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ABSTRACT
Official documentation is one of the basic building blocks of society which makes
public information an important resource. Archives are often consulted before
decisions are made. Special rules apply to records created in the business of public
agencies. When new information technologies are developed, the management and
organization around archives also tend to change. Current political goals related to
e-government aim to improve the management, preservation, access, and re-use of
official information for private, commercial and ideal purposes. This places new
demands on official archives management. Alongside the development of new
techniques, which potentially affect existing administrative, legal and theoretical
frameworks, there is a need to review how mandates and responsibilities for official
archives should be organized. Traditional strategies for regulating and controlling
archival management and recordkeeping at public agencies are to a large extent
based on a paper administration and not always applicable in the digital context. In
Sweden official recordkeeping is based on the principles of government
transparency and openness towards citizens, which have a long history: the first
Freedom of the Press Act was issued in 1766. In the context of e-government new
possibilities arise; creating, sharing and accessing information seems to have never
been easier. However, for digital records to be preserved and maintained accessible
for as long as required, different measures to those for records on paper are
necessary. The traditional ways of managing archives are therefore under revision.
Plans, discussions and decisions affect which priorities that are made, which
resources that are allocated and which the mandates and responsibilities of public
agencies and archival authorities are. In the present licentiate thesis a combination
of archival theory, action research, concept analysis, discourse theory and literary
warrant is used to discuss the relationships between official archives management
and e-government. The result shows a few of the ways in which the current archives
management could be improved to better contribute to the goals of increasing
efficiency, interoperability, reusability and transparency, and thus come closer to
realizing the potentials of e-government development.
Keywords: archives, e-government, information management, power, public
agencies, recordkeeping, Sweden
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SAMMANDRAG
Officiell dokumentation är en av samhällets grundläggande byggstenar, vilket gör
allmänna handlingar till en viktig resurs. Ofta konsulteras arkiven innan beslut
fattas. Särskilda regler gäller för handlingar som skapas i myndigheters verksamhet.
När ny informationsteknik utvecklas, tenderar förvaltning och organisering kring
arkiven också att förändras. Aktuella politiska mål relaterade till e-förvaltning syftar
till att förbättra hantering, bevarande, tillgängliggörande och återanvändning av
officiell information för privata, kommersiella och ideella ändamål. Detta ställer nya
krav på arkivhanteringen. Parallellt med utvecklingen av ny teknik, som potentiellt
påverkar befintliga administrativa, juridiska och teoretiska ramar, finns det ett
behov av att se över hur mandat och ansvar för offentliga arkiv bör organiseras.
Traditionella strategier för att reglera och styra myndigheters arkivhantering har till
stor del utvecklats utifrån en pappersbaserad administration och är inte alltid
tillämpliga i digitala sammanhang. I Sverige utgår offentlig arkivhantering från
principer rörande transparens och medborgerlig insyn i myndigheters verksamhet,
vilket har en lång historia: den första tryckfrihetsförordningen utfärdades 1766. I
samband med att e-förvaltningen utvecklas uppstår nya möjligheter att skapa, dela
och få tillgång till information tycks aldrig ha varit enklare. Men för att digitala arkiv
skall kunna bevaras och hållas tillgängliga över tid krävs andra åtgärder än de som
utvecklats för att hantera pappershandlingar. Därför ses de traditionella sätten att
hantera arkiv över och revideras. Planer, diskussioner och beslut påverkar vilka
prioriteringar som görs, vilka resurser som tilldelas, och vilken typ av mandat och
ansvar som fördelas mellan myndigheter och arkivmyndigheter. I föreliggande
licentiatavhandling används en kombination av arkivteori, aktionsforskning,
begreppsanalys, diskursteori och litterary warrant analys för att diskutera
relationerna mellan offentlig arkivhantering och e-förvaltning. Resultatet påvisar
några av de sätt på vilka den nuvarande arkivhanteringen skulle kunna förbättras
för att bättre bidra till målen att utöka effektivitet, interoperabilitet, återanvändning
och öppenhet, och därmed bidra till att förverkliga e-förvaltningens potential.
Nyckelord: arkiv, dokumenthantering, e-förvaltning, informationsförvaltning,
makt, myndigheter, Sverige
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1.

INTRODUCTION

In 1993 archival scholars David Bearman and Margaret Hedstrom argued that the
emergence of electronic records had created a need for ‘steering’ instead of ‘rowing’
in archives management. The steering approach would include to “(…) increase
monitoring and oversight by the archival agency while assigning responsibility to
agencies for achieving adequately documented functions and programs” (Bearman
& Hedstrom, 1993, pp. 89-91). Bearman and Hedstrom gave several examples of
tactics that archival institutions might consider to succeed with a ‘steering’
approach, including legal rules and sanctions, regulations, monitoring and
investigation. Much has happened since the 1990’s as regards the use of electronic
records, not least in relation to e-government development. A plethora of
information is created daily in the business of public agencies and used in ways
which would seem foreign in a wholly paper-based administration. Several authors
have argued that digital formats increase the need for proactive, holistic
recordkeeping (Kallberg, 2013; McKemmish, 2005a; Riksarkivet, 2006).
Promoting and extending the use of official information has been described as
one of the cornerstones of democratic ruling: “Access to public archives is a right. In
a political system which respects democratic values, this right should apply to all
users regardless of their nationality, status or function” (Council of Europe
Committee of Ministers, 2000). Swedish freedom of information legislation has long
accentuated the connection between democracy and citizen’s right to access public
records. One of the core goals of e-government is to promote the use of official
information and, in the words of the Swedish IT and Energy minister, to: “(...) make
democracy accessible, even from one’s own kitchen table” (Regeringskansliet, 2011,
p. 5, my translation). Canadian archivist and librarian Ian E. Wilson has described
the record as “the very foundation of civil order” of great importance to societal
continuity (Wilson, 2012). Despite their recognized value for a functioning
administration and the balance of power between government and citizens, official
archives are sometimes less prioritized than related areas (such as technical
development and communication) and many archival issues remain unsolved. One
question concerns how mandates and responsibilities of official records
management ought to be organized to support political goals such as openness,
transparency, reusability, and democratic empowerment.
E-government and e-services require the ability to maintain trustworthy
information, which has long been the core purpose of official archives management.
Strategies and resource allocation affect the amount and quality of records that are
preserved. Archival authorities are however generally not in a position to
implement whichever measures they consider necessary, but depend on decisions
made by governing agencies.
1

Review and reorganization of official archives management is currently under
way in many countries around the world. Technological challenges of managing
digital archives are connected with social issues. According to the Swedish National
Archivist Björn Jordell, the technical obstacles which must be overcome are
secondary. He points instead to other difficulties, namely ourselves: “(...)
management and staff, leaders and professionals. It is a question of culture and
psychology, self-perception and professional identity – far more difficult to deal
with than to overcome technical obstacles” (Jordell and Klareld, forthcoming
publication in Nordisk Arkivnyt no. 2 2015).
This thesis is based on the belief that there is a societal value in studying and
discussing how mandates and responsibilities of official archives management
should be organized to accomplish the desired results. A complex issue to start with,
which becomes even more so in the context of e-government. The research presented
in the thesis aims to contribute to the understanding of how plans, discussions and
decision regarding the adaptation of official archives management to the context of
e-government affect mandates and responsibilities. It addresses technological and
organizational issues from a social constructionist perspective.

