contributions and/or validity of endeavors. Interviewee 2 enforces the           
idea of requiring a financial incentive for implementing open data (or ‘kickback’) from the PSI               
Directive by stating:  
 

“Well, I think that open data is a very interesting and complicated area. You              
can really connect it to e-Service development and so on, and you can say that               
a platform for open data is really an e-Service. I would like there to be some                
kind of stimulation from either a governmental level (national level) or EU            
level to really trigger this and make this happen. For example, if you fulfill this               
you can receive a  ‘kickback’? (Interviewee 2). 

 
Furthering the idea of open data incentives instilled by the government is that             

incentives for certain projects already exist, so it is not a reach or expanse of expectation to                 
wonder why there are no supporting factors for implementing open data. Interviewee 1             
explores this phenomenon through example of other projects. 

 
“...we also have directives from the government who say that we should work             
in this way, for example a register that gathers data on people who receive              
palliative care and we get money for reaching a certain limit when we publish              
data in that system…” (Interviewee 1). 
 
Interviewee 3 supplemented the idea of incentives from open data by companies that             

are interested in using open data by reflecting upon how value could be instilled in an                
economic sense. The incentives mentioned did not particularly pertain to governmental           
incentives, but still can be stimulated from the PSI Directive from a company perspective.  
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“Maybe it would be good if we got more incentives from companies who say              
that they are interested in open data.” (Interviewee 3) 
 
Encouraging this idea of incentives from sources outside of the government,           

interviewee 1 echoes the need for encouragement but from a ‘self-actualization’ sense for the              
municipality.  
 

“Yes, I think many think that it is good. But then again, what about the fact                
that someone is making money on our generosity on providing them with            
data... Often the municipality is viewed as an provider of some sort, creating             
opportunities for everyone else and we do not really get any           
acknowledgement. It does not have to be money. I mean, if someone creates             
something based on our data we would like them also to make some kind of               
acknowledgement to us. For example stating that it would be impossible for            
them to create it without our effort. I mean, they should show some respect              
for the ones providing opportunities for creating growth. We really support it,            
but then they should also be thankful.” (Interviewee 1).  

 

4.3 Newly Identified Categories 
Furthermore, previously unidentified categories emerged through the analysis, 3 to be specific.            
These new categories were either distinctive enough from existing research that they required             
their own group, or were related to existing research but had such significant data that they                
were segregated and analyzed to determine new barriers within a newly defined category. This              
next table displays the new categories, along with their barriers. 
 
Table 4: Newly Identified Categories and their Barriers 
 

New Barrier 
Category 

New Barrier(s) 

Private Sector ● Projects require a problem to arise before a 
solution is implemented (no preventative 
maintenance) 

● Innovation in the private sector stays independant 

Openness ● Openness is an ambiguous term that needs clarity 
● Openness needs to be seen as valuable for citizens 

(democracy) 
● Openness is advantageous but is not leveraged 

Ethics ● Ethical considerations are not black and white 
● Ethical issues lack thorough analyses  
● Open data incurs ethical conflicts 
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4.3.1 Private Sector  
One of the new main barriers that we identified is related to the private sector and that the                  
private sector is innovative by itself, and those innovation are kept exclusive. Today they are               
working with a lot of innovative support for private companies that work with product              
development; they can for example provide support for bigger supply storage or similar. What              
is evident is that the municipality views themselves as supporters instead of providers.             
Innovations are something that arise and are handled within the municipal organization itself             
and the private sector innovativeness are kept outside their boundaries.  
 

“Well, we work with trying to provide companies in the region with a good              
growth climate, providing them with information and ideas if they for example            
want to develop and establish a cluster of some sort. We can help them then,               
with for example contacting and doing conferences with other interesting          
companies. When it come to growth we can also help companies who want to              
increase in scale to grow.” (Interviewee 1). 

 
Furthermore, when they launch new innovative projects they often arise due to            

problems. Problems are identified and solutions are based to prevent these solutions, and often              
these solutions come from different departments within the municipality where the problem            
originates. In some cases however they work with boards who represents users and then they               
are somewhat involved in the development process. However, since they have a strong             
tradition of problem-based solutions it can be problematic to launch projects which do not              
relate to any problem, like an open data project. This is reflected by the new barrier ‘projects                 
require a problem to arise before a solution is implemented.’  