1.1.

Scope & objective

The purpose of this thesis is to shed light on issues concerning the interrelations
between e-government development and official archives management, and thereby
contribute to improvements in the ways of adapting official archives management
to the context of e-government. The research questions are approached from three
perspectives: plans, discussions and decisions. The overarching research questions
are:
-

1.2.

How is official archives management adapted in relation to the goals of egovernment?
How do these adaptations affect the allocation of mandates and
responsibilities?

Research limitations

The present research is a result of GoInfo (Good Information Governance), a two
year research and development project at Cedif, a center which conducts research
within archives and information science with a special focus on business
information. The goal of GoInfo was to improve the conditions for good information
governance in the digital environment (Avdelningen för Arkiv- och datavetenskap,
2012). Limitations are consequently first and foremost due to the time, scope and
objectives of GoInfo. The subproject in which I was involved focused specifically on
research and development related to the Public Agencies’ Network, a network of
2

public agencies in the Västernorrland region in Sweden. Although the network is a
regional initiative, these public agencies are all affected by national legislation,
politics and e-government development. Because these factors have a profound
effect on public agencies in the entire country, the perspective was extended to a
national level. I solely studied agencies of the state administration. Other subprojects
within GoInfo focused on municipal agencies.
Though the thesis is limited to contemporary Sweden, it is hoped that the
findings will be transferrable to other states and contexts. E-government
development and the associated need to reorganize the regulation of mandates and
responsibilities of official archives management is a global phenomenon. When
comparing ideas of archival theory it is however important to be aware of the fact
that the different theories often stem from practice and are developed in very
different archival traditions (Stapleton, 1983), why the context is explained briefly in
the thesis as well as in the included papers.
The thesis centers on rules and regulations related to official archives
management, and on how these affect and are affected by e-government
development. Swedish legislation is used as a norm for understanding how existing
conditions, proposed changes and implemented decisions affect official archives
management. The aim is not to criticize current legislation, but to discuss some of
the challenges which occur in the context of e-government. While addressing
changes in the views of archives, I do not address professionalism, or the changing
views or roles of archivists and records managers. Neither do I address questions of
whether one technology is to be preferred over another.

1.3.

Concepts used

This section introduces the core concepts used in the thesis.
Archive is defined in the thesis according to the Archives Act 3§: “An agency's
archives is formed by the official records of the agency's activities” (SFS, 1990:782,
my translation). The concept of the archive is multifaceted and can incorporate a
variety of meanings. The definition was chosen in light of the context of the research,
which is Swedish public administration. The holistic concept of the archive, as used in
this thesis, implies that rather than seen as going through different phases (‘active’,
‘semi active’ and ‘archival’), records are viewed as existing in a continuous flow,
which may ‘begin’ with the archives creation at the public agency and ‘continue’ to
the long term preservation at an archival authority (Jörwall, Lönnroth, &
Nordström, 2012, p. 75), yet may also ‘start’ at the archival authority and ‘continue’
on to administrative, cultural or personal uses (McKemmish, 2005a).
Destruction, according to the archival principles which apply in the Swedish public
sector, includes transferring records to another medium if this leads to loss of
3

information, loss of potential compilations, loss of searchability, or loss of
possibilities to determine the authenticity of the information (Riksarkivet, 1999).
E-government is defined in the thesis according to the EU’s official definition which
reads: “the use of information and communication technologies in public
administrations combined with organisational change and new skills in order to
improve public services and democratic processes and strengthen support to public
policies” (Commission of the European Communities, 2003).
E-services are “Internet-based services through which citizens and businesses can
interact and exchange information with governmental agencies”, often treated as a
synonym to e-government in both research literature and practice (I. Lindgren,
2013).
Information has been described as a concept with multiple meanings which “(…) can
be associated with several explanations, depending on the level of abstraction
adopted and the cluster of requirements and desiderata orientating a theory”
(Floridi, 2015). In this thesis the focus is archival information: "Preserved information
arising in, for and through an organization's activities or reaching the organization
based on the effect of its activities" (Kjölstad, 1999, as cited in Sundqvist, 2011a, p.
11, my translation). Information governance does not have an established definition.
In the GoInfo project information governance was seen as activities that aimed “(…)
to provide the business with reliable, authentic, relevant, and complete information”
(Avdelningen för Arkiv- och datavetenskap, 2012, p. 7, my translation).
Interoperability is the ability to make systems and organizations work together,
including the exchange of information through e-services (Riksarkivet eARD,
2013b).
Record is defined in the thesis according to ISO 15489-1:2001: “information created,
received, and maintained as evidence and information by an organization or person,
in pursuance of legal obligations or in the transaction of business” (Swedish
Standards Institute, 2001). The Swedish Freedom of the Press Act 3§ defines public
record as: “any written or pictorial matter or recording which may be read, listened
to, or otherwise comprehended only using technical aids”(SFS, 1949:105).
The ’archival threshold’ according to Duranti is “(…) the space where the officer of the
public authority takes charge of the documents, identifies them by their provenance and
class, associates them intellectually with those that belong in the same aggregation,
and forwards them to the inside space” (Duranti, 1996). Ensuring unbroken custody by
transferring records from the creating agency to an archival authority is a traditional
4

strategy to maintain the authenticity of records (Iacovino, 2005). The archival threshold

is in the thesis regarded as a formal limit which has consequences for the
interrelations between archives and administration.
Traceability is viewed in the thesis as a characteristic of information systems which
“(…) concerns creating traces that make it possible to understand information for as
long as it is required” (Öberg, 2011). Traceability of official information is legally
regulated in Sweden (SFS, 1990:782, 1991:446b, 2009:400).