4.3.2 Openness 
Of all the newly emerged categories, ‘Openness’ lends the most consideration to open             
innovation. A very commonly expressed concern was that ‘openness is a very ambiguous term’              
which results in there being no common ideal or understanding for openness (the first new               
identified barrier). Interviewee 2 enforces the foundation of this barrier by stating: 

 
“Actually I think that these two are separate (openness and digitalization),...but           
actually it might not be....Today and if we look into the future (maybe a year)               
all our documents etc. will be digitized… openness, it is more about our             
(municipality) mission, you have to be open even though we handle secrecy            
and have laws and regulations. If we think openness in terms of open data,              
then we have a EU directive saying that we should provide information in             
some way… There lies an important effectivisation potential in open data. But            
then the purpose of open data is about providing data to commercial and             
industrial life, in some way letting commercial actors capitalize on data...”           
(Interviewee 2). 

 
Openness also carries the difficulty of finding a way for citizens to see open data as                

valuable; open data should have intrinsic value to not just the municipality, but for the citizens                
as well. Interviewee 3 raises interest for just this in regards to concerns for expectations of                
open data projects. 
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“... it would yield both citizen and company value, but also that it should              
somewhat make improvements in the organization, for example making some          
processes more effective.” (Interviewee 3). 
 
Propelling this barrier for value with openness, is an additional imperative for the ‘value              

of openness for citizens,’ since open data and openness are intrinsically linked to transparency,              
having this ‘transparency’ gives accountability for those who work in the government for the              
citizens to understand as valuable. 
 

“I think those [open data practices] are very valuable. I think that is a              
democratization, and these kinds of data really give people choices and also            
work as an quality assurance and show that what we are doing within the              
municipality.” (Interviewee 1).  
 
Furthermore, Interviewee 2 extends on this idea for requiring citizens to value            

openness, not only for democracy, but for their tax money as well; and just how important of                 
a roll that citizens play in swaying decisions made in public organizations. 
 

“I would say that citizen value is in high degree in charge of which services are                
going to be developed. It is very hard from an muncipality point-of-view to             
develop services in big scale volumes. For example, when the Swedish tax            
agency develops their e-Declaration service they have huge amount of users           
and therefore they gain a lot in profit from it. But our e-Services are used by                
very few, it is hard to gain economically because the usage is quite limited. This               
also means that we need to have low development costs.” (Interviewee 3).  

 
What is more, is that openness, whilst seen as advantageous by the municipality to find 

a win-win scenario for a variety of actors, is not fully utilized. 
 
“...in our community, we interact with other municipalities, businesses, and          
civil society to find so called win-win solutions.” (Interviewee 4) 

 
Optimally summed up by the new barrier that ‘openness is advantageous but not             

leveraged;’ separate interviewees brought up positive aspects and opinions regarding openness,           
but that the municipality, whilst positive about openness, does not take full advantage of the               
benefits that comes with it.  

4.3.3 Ethical Issues 
Another main concern expressed was the ethical aspects regarding publishing public data on             
the Internet which lead to the categorical determination of Ethics. The problems that ethics              
intrinsically brings to light was especially a big concern for interviewee 1 but also raised as an                 
important question for interviewee 4.  
 

“We have a lot of information regarding people and other information that if             
you puzzle it together you can end up with a result that is not good; for                
example you publish all student's grades and their development. Basically          
everything from the school that is public information could be used in negative             
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ways... if you connect that with criminal records registers a good person can be              
viewed as a very bad person.” (Interviewee 1). 

 
“The ethical aspects are rarely reasoned, which is troublesome.” (Interviewee          
4). 

 
The new barriers related to ethics are supported by the concerns brought forth by              

Interviewee 1 and 4, those being that: ‘ethical considerations are not black and white,’ and               
‘ethical issues lack thorough analysis’ respectively. The final barrier that ‘open data incurs             
ethical conflicts’ is more loosely alluded to by all the interviewee’s, but is particularly enforced               
by interviewee 1 about the challenges with open data. 
 

“Yes, it is the ethical aspects. I mean you can in some way connect ‘unharmful’               
data with other sources, for example Facebook and in some sense map out a              
persons life. So its basically a big brother society. But when it come to more               
general data, such as pollution, water quality etc. I think that is not             
problematic. But when it comes to more personal data, I think that they are              
much more problematic.” (Interviewee 1). 

 
In this regards the ethical aspects are related to letting go of control of the data that                 

you publish. Especially since the purpose of open data is to let anyone make ‘what they want’                 
out of the data that public organizations publish. Once it is out there, the municipality cannot                
control it. As interviewee 1 indicates, they have a responsibility towards their citizens, in terms               
of integrity and protection. If they provide data that could in some way be connected to other                 
personal sources such as Facebook, you can figure out a person’s entire life. If this is the case,                  
then they as a public organization financed by the citizens who work for the citizens cannot be                 
trusted by the citizens.  

The ethical aspects regarding what ‘neutral’ data is, is also something that the             
interviewees would like to be covered in the directive. Since they do not know what is expected                 
of them in terms of quality, it is also hard to know what type of non-harmful data they can                   
publish. For example, they are aware that pollution statistics, which type of fish species live in                
near by water etc. is not connected to information about any individuals. But other than that,                
they do not have any guidance from either the directive or any other sources that could help                 
them identify and analyze which data is unproblematic to publish. 

5. Discussion 
In this thesis we set out to identify barriers for open data implementation for local               
municipalities. To answer this question we have conducted a qualitative case study with the              
Örnsköldsvik Municipality to identify potential barriers of implementing an open data           
platform. In our research we have identified new barriers as well as new insight for previously                
unidentified barriers. By addressing the barriers and challenges with open data for local public              
organizations, unlike existing research which focuses on benefits of open data on a national              
level, our research generates new understanding to the pool of knowledge of open data at a                
more local level. Below follows our discussion regarding our findings that we have found when               
we have conducted our research and how that relates to existing research on barriers of open                
data. 
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We start by discussing how our findings relate to already existing barriers and related              
research, this section also contains confirmation of newly identified barriers and categories.            
Secondly, we discuss our results and how they are implicated on a practical level. Finally, we                
address the core challenges of open data on an aggregated level which offers insight into               
implications for research. 

5.1 Relation to Existing Research 
As it is evident in the results, open data is a topic that is viewed as something positive, both in                    
terms of organizational benefits as well as benefits for outside agents. However, there also              
exists a lot of problems and challenges in making use of open data. In recent years, existing                 
research identified barriers of open data and the findings in this thesis align with those barriers.                
One of the barriers we found related to open data implementation, is the fact that there were                 
no economical driving force strong enough to generate any justification to further expand             
open data in the municipality.  

In relation to Janssen et al. (2012) research, it is akin to the institutional aspects since it                 
is hard for public organization to see any direct benefits of open data; it is hard to justify                  
something when there are no direct benefits, especially financially. Financial concerns incite            
uneasiness when organizations are not sure of the gains or if something will happen on the                
‘otherside’. We believe that this is the result of municipalities’ moderately protective climate             
and that they do not feel comfortable to let outsiders inside their own boundaries. It can be                 
hard to control what is coming in and out, and if you loosen the boundaries too much you can                   
easily lose jurisdiction. It is a matter of establishing mutual trust, which is a pertinent point                
from collaboration from all sides, but one that is is difficult to ascertain. There are no                
established methods for allowing user input. As Zuiderwijk & Janssen (2012) clearly state it is               
important to let go of some control and old methods and develop new ways for handling                
external agents for open data to embrace open innovation. 

This notion also aligns with their open data projects that really lack a user-centered              
perspective because of the traditionally supply-driven atmosphere of municipalities (Zuiderwijk          
& Janssen, 2012). Lacking user input in the early stages of open data will surely make the                 
whole development of the project independent of user perspective. The old way of doing things               
is still impregnating open data implementation and it is becoming hard for them to develop               
something that they are not sure someone will be utilized because it is not suitable to their                 
needs. Their concern with getting the data to be commercially attractive is hard to acquire if                
they do not get input from users of open data when they are developing an open data                 
platform.  

Additional to the data gathered that supports the existing research on barriers for             
implementing open data (Janssen et al., 2012), are that of the appended barriers within each               
category; these push to expand and contribute to the existing research boundaries. Within the              
Institutional category, the barriers of: ‘deficient operations for using collaboration’ and ‘lacking            
a common vision’ were identified. Within the Task Complexity category the barrier of ‘focus is               
on re-inventing the wheel’, for the Use and Participation ‘negative instances incur user             
feedback’ and ‘inadequate provisions of incentives’ for the Legislation category.  