2.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK & RELATED RESEARCH

Archival science is multidisciplinary and developed through a close connection
between practice and theory. David Bearman has argued that this can be
problematic and risks obstructing the progress of knowledge: “(…) archivists have
elevated pragmatic responses to the nature of physical things to the level of
ideology” (Bearman, 1996). Though recognizing this challenge, this thesis is based
on the conviction that traditional theories and principles concerning official archives
management in many cases are transferrable to the context of e-government, even if
certain adaptations might be necessary. There is no clear-cut boundary separating
the "paper era" from the "digital era", which is why Richard Pearce-Moses has
argued that there is a point in seeking knowledge in traditional theories: "Much of
archival knowledge transfers directly to the digital era, and established principles
give us insight into solutions" (Pearce-Moses, 2007, p. 21).
This chapter provides a presentation of the theoretical framework and related
research. Because the research is set in a Swedish context and the Swedish
constitution, laws, rules and regulations are part of the theoretical framework, the
context is described further in chapter 3.1.

2.1.

Archival science

The primary focus of the thesis is in the field of archival science, which has been
defined as “The scientific study of archival information and the emergence,
management organization and utilization of archives, as well as its impact on and
importance to organizations, individuals and society” (Avdelningen för Arkiv- och
datavetenskap, 2012). Traditionally, the research in archival science is pursued from
the perspective of the archive as an institution and focused on best practice,
management and enabling technologies. In the last 25 years the research front has
expanded and become “(…) responsive to the complexity and changing boundaries
and ideas of the world in which archival and recordkeeping activities are situated”
(McKemmish & Gilliland, 2013).
5

There are two major established methodologies in the archival world: the life
cycle approach and the records continuum approach. The former assumes that
recordkeeping is the result of objective business activities and follows a predictable
timeline, while the latter views it as “(…) a continually interacting and evolving set
of contingent activities with individual, institutional, and societal aspects”
(McKemmish & Gilliland, 2013, p. 93). Another model which has impacted archives
management in recent years is the framework OAIS (Open Archival Information
Systems) model, according to which an archive consists of an organization of
persons and systems which have accepted the responsibility to preserve information
and make it available to a designated community. The OAIS model highlights the
leadership function as an important part of archives management (Consultative
Committee for Space Data Systems (CCSDS), 2012).
No theoretical model can show the full image of the reality it aims to explain.
Instead, models are useful because they reduce the complex reality to something we
can grasp and understand. The life cycle and the records continuum models are used
in the thesis as analytical tools to increase the knowledge related to official
recordkeeping and archives management. The records continuum model is not
intended to be implemented in practice, but is useful for understanding the
complexity of recordkeeping. The life cycle model is practically useful, for example
when related to mandates and responsibilities, but shows the archives management
as a linear process which is less applicable in the digital environment. Both models
can however be used as theoretical lenses to comprehend different aspects of
archives management.

2.2.

Archives & power

Archives can be seen as a way to institutionalize power. Dutch professor Eric
Ketelaar has said that “The power of archives is as old as the archives” (Ketelaar,
2005, p. 279) since collective memory and identity are of great importance for
legitimizing the societal system. The Greek word for archive, arché, also means
governmental power, which shows the close connection between archives and
official administration. The Report on archives in the enlarged European Union increased
archival cooperation in Europe: action plan discussed and attempted to define
recommendations for the relationship between archives and administration.
Archives were described as a factor that, depending on quality and accessibility,
could affect empowerment and democratic participation (National Experts Group
on Archives of the EU Member States and EU institutions and organs, 2005).
Access to official records is in many countries seen as a democratic right and a
way to inspire confidence in the public administration (Gränström, 2002). One can
claim that archival authorities should be acting on behalf of the citizens. Australian
archivist Adrian Cunningham has said that while archives should help to hold
6

governments accountable, the archives are in turn accountable to the wider
community: “Archivists should always be ready to take advantage of changing
circumstances that may permit their archives to serve more pluralistic, socially
inclusive and democracy empowering roles” (Cunningham, 2005, p. 48). However,
archivists are not the only actors that affect archives management. Governments
often have a monopoly on managing certain official registries, and issuing formal
certificates. Swiss historian Valentin Groebner has argued that official
administration is a way of constructing a ‘bureaucratic world’ which in many ways
becomes superior to the ‘real’ world (Groebner, 2009). South African archivist Verne
Harris has explored power relations based on the transition from apartheid to
democracy and said that archives only give a very limited view of the reality they
are meant to represent since archives both are shaped by and shape the processes
that create them. Harris has questioned the idea of objectivity, and instead suggested
that archivists are political actors and participants in power relations: “The harsh
reality is that the shape (and the shaping) of recordmaking is determined by the
relations of power” (Harris, 2007, p. 5).
According to Australian archival theorist Sue McKemmish archives are vital
components of society: “There is no area of human activity not shaped in the most
fundamental ways by the archival storage of information and no continuing form of
culture or community is possible without it” (McKemmish, 2005a, p. xi). Governing
bodies and archives are closely linked; a modern state could not function without
records. Official archives are often created and controlled by some form of central
administration, and the ideal is that the archives should contribute to realizing the
democratic rights of citizens (Ketelaar, 2005, p. 292). French philosopher Jacques
Derrida has discussed the tension between archives and politics, public and private,
truth and authority, and argued that control of archives is a prerequisite for power;
“There is no political power without control of the archive, if not of memory”
(Derrida, 1996, p. 4). Swedish archival scholar Anneli Sundqvist has argued that
archives have the power to extend the influence of actions beyond one’s immediate
vicinity: Records are tools, which extend the human capacity to act, to cause change
(…) to exceed the limits of time and space” (Sundqvist, 2011b, p. 281). Official
archives affect society and single individuals in many different ways. Records are,
for example, used to constitute ownership, establish financial transactions, and
confirm historical facts.
Canadian professor of philosophy Ian Hacking has discussed how ideas become
part of social settings. He emphasizes the significance of context and classification,
arguing that in an indirect way "(...) people themselves are affected by the
classification - and, if you like, the individual herself is socially constructed as a
certain kind of person" (Hacking, 1999, p. 11). Archives can similarly become part of
social settings. Different notions apply depending on whether it is a private archive,
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a business archive, or any other type of archive. Ideas and materiality together form
the conditions of ‘reality’ – agencies, technologies, and administrations are
constructions and according to Hacking these might be called social since their
meaning is what matter, “(…) but they are material, and in their sheer materiality
make substantial differences to people" (Hacking, 1999, p. 10). The functions of
records depend on their status as evidence, which in turn depends on legal and
administrative (social) constructions. One example is passports. To obtain a passport
which proves that you are a citizen you need to show that you are registered as one
by the state in question. Citizenship, is in Sweden described as “a legal relationship
between citizens and the state that confers rights and obligations on both parties”
(SFS, 2001:82, my translation). A refugee seeking asylum can become a citizen by
registration and only then enjoy the associated privileges.
In this thesis, official archives management is viewed as part of the construction
of society. Due to their official status, public agencies’ archives can function as a
means of empowerment and contribute to the proper conduct of public
administration. As British historian, librarian and former National Archivist Sarah
Tyacke has argued "Sound records management is the bedrock of accountability
(...)” (Tyacke, 2002, p. 22). The thesis sees the power of official records as largely
depending on their trustworthiness, including accuracy and traceability. However,
how the mandates and responsibilities for these important records should be
organized can be debated. It depends on factors such as available technologies,
political decisions and perceptions of the concept of the archive.

2.3.

Archival mandates & responsibilities

In the mid 1950’s American archivist and archival theorist Theodore Schellenberg
wrote that it was important to allocate sufficient mandates to the archival
administration, which “(…) should be given a place in the governmental hierarchy
that will enable it to deal effectively with all other agencies of the government”
(Schellenberg, 1956, reprinted 1998, p. 121). In the early 1980’s Swedish archivist Nils
Nilsson emphasized that making archival institutions responsible for supervision
and development would be particularly important in a society where information is
seen as a vital resource: "(...) in an information dependent society archival services
cannot in the long run limit their activities to the care and provision of records"
(Nilsson, 1983, p. 111, my translation). In the late 1990’s Australian archival theorist
Frank Upward argued that “To be effective monitors of action, archival institutions
will need to be recognized by others as the institutions most capable of providing
guidance and control in relation to the integration of the archiving processes
involved in document management, records capture, the organization of corporate
memory and the networking of archival systems” (Upward, 1997, p. 21). Sue
McKemmish has argued that the mandates of archival institutions include “(...)
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building and managing frameworks and systems which assure the preservation and
accessibility of accurate, complete, reliable, and authentic records and archives (...)”
(McKemmish, 2005b, p. 19). Archival institutions have different roles in different
countries. The role of Swedish archival authorities are described in section 3.1.
Discussions about how archival mandates and responsibilities ought to be
organized is neither new nor finished, or limited to any particular time or country.
Though there seems to be a consensus within the field of archival science that
archival institutions should be given clear responsibilities and sufficient mandates
in relation to official archives management, it is unclear what this means in practice
and, for example, which other agencies that might be involved. Canadian archivist
Bernadine Dodge has described the responsibilities of archivists as contested
territory: “(…) the technical procedures that we employ; the parameters of our
location as knowledge workers within the larger context of the humanities and social
sciences; our commitment, if any, to some notion of collective memory and
communal heritage; and the direction in which our profession is moving vis-à-vis
the allied but thus far separate professions of historian, information specialist, and
records manager” (Dodge, 2002, p. 17). Upward has argued that possession and
control are important matters to discuss:
“We have to face up to the complexification of ownership, possession,
guardianship and control within our legal system. Even possession can
be broken down into physical possession and constructed possession.
We also have to face the potential within our technology for ownership,
possession, custody or control to be exercised jointly by the archives,
the organisation creating the records, and auditing agencies. The
complexity requires a new look at our way of allocating authorities and
responsibilities.” (Upward, 1996, p. 273)
British archivist and archival theorist Hilary Jenkinson argued that the
responsibilities of archival institutions were to ensure unbroken custody of records
that the creator had decided to preserve. Schellenberg instead argued that archives
should firstly consider the needs of future users.1 This can however be hard, not to
say impossible, to determine beforehand. In the context of e-government the ideal is
to make official information usable and re-usable in innovative ways also outside
the realm of public administration. How to balance this vision with the requirements
of personal integrity and information security is an issue which has no easy solution.

1

It is important to note that although Jenkinson emphasized duty to the record and

Schellenberg stressed usability, neither of them denied the importance of the other activity
(Stapleton, 1983, pp. 77-78).
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Canadian archivist Terry Eastwood who has studied the importance of archival
responsibility has stated that the political will to allocate resources for archives and
records management is often lacking, even in democratic societies. Eastwood argues
that the organization of mandates and responsibilities of archives needs an amount
of independence from other governmental agencies in order to fulfill their purpose;
“Public archival institutions are one class of what might be called “accountability
agencies” in democratic governments, and they need to enjoy a measure of
autonomy, some would say independence, from other branches of government to
do their work properly” (Eastwood, 2002, p. 70). Chris Hurley, research assistant
within the Records Continuum Research Group at Monash University, has argued
that accountability demands clearly defined roles (who is accountable and to
whom), clearly defined functions (what are you accountable for?), clear criteria on
how performance is measured, clear ways of monitoring compliance and clear
sanction possibilities. Hurley has identified ten roles which archivists ought to live
up to: ordainer, preceptor, mentor, facilitator, provider, enabler, monitor, watchdog, enforcer and auditor. He is however pessimistic regarding whether
recordkeeping lives up to the criteria, due to lack of clarity about the role of
archivists: “There is not even agreement amongst ourselves, let alone in the society
in which we function, that we have such a role” (Hurley, 2004).
This thesis argues that in the context of e-government the role and function of
official archives becomes increasingly complex and dependent on the purposes of
recordkeeping and which tasks designated agencies are to fulfil.

2.4.