Most significant was within the Institutional category, was the identified lack of            
collaboration between Örnsköldsvik and other public organizations in Sweden in terms of open             
data. Indicating that collaboration is not only seen as a means for both supporting open data                
financially and stimulating growth within the region, but that sharing is an interminable             
means to overcome at least one of the barriers previously identified within the Institutional              
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category, specifically “no resources with which to publicize data (especially small agencies)”            
(Janssen et al., 2012). Implying that this newly identified barrier is both a means to a solution                 
and a barrier in itself to overcome.  

Since the previously identified barrier is a lack of collaboration, it seems that both of the                
barriers within ‘Institutional’ are best faced head on by employing a counter to both of them                
with one another. For instance, if a more effective strategy for collaboration takes place, it               
would require certain standards to be set for all involved, creating a ‘common vision.’ The               
crux of the matter of course being creating an effective strategy that would unify multiple               
departments and municipalities to want of reaching a common purpose. Furthermore, open            
innovation fundamentally relies upon collaboration to break through the barriers of the funnel             
(Tidd and Bessant, 2013) by expanding the resources and allocation for financial support. 

Further to the contribution of expanding the barriers in identified categories, our data             
also revealed several new categories of barriers: Private Sector, Openness, and Ethics. These             
came to fruition from repetitive notions of problems with how Örnsköldsvik should deal with a               
variety of issues that are not fully identified or explored with the existing barriers in Janssen et.                 
al’s (2012) work. The Private Sector, whilst a small category, came to light based upon the                
existing institutional category as the Private Sector shares a foundation in institutional            
processes. Our findings indicated that the Private Sector significantly impacted the innovative            
processes; most decidedly the barrier that the Private Sector is innovative and keeps the              
innovative solutions private essentially funneling the closed innovation creed. Whilst this           
barrier may not be a one that can be overcome, the understanding that barrier exists offers                
value in the form that information the expands your understanding of what you are facing,               
and will limit any inhibitions.  

The Openness category, perhaps the most disparate of the newly identified barriers,            
contributed a vast insight into the qualities, factors and benefits of having an open system. Our                
data supports the quandaries explored in open innovation such as changing from a closed to               
open system or mindset in an organization, or how open innovation plays on the notion of                
two-directional flow (Chesbrough, 2003). The barriers related to openness clearly show that            
open innovation and openness is something to strive for, but very hard to actually realise.               
What is evident is that openness is often always about win-win situations for all related actors                
and especially for municipalities. Measuring the outcome and the result of a            
municipality-citizen network can be hard since there is no way to measure the quality if both                
sides lack faith in one another. Transparency, openness and open data are intimately             
connected and one needs to be aware that they must be considered at the same time. Open                 
data cannot be fully adopted if openness is absent, and the product generated by the citizens                
based on open data and whether it is used to create innovations, is transparency. In one sense                 
openness will automatically increase transparency and thus open data will always generate            
increased citizen value in terms of greater insight. 

Finally, Ethics, came to actualization and the barriers shed light on ethical            
considerations for open data. The ethicals barriers are quite significant as many public             
organizations deal with sensitive data and lacking standards for publications hinders open data             
disclosures. Certain data can be perceived quite simply, in so much as sharing it publicly does                
not hinder nor harm individuals, however; data becomes tricky to handle and publish when              
the information contained is so delicate. There lacks many standards and guidelines for             
disclosing data, including lawful processes; erroring the side of caution stands to reason that              
not supplying questionable data may on one hand be safe for the municipality and citizens, but                
on the other, not adhere to conduct and potentially miss opportunities (by not taking them).  
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5.2 Implications for Practice 
Based on what we have found in our analysis we recognize that there are some things that can                  
be done to overcome some of these barriers. First and foremost, as our results indicate that the                 
PSI Directive needs to be updated with etiquette and clearer expectation, and it also should               
contain additional information about which type of data sets should be uploaded to start              
defining the boundaries of ethical consideration. Raising the awareness of ethical issues            
regarding public data would also be helpful for the municipalities to make better decision in               
controversial scenarios. In addition, we also think that SKL should contribute with their             
presence in the PSI Directive and open data debate to make more municipalities aware of open                
data and break the ice for collaboration between municipalities.  