E-government & information management

E-government development stands for using the combination of information
technology, organizational changes and new skills in public administration to
improve the quality of public services, reinforce the democratic process, and support
community objectives. The political ambition in Sweden and in the EU is to make
public records more available to the general public. E-government is seen as a way
to support this aim by increasing transparency and availability of information.
According to the International Journal of Electronic Government Research “Electronic
government is broadly defined within topics such as but not limited to the hardware
and software technology, e-government adoption and diffusion, e-government
policy, e-government planning and management, e-government applications, and
e-government impacts” (International Journal of Electronic Government Research
(IJEGR), 2015).
Archival and recordkeeping issues could be naturally included within this area
of research due to the strong focus on trustworthy information and the connections
between archives and political power. Despite this, records management has
received very little interest among researchers in the field of e-government. Hans
10

Jochen Scholl, Associate Professor with tenure in the Information School at the
University of Washington has argued that electronic records management is an area
“of special interest and only appeals to a small sub-group of the EGR community”
(Sholl, 2013, p. 7). This thesis aims to show the relevance and value of research which
focuses on the interrelations between e-government and information management.
Current creation, use, control and preservation of records may challenge previous
administrative routines, and cause changes to the division of mandates and
responsibilities of public agencies’ archives. Luciana Duranti has questioned if there
are any ‘originals’ in the electronic environment, since: “(…) it is not possible to
preserve an electronic record or even a copy of an electronic record. It is only
possible to preserve the ability to reproduce an electronic record (...)” (Duranti, 2001,
pp. 52-53).
Traditional archiving principles have often presupposed a custodian or a
gatekeeper, giving or limiting access to records in an archive (McKemmish, 2005a).
According to Jansson & Lindgren, e-Services can be seen as ’intended gatekeepers’
or ‘unintended gatekeepers’. Intended gatekeepers stand for intentionally limited
access, for example to protect privacy. Unintended gatekeepers mean limited access
that is created unintentionally, for example due to poor design and lack of
information (Jansson & Lindgren, 2012). Foscarini et al. have claimed that although
there are a number of standards and models of digital information management, it
is in practice that these show their actual usability: “When tested against real-world
situations, existing models and standards only appear to work in relation to types
of organizations that resemble traditional bureaucracies” (Foscarini, Oliver, Ilerbaig,
& Kumrei, 2014). Since organizational change is at the center of e-government
development, it becomes relevant to study its effect on information management.
Cook has argued that when the way of producing records changes, the organizations
creating and using the records evolve from having been hierarchical, structurally
fixed and stable over time towards being increasingly complex and constantly
changing. This affects administration, legislation and information governance
(Cook, 2007, p. 404).
New relations and power structures are formed in connection with e-government
development which affects archives management. “Archives reflect not just
technologies (…) but also the changes in culture that accompany changing
technology” (Lubar, 1999, p. 12). Dutch professor of public innovation Albert Meijer
has used the word safeguards to describe “socio-technical recordkeeping systems”,
such as techniques, procedures, methods, and organizing which, in combination
with ethical values, creates the conditions for trustworthy official archives. Meijer
concludes that “(…) norms values and cognitive scripts regarding recordkeeping in
public organizations should be acknowledged as an integral element of
organizational recordkeeping systems” (Meijer, 2003, p. 290). E-services have the
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potential to replace, or complement, the role of administrators: ”The growing
centrality of public e-services in the mediation and provision of public services
means that, in certain instances, they start occupying a similar position to street-level
bureaucrats, i.e. public service workers who interact directly with citizens” (Jansson
& Lindgren, 2012). Runardotter et. al have even argued that e-service development
affects the role of the archivist as a mediator between an archive and its users: “The
dominant discourse in national policies has in many ways already replaced
archivists with technologies. Hence, IT has replaced archivists as carrier of evidence
of organizational transactions and the societal memory” (Runardotter, Mörtberg, &
Mirijamdotter, 2011, p. 75). This is a big claim which ought to be discussed further,
yet it is not in the scope of this thesis to do so.
American archival scholar Richard Pearce-Moses has stated: “(…) society
entrusts archivists with preserving the cultural record and our documentary
heritage. If we fail to adapt to the digital era, we will necessarily fail that mandate”
(Pearce-Moses, 2007, p. 16). The ways in which official archives management is
adapted to the context of e-government not only affects the future cultural heritage
but also current public administration.

3.

RESEARCH PROCESS

Since GoInfo was an action research project it gave me the opportunity of using parts
of the methodology of action research to collect research data and find inspiration
for my studies. Within the framework of the project I took part in action activities
which led to results outside the scope of this thesis. This chapter starts with an
introduction to the context in which the research was done, and continues with an
overview of the GoInfo research process, followed by an overview of the steps of my
research project. These are described separately to clarify the context and motivation
behind the studies and explain the progression and the data collection.

3.1.

Context: official archives management in Sweden

The National Archives is one of the oldest public agencies in Sweden, officially
founded in 1618 as part of the Royal Chancellery. At the end of the 1800s its
responsibilities were extended to also include archival issues at central and local
authorities, and it became an independent agency in 1878. At the beginning of the
twentieth century the Swedish archival system was reformed and modernized. The
principle of provenance was introduced and detailed rules regarding classification,
registration, cataloguing, destruction and management of official records were
issued. Current regulations, though format independent, are to a large extent
developed in a paper administration. With the development of digital formats and
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e-government review and reform of the archival system is needed again. It has been
argued that the Swedish system works best in a relatively stable organization and
that the relationship between archive and records creator is currently becoming
increasingly complex and changing (Danielson & Crozier, 2004). Furthermore, in the
context of e-government organizational change is seen as a success factor.
While the National Archives supervises state public agencies to ensure that they
live up to their responsibilities, the regional and municipal archival authorities have
a similar role toward agencies under their jurisdiction. That public agencies
implement and maintain good information governance in their core businesses
paves the way for successful long term preservation (Riksarkivet, 2014b) and
although there is no designated authority responsible for coordinating registration
and case management issues, some agencies have certain mandates that affect
records management. The Data Inspectorate is a state public agency with special
responsibility for ensuring that the integrity of sensitive information is managed
correctly according to the Personal Data Act (SFS, 1998:204), which is part of the
Swedish implementation of the Data Protection Directive (European Parliament and
the Council, 1995). The eGovernment Delegation is a committee under the Financial
Inspectorate, responsible for coordinating e-government development. It was
initiated in 2009 and consists of representatives from the largest and most dataintensive public authorities. The eGovernment Delegation is to contribute to
cooperation and promoting consensus between the state, counties, and
municipalities on strategically important e-government issues, and also collaborate
with private trade and industry (Finansdepartementet, 2009). The Shared Service
Center is an agency under the Ministry of Social Affairs. It was created in 2012 and
is responsible for administrative services to governmental agencies. One of the
planned services is a whole of government e-registry and e-archives (2012:208). The
Attorney General’s’ Office has a supervisory role to ensure that cases are efficiently
managed and do not remain ‘open’ too long.
Sweden is a member of the EU and e-government development is to a large
extent influenced by pan-European initiatives, for example the PSI-directive
(European Parliament and the Council, 2003) which is implemented as a law in
Sweden (SFS, 2010:566). It has been suggested that the National Archives be given
the task to implement an interface through which records of all state public agencies
will be searchable (PSI-utredningen, 2014). The national e-archive planned to be
implemented through the State Service Center also aims to facilitate official
information management to “(…) not only allow for technical preservation of
information, but an important purpose is also that the information should be used
or re-used” (Statens servicecenter, 2015, p. 6, my translation).
The National Archives is an authority under the Ministry of Culture. The role as
national archival institution includes ensuring that archives are preserved as part of

13

the national cultural heritage, and at the same time contributing to governmental
development and giving advice on information management issues. Danielson and
Crozier have argued that since the beginning of the 1900s Swedish archival
authorities have had a powerful role in relation to the public administration which
has resulted in unusually detailed rules for official records management. This is
considered to stand out internationally: “This sort of active intervention in archive
creation, and the application of the provenance principle as an instrument in
organizing and planning the growth of archives, would probably seem alien in many
other countries” (Danielson & Crozier, 2004, p. 163).
Recently there have been several initiatives and attempts to develop and
reorganize the regulation of mandates and responsibilities for information
governance in the public sector. In 2000 the government decided to appoint a special
investigator with the task to review certain archival issues, which resulted in the
report Archives for all, now and in the future (Kulturdepartementet, 2002:78). This
report became the basis for a government proposition on archival issues, in which
the government gave the Parliament suggestions and assessments for future work
within the archival area. The proposition recommended that the archival authorities
should have an active role in relation to the public administration: ”Supervision is
not only inspection but equally advice, contact visits, support, training, etc.
primarily in relation to public agencies creating archives” (Sweden. Regeringen,
2004, p. 17, my translation). E-government has been described as something that has
great potential impact on the whole of society and thus should not be regarded as
an internal matter at public agencies (SOU 2009:86, p 12). This requires coordination
and cooperation. It has been suggested that the role of the National Archives be
strengthened and their instructions extended:
“The National Archives should have a clearer mandate to pursue issues
relating to government development in the areas of e-archiving and ediarium which would contribute both to a better coordination in the
field and to ensure long-term supply of information in the public sector.
Since similar solutions could be applied throughout the public sector
an investigation should address the role and situation of all archival
authorities” (Sweden eDelegation, 2011:27, p. 26, my translation).
Despite these aims, the role of archival authorities are far from definite. In the
Digital agenda, a national strategy document issued by the Government Offices of
Sweden in 2011, the National Archives are above all described as an authority with
responsibility for cultural heritage and digitization of older records, and not
mentioned as a proactive actor with its own visions for future needs of development
(Sweden. Näringsdepartmenetet, 2011). A report authored by the National Archives
argued for the need to revise its role, due to the changes that e-government brings:
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“(…) the National Archives’ and other agencies’ roles as resources for the emerging
e-government should be reviewed to ensure continuity in future work on issues
related to e-archives and e-diarium” (Riksarkivet, 2011, p. 3, my translation).
It can be questioned whether the National Archives currently have enough
resources to ensure that existing rules and regulations are followed. According to
the Archive Ordinance the archives of public authorities should be inspected
regularly (SFS, 1991:446b). With the current staffing this means every five years2.
Though the Archives Act gives the archival authority the mandate to take over
archives from agencies that mismanage their archives (SFS, 1990:782) this sanction
is rarely, if ever, used, and at the time of writing has never been used for digital
material. Public agencies are to contact the National Archives before building or
making changes to their archival premises, yet no corresponding contact is needed
preceding acquiring or making changes to an information system, though it could
be seen as an expected development of the existing procedures. Approval or
certification of systems has been described as a complicated and costly process
(Riksarkivet, 2011, p. 15).
Evidence of both the lifecycle approach and the holistic approach to archives
management can be found in Sweden. According to the holistic concept of the
archive, official records should be managed consistently regardless of when they are
created, and where they are stored. This strategy requires proactive archives
management. Swedish public agencies are fully responsible for their records
management from creation until formal transfer to an archival authority. There are
however also requirements which apply in certain ‘stages’ of the recordkeeping
process: official records should be registered as soon as they arrive or are created
(SFS, 2009:400), and when a case is closed it is to be separated from ongoing cases
(SFS, 1991:446b). These requirements are a way of ensuring that it is possible to
understand how the case has been handled and on what grounds a certain decision
was based. Records created within a public agency can be thus be viewed as ‘active’,
‘semi active’, or ‘archival’. In a paper environment the phases are related to the
physical location and relocation of the records. There is however no time limit for
the transfer of records from the creating agency to the archival authority, instead
this is a matter of negotiation. The National Archives have recommended that ”(…)
the archival authorities should function as archive repositories for older material
and such material that for other reasons should be cared for by an institution with
special expertise. It should in the first hand be up to the archival authorities to decide
when deliveries should be made” (Riksarkivet, 2013, my translation). Current
2

In 2010 16-17 persons were employed as ‘inspectors’ at the National Archives in Stockholm, and the

provincial archives conducted supervision of their own. Today, the Regional Archives and the National
Archives are merged into one authority and the supervision is carried out by a unit employing 10 persons.
The provincial archives conducted supervision in their own regions.
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developments point to the State Service Center as the agency which will be made
responsible for records that public agencies need to transfer from their business
systems but which for different reasons are not regarded as ready for ‘final
archiving’ at the National Archives. Cost and efficiency reasons have been brought
up as arguments for why this solution is to be preferred over each agency
implementing their own (Socialdepartementet, 2011, p. 69, my translation). An
interim report however highlights that the public agencies wanting to use the service
must put resources into investigating and preparing the information for transfer to
the e-archive (Statens servicecenter, 2015). Some of the archives management issues
that need to be solved before transfer were raised for discussion by representatives
from the Public Agencies’ Network during the GoInfo project.

3.2.