SKL is the politically run employers’ organization for all municipalities and city councils             
in Sweden and they work to pave the way for better regional and local democracy for all                 
members (ww5). Pressure from higher levels, would also contribute to a stronger driving force              
for justifying development of open data. Incentives and directives from SKL are something             
that the municipalities and other public organizations are used to accepting from, and             
therefore we strongly believe that they are a central piece in the puzzle for overcoming open                
data barriers.  

We postulate that as nothing is happening with the directive that it will be hard for                
municipalities to prioritize open data projects since they feel that they cannot give it all the                
attention it requires. The SKL also stands to help municipalities see that open data is not only                 
an IT issue but something that need to be addressed by all personnel of the municipality. As                 
Eriksson (2014) states, there needs to be political pressure to intensify the development of open               
data and we see SKL as that trigger for the open data development in Swedish municipalities.                
One of SKL missions today is to highlight EU based interests and they state that they look                 
after: 
 

“European interests of the Association's members and strives to influence policy           
initiatives at an early stage. Mainstreaming the European and international          
perspective into the daily work of municipalities, county councils and regions is            
an important part of this role.” (ww5). 

 
Therefore we understand SKL to play a critical role in the development of open data,               

and it is a good sign that they already are aware that EU interests are important                
considerations for municipalities.  

Secondly, we also believe that collaboration needs to have a central position in the open               
data development in all of Sweden. As mentioned several times in the results, collaboration is               
something that would drastically improve the quality of operations but also reduce the costs              
and the amount of personnel required for open data. Larger municipalities can act as parental               
agents to stimulate and help other municipalities. However, we understand that there is a need               
to work on a more operative level since much of the existing collaboration is more of sharing                 
culture instead of developing one. Moreover, it would also help to further stimulate and guide               
along other municipalities who are still in the implementation phases of open data and              
innovation. A feasible way to stimulate collaboration could be to have some kind of steering               
committee where representatives for municipalities work together with development of open           
data. 

28 



Finally, collaboration would be very useful, except for the lack of user involvement in              
the development process, that will affect the desired results. Especially in open data where              
users are such an essential part to make the cogwork function; the municipality needs to be                
sure that at least some of their data will be used. A stronger user involvement for open data                  
can also stain other e-Government projects to be developed in municipality. If municipalities             
want to become more technically oriented they also need to be more open towards citizens               
inclusion and let go of old methods (Zuiderwijk & Janssen, 2012; Layne & Jungwoo, 2001).               
Open data stands to act as the ‘battle cry’ for inspiration in testing out new methods for                 
establishing user and citizen involvement when developing new e-Services.  

5.3 Implications for Research 
New barriers have been determined in our paper as well as multiple instances of support for                
existing barriers identified by Janssen et al. (2012), but there are imperative components that              
make up the details of the barriers for open data. By taking a step back to transcend to the                   
‘bigger picture’ the details of which cumulate together and enforce several more critical             
concepts at large. Here we will discuss how the core challenges we see as critical are reflected                 
through several more major barrier concepts and our thoughts on how the crux of a core                
concept can be improved upon. 

Firstly, the PSI Directive that has been put in place to stimulate both innovative              
solutions for open data and provide accountability for the public organizations through            
transparency for the citizens (Janssen, 2011); is meant to be a foundation for stimulating              
growth, but instead is seen as a source of confusion, that lacks incentive and motivations. The                
bigger picture at hand, is that is this small municipality is having such issues with the very                 
directive meant to help clear up confusion, we can consider that other public bodies are also                
experiencing similar sources of strife. Since the directive is so open ended, which is there to                
give room for innovation, it is feasible that the lack of guiding principle meant to inspire is in                  
fact deterring the very innovation it sets to motivate.  