Research project: Good information governance

The GoInfo project used action research as the overarching methodology. Action
research is suitable when aiming to make theory and practice enriched by each other
through mutual exchange and joint work: ”(…) the action research method involves
the close collaboration of both researchers and practitioners” (Baskerville & WoodHarper, 1996, p. 2). This requires responsiveness toward the unique business and
information cultures of the participating organizations. Gorman and Clayton say
that when pursued in a straightforward and unpretentious way, research can make
a significant difference to the work of information professionals (Gorman & Clayton,
2004, p. xv). Cook has argued that “(...) theory and practice are too often viewed as
archival polarities, rather than being complementary" (Cook 2009, p. xviii). From a
GoInfo perspective, although there are differences between theory and practice, it is
important to bring these two together.
The action researcher has dual tasks: problem solving and research. The first
intends to bring about improvements in practice by changing a problematic
situation, and the second involves creating new theoretical knowledge and insights
as a result of implemented activities. A fruitful collaboration between researchers
and "problem owners" is essential to make an action research project succeed
(McKay & Marshall, 2001). This requires clear agreements between the parties and
continuous discussions about roles, expectations and responsibilities: ”The main
concern in collaborative practice research is to establish well-functioning relations
between research and practice. This is, however, far from easy to achieve”
(Mathiassen, 2002, p. 329). One risk is that the researcher enters the role of a
consultant.
An action research project is usually composed of five phases, which are carried
out iteratively: Diagnosing: to jointly identify problems and causes and formulate a
working hypothesis concerning the research phenomenon which is then used in the
subsequent phases; Action planning: specifying interventions that may improve the
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situation; Action taking: to implement the interventions that have been identified in
the planning phase; Evaluating: to implement the interventions that have been
identified in the planning phase; and Specifying learning: to continuously record and
summarize the lessons of action research (R. Lindgren, Henfridsson, & Schultze,
2004). The GoInfo research process, which comprised some but not all of the phases
is accounted for here in the form of a research protocol including context, roles, area
of research concerns, problems, control, intervention, and documentation &
recording.
Context: GoInfo was pursued in collaboration between academics and
practitioners. The sub project of which this thesis is a result included the project
leader, me as a doctoral candidate, and participants from the Public Agencies’
Network – a network which consisted of 16 public agencies in the Västernorrland
region in Sweden. The public agencies in the network were collaborating within the
areas of human resources, education, IT, and administration to improve their
efficiency and lower their costs. The network had also had the ambition to
collaborate on information governance. Four archivists and two IT-architects
represented in the Public Agencies’ Network in the project. Two managers and one
coordinator were also involved to some extent. A representative from the National
Archives who had previously worked with the Public Agencies’ Network in a
development project also participated. Meetings, workshops, seminars and study
visits were organized by the researchers after discussions with the participants.
Roles: My role as a researcher and a doctoral candidate in Computer and Systems
Science with a specialization in Archives and Information Science was strongly
influenced by my previous education and work experience. I hold a MA in
ethnology and a BA in Archival Science. I have worked as an archivist and registrar
for several years, mainly at public agencies. This gave me a broad pre-understanding
of the field. My role in this project was however solely that of a researcher, as I was
not an insider in the Public Agencies’ Network.
Area of research concern: The goal of GoInfo was [my translation]: “to define and
support the development of good information management in the region which will
promote an efficient, reliable and long-term digital information management both
in the region's public and private sectors” (Avdelningen för Arkiv- och
datavetenskap, 2012, p. 7). To achieve the goal certain problem-solving capabilities
were required: firstly experience of the Public Agencies’ Network and access to data;
secondly theoretical knowledge about the legal and administrative frameworks and
archival theory; and thirdly reflective and analytical skills. The first requirement was
needed to understand the needs and challenges of the Public Agencies’ Network;
the second requirement was needed to understand the wider context to which the
issues of the Public Agencies’ Network relate; the third requirement was needed
when planning the activities and interpreting the results.
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Problems: The practical problems facing the Public Agencies’ Network included a
variety of interrelated technical, practical, organizational and communicational
issues which are introduced in the next section, 3.2.1. The practitioners involved
wished to increase their knowledge and obtain useful theoretical and practical tools
that would improve information management in their respective businesses. The
GoInfo project provided the participating agencies with a forum to discuss relevant
issues, arrange joint activities, and develop solutions. The representatives however
had limited possibilities to bring the results forward into their respective agencies.
Though regrettable, it also became an interesting aspect of the research. Through the
process of the project it became apparent that one problem was the lack of
communication between the practitioners and the management.
Control: Avison et al. recommend that the control structures concerning initiation,
determination of authority, and formalization, should be decided jointly by
researchers and practitioners early on in the project: “Without an explicit
understanding of the current and past project control structures, either the
researcher of the practitioner (or both) can unknowingly lose control and thereby
mismanage the project” (Avison, Baskerville, & Myers, 2001). GoInfo was
implemented by practitioners and researchers together, through discussions and
action planning. The project leader had formal responsibility to control and manage
the overall structure and budget of the project. The control of the time and efforts of
the participants from the Public Agencies’ Network was however less clear and
more informal. This led to some difficulties related to action warrants. There was no
formal written contract or letter of agreement between the researchers and the Public
Agencies’ Network, other than the project grant decision which said that the
University and the Public Agencies’ Network should work together on issues
concerning information governance (Länsstyrelsen Västernorrland, 2012). There
were also some events affecting the project that could not have been controlled –
during the project one of the participating practitioners went on parental leave and
two changed their jobs, leaving one of the agencies without a representative since it
proved difficult to find a replacement.
Intervention: The project evolved continuously through collaboration and
iterations. Joint actions were planned by researchers and practitioners together.
Activities included:
-

Meetings and discussions about common questions and focus areas;
A workshop focusing on comparing different e-archive solutions;
A seminar with invited speakers from two public agencies outside Public
Agencies’ Network;
Further development and specifications of focus areas;
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-

A workshop focusing on creating a joint communication to the Steering
Committee of the Public Agencies’ Network;
A meeting with the coordinating team at the Public Agencies’ Network;
A study visit at a public agency with experience of e-archives
development.

Documentation & recording: The meetings, seminar, and study visit were
documented by note taking. Workshops were documented by collecting notes and
then compiled in a result document. Visits and interviews at the agencies were
documented in a report. All documentation was shared between the practitioners
and researchers in the project and all were encouraged to comment if anything was
missing or misunderstood. One of the interventions was a joint communication from
the researcher/practitioner group to the Steering Committee of the Public Agencies’
Network, in which future actions and considerations were suggested.
3.2.1.