Naturally drawing on the barriers identified for Örnsköldsvik that are related to the PSI              
Directive, such as the lack of incentives it provides and the confusion centered around it; the                
elemental components of the barriers offer insight into how changes to the PSI Directive can               
be implemented. The first and most obvious change is to the confusion centered around the               
PSI Directive, the lack of high-level guidance instills more confusion than clarifies, ultimately             
requiring the directive to be more expansive in its requirements for openness and open data.               
Having minimal guidelines and hoping those will take the leap to innovation into open data,               
clearly has not been compelling. A law that is clear and concise offers a more straightforward                
ideal of expectations than one that is open ended. 
 Furthermore, the directive should offer incentives, but not only for implementing open            
data of which the law requires, but for going above and beyond to be innovative in a scenario                  
where openness is key. These incentives do not necessarily have to be constrained to financial               
ones, in lieu of monetary gain recognition of achievement for innovative accomplishments, or             
acknowledgement from those who utilized the data would attribute to the ‘self-actualization’            
of the municipality and spread the good word. The directive should also offer incentives to               
companies to both provide and adopt open data as a means for stimulating collaboration              
between entities. This means that companies would be more likely to engage in active              
participation for open data projects for beneficial purposes, as well as provide the data that will                
perpetuate further information exchange down the line. This idea is similar to the one the               
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directive is currently looking to achieve, but offers a more developed perspective based on the               
limitations of open data for smaller organizations and public entities.  

The problems with the PSI Directive are alone not enough to consider here, looking to               
collaboration as an additional crucial issue, yet another thread is added to the spiral of core                
challenges for implementing open data. The paramount consideration for collaboration is           
echoed throughout research by Tidd and Bessant (2013) regarding the conversion from closed             
to open innovation, and the barriers faced by doing do; building associations is a means to face                 
those difficulties regarding both a financial and resource related problems (Eriksson, 2014).            
From our results, collaboration is seen as an envoy for establishing a foundation to move               
towards openness with open data as a primary step; but developing into an e-Government              
requires changes from both a technological point of view, but also an organizational one              
(Layne & Jungwoo, 2001).  

Collaboration sets to utilize the fundamental nature of openness; which is to create             
beneficial scenarios, or win-win arrangements through transparency (Janssen et. al, 2012).           
Open innovation projects (such as open data) in e-Government settings have limited            
participation and feedback from citizens (Axelsson et al. 2010). This sets off of an indifference               
ideal that contrasts sharply against the very nature of openness which is for both parties to                
benefit from said openness. If a user is not going to utilize an e-Service, why should resources                 
be used to create such a service. Furthermore, trying to entice users to participate through               
awareness and public interest is challenging for public organizations (Axelsson et al. 2010).             
Alliances do not necessarily have to occur with only users, other actors such as private               
companies and other public organizations can be leveraged to take interest. Utilizing an             
organizations’ IPs, such as patents, previous works, technology or products for tools to barter              
with to establish a symbiotic relationship between one or more entities (Tidd and Bessant,              
2013) is entirely feasible. 

The heart of the matter that ties both collaboration and the PSI Directive together,              
which we see as the core challenges regarding open data, is the requirement for win-win               
scenarios. The crux of the issue is that neither side is being seen as ‘winning’ side which is                  
necessary to leverage the other side to engage into the win-win scenario. On the one hand, the                 
PSI Directive does not support or offer incentives for collaboration which offers substantial             
benefits for openness and is in itself intrinsically linked to openness; whilst on the other end                
users do not see the advantages of open data, and nor do they wish to participate. This double                  
helix of issues are unquestionably reliant on one another, and as they could be utilized to                
propel open data upwards, they are instead sliding down. By changing the PSI Directive to be                
more heavy handed and offer impetus for the actors, it would engage the upwards cycle that                
supports collaboration and engage win-win scenarios for open innovation using open data as             
the example. 

5.3.1 Further Research 
In this thesis we have briefly scratched the surface of the complex phenomenon of open data                
in Sweden. We are aware that our thesis is not without limitations and one of them is that our                   
case did not contain an already established open data platform and hence we could not               
investigate barriers related to technical issues. What we also have lacked in this thesis is               
institutional theory-oriented guidance that could have helped explained the municipal context           
better. For further research in this area we hence suggest a focus on institutional aspects. 

Moreover, focus on collaboration between municipalities and user presence in          
development of e-Services are also viable areas for broadening existing research in the area of               
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e-Government, open innovation and open data, specifically in SMEs or small-medium           
enterprises. 

5.4 Conclusion 
In this thesis, our research has provided support for existing research, as well as new insights                
and identification of new barriers of open data for local organizations, previously unknown.             
Our results indicate that aspects such as openness, the private sector and ethical issues, are key                
concepts for understanding barriers in open data. Based on our findings, we suggest that the               
idea of openness, collaboration and open innovation are hard to constitute in reality and that               
their fundamental operating principles stand to be too opportunistic for smaller enterprises.            
Ultimately indicating that an adaptive solution is needed. In terms of practical solutions, our              
results indicate that reworking of the PSI Directive is needed, in the form of incentives and a                 
more comprehensive directive. Furthermore, we see SKL as a key actor for contributing to              
making the PSI more intelligible and provide more regional incentives for open data             
implementation. We also go on to recommend that further studies are required in             
collaborative areas for SMEs but in greater detail and expanse, such research is critical for               
awareness and understanding open data barriers at a more local level. 
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Appendix 1 
Note that not all these questions where asked during the interview since some answers tended 
to be answer for one or more questions. Also, some questions that were asked during the 
interview was not prepared in beforehand and thus is not included in the interview guide. The 
interview guide contains some themes that we wanted to focus on and an example of a 
question that fitted in that theme. The themes along with some of these example questions 
were then sent to the respondents. 

Interview Guide 
We are two master students at the informatics department in Umeå University. We are              
currently doing an thesis aiming to explore and investigate openness and open data in              
municipalities. We would like to have your view on these aspects and how you think that they                 
are related to your organization in terms of benefits and challenges. You will be treated               
anonymously and only the raw data will be shared between us and our supervisor and the                
university. We will however publish your position in the thesis to let readers know what role                
you have in the organization. If you feel uncomfortable you can cancel the interview at any                
time and you are also free to skip questions. Below you can find some preparation questions.                
Thank you for your cooperation, it really means a lot! 
 
 

Theme Sample Questions 

Occupation/Municipality - Can you give a brief summary of the 
IT/Digital projects (both future and present) 
that you are involved with? 
 

Openness in Municipalities - What do you think about the idea of  a 
more open and digital society and 
municipality? 

Political Regulations - Do you know of any regulations regarding 
open data (PSI Directive) that affects 
you/your job? 

User Participation - How do you see citizens? As end-users only 
of your services, or do you value  

Individual Values and Responsibilities - What do you think about economic value 
vs. citizen value? 

Operational Proceedings and 
Resources 

- what strategies do you have in place for 
open innovation via open data?  
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Political aspects - How well do you and workers at the 
municipality cooperate in terms of IT goals 
and vision? 

 
 
 

Appendix 2 
This is an update of the table found in related research and it contain existing as well as new                   
barriers and categories identified in our research. Support that we found for existing barriers              
are highlighted in cursive. New barriers as well as new categories are marked in bold. 
 

Category Barriers 

Institutional ● Deficient operations for using 
collaboration 

● Lacking a common vision 
● unwillingness to change 
● lack of entrepreneurship thinking 
● lacking in resources 
● focus on weaknesses instead of opportunities 
● lack of processing from user input 
● questionable quality of user input 
● lack of uniformity for creating and accessing 

information 

Task Complexity ● Focus is on re-inventing the wheel 
● data lacks in quality 
● data holds no meaning 
● no access to original sources of data 
● difficult to access 
● indifference about data 
● complex and difficult to handle 
● a general focus on just singular data types 
● conflicting data outcomes 

Use and 
Participation 

● Negative instances incur user feedback 
● lack of interest 
● no incentives 
● lack of education about data 
● too many data initiatives 
● lack of time 
● data costs money to access 
● opportunity costs 
● limited statistical knowledge 
● legal threats 
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Legislation ● Inadequate provisions of incentives 
● privacy concerns 
● security and privatization requirements 
● licensing information conflicts 
● re-use of contracts 
● misunderstandings and litigations 

Information Quality ● minimal accountability for quality of 
information and accuracy 

● incomplete or obsolete data 
● lacking apparent value 
● overwhelming information 

Technical ● no uniform or standard format of access or 
content control 

● lack of standards for any and all data 
● no existing access portals 
● lack of general support for making data 

available 
● no industry standard software for processing 

open data 
● complicated processing systems 

Private Sector ● Projects require a problem to arise 
before a solution is implemented (no 
preventative maintenance) 

● Innovation in the private sector stays 
independant 

Openness ● Openness is an ambiguous term that 
needs clarity 

● Openness needs to be seen as valuable 
for citizens (democracy) 

● Openness is advantageous but is not 
leveraged 

Ethics ● Ethical considerations are not black and 
white 

● Ethical issues lack thorough analyses  
● Open data incurs ethical conflicts 
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