Choice of research focus

This section aims to provide a brief outline of practical issues brought up by
representatives of the Public Agencies’ Network, as an introduction to the wider
complex of problems addressed in the thesis. The research focus was to a large extent
chosen based on topics brought up by practitioners. Activities organized by GoInfo
(meetings, workshops, seminar and study visits) resulted in an overview of problem
areas from which the research questions were developed. The initial data collection
became the base from which to start and the warrant for focusing the research on
issues related to mandates and responsibilities. Examples of questions which were
discussed include: Who is responsible for ensuring traceability and preservation of
information created in integrated business systems? Which function(s) at respective
agency should make sure archival issues are included when systems and services
are obtained or updated and agreements written with service providers? What is the
role of the National Archives? What are the plans and priorities of the Director
Generals? Which criteria should an e-archive meet?
Access, use and preservation of official information are matters of significant
importance to all public agencies, due to business needs and legal requirements.
Despite this, plans, discussions and decisions concerning records management and
archiving were perceived by the practitioners to be missing from the current agenda.
A common denominator was uncertainties concerning the allocation of mandates
and responsibilities, both internally within respective organization and externally in
relation to service providers, archival authorities and other public agencies. At one
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of the agencies one of the archivists was mainly responsible for issues related to
archiving and the other one mainly responsible for issues related to registration.
Neither of them were contacted when the agency was about to perform a major
system renewal.
There had been discussions among several of the agencies in the Public Agencies’
Network about cooperation on information management issues. This was however
perceived as problematic since it was unclear which efforts would be needed and
how differing needs, requests, strategies and priorities of respective participating
agency could be handled. The practitioners expressed the need of increased
resources and of obtaining better overview of the information resources. Some of the
problems brought up were connected with the transition from paper-based to digital
administration and the need to adapt archival management to the context of egovernment. When a public agency has finished administering a case, it is to be
closed and separated from active cases (SFS, 1991:446a). In the paper environment
this implies physical relocation but what does it mean in the digital environment? Is
it acceptable that a case is marked as ‘closed’ in the originating business system or
do the records have to be transferred elsewhere? Do the records then have to be
preserved in formats suitable for long term preservation or could this be done at a
later stage? Questions were also raised about how manual and automated case
management related to each other and how to assign responsibility for
implementation of new systems and performing annual audits. A connected
problem was deciding who was responsible for ensuring preservation across several
different systems. That some systems were updated automatically on a regular basis
had been raised as a problem at one of the agencies, since this made it impossible to
recreate sent invoices and thereby prove that they had been sent to the right address
and with the correct amount. In some cases information that a record has been
dispatched was saved, but the record itself was not preserved and the receiver has
the only copy.
The definitions and implications of certain concepts in use were considered
unclear, for example ‘e-archive’, ‘system for preservation’, ‘archive system’, ‘system
for long term information supply’, and ‘middle archive’. Although all were
perceived to generally imply systems especially developed for archiving, it was
discussed whether records in business systems could also be included. One of the
archivists especially was critical of the tendency to view e-archives as separate
systems by definition, and said he would also like to discuss the possibility of seeing
e-archiving as a function linked to or integrated in existing systems. In 2009 one of
the agencies had been given a reprimand by the Data Inspectorate, which demanded
separation of closed and ongoing cases. This led to the implementation of a database
to which information on closed cases was transferred. It had been discussed whether
this could be developed into an ‘e-archive’. The other agencies had also discussed
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whether any of their existing business systems could be considered to be an ‘earchive’ or be developed into one. More assistance and guidance from the National
Archives were requested, for example regarding interpreting and implementing
rules and regulations. Communication with the archival authority was perceived to
be too sporadic and indistinct.

3.3.

Research journey: an excursion in 4 steps

Though I participated in and collected data from activities arranged by GoInfo, the
studies conducted were not based on the business of the Public Agencies’ Network,
but rather on a complex of problems that emerged as the collaboration continued.
The steps of the research process are described here in chronological order.
The methods used are described in section 4.1 and the results of the three studies
and papers are accounted for in chapter 5.
Table 1.

Overview of the research process

Step
Step I,
Initial
exploration:
- writing a
research
proposal;
- conducting
Study I;
-writing Paper I

Data collection
Initial data
collection,
including:
- a study visit at
three public
agencies;
- a workshop on earchives;
- a survey of texts
where the concept
‘middle archive’
occurred

Design & contribution
The initial data collection aimed to
identify issues of importance to the
Public Agencies’ Network. The research
proposal presented the preliminary
research focus, which was later
developed iteratively. Study I explored
the implications of the concept ‘middle
archive’ which had been discussed as a
possible means to organize the archives
management of the agencies. The study
resulted in Paper I.
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Step II,
Hill climbing:
- conducting
Study II;
- writing Paper
II

Continued data
collection at GoInfo
activities, including:
- a seminar on earchives;
- a workshop on
issues the
participants wished
to communicate to
the Directors
General at their
respective agencies;
- a memorandum
and a presentation
intended for the
Directors General,
communicated at a
Steering Committee
meeting
I also collected data
in the form of
official documents
issued by the Public
Agencies’ Network,
and used as research
data a video
recording from a
panel discussion on
e-archives, in which
members of the top
management from
the Public Agencies’
Network
participated.
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The result of Paper I showed there to be
different ways of defining the concept of
the ‘middle archive’, each with different
implications on the organization of
archives management. Since questions
had been raised concerning how best to
implement e-archiving, GoInfo arranged
a seminar with representatives from two
public agencies with this experience to
transfer knowledge to the Public
Agencies’ Network. A joint
communication was then put together
intended for the Directors General and
presented to the Steering Committee. The
response was however that the Public
Agencies’ Network no longer had plans
for collaborating on implementing an earchive. Since there had been such plans
previously, Study II was based on a
video recording of a panel discussion
from 2011 where decision-makers from
the Public Agencies’ Network
participated. The study resulted in Paper
II.

Step III,
Viewing the
horizon:
- conducting
Study III
- writing Paper
III

Further data
collection in the
form of official
documentation
regarding a national
common e-archive.

Step IV,
Travelogue: writing the
cover paper

The cover paper
uses data from all
the steps and
studies, in addition
to academic
literature, primarily
from the field of
archival science.

3.3.1.

The result of Study II showed there to be
differing understandings and visions
among the decision makers concerning
how to organize their archives
management to contribute to the goals of
e-government. Study III therefore
concerned the government decision to
implement a national e-archive, focusing
on the connections between ‘capture’ and
archiving. The study resulted in Paper
III.
The cover paper aims to account for the
research process, and the results, connect
the results of the included papers and
bind the thesis together as a whole
through a meta-analysis.

Step I: Initial exploration

Starting out from the GoInfo project, I chose one of the areas of interest defined in
the project description: To plan and govern information flows (Avdelningen för Arkivoch datavetenskap, 2012). I had known earlier that this was a problem, and at that
one I had experienced myself during my years as archivist and registrar in the public
sector. The initial exploration was made through joint meetings and discussions
with participants from the Public Agencies’ Network. My previous understanding
made it easy for me to connect with the practitioners and comprehend their accounts
of questions and concerns facing their respective businesses. The main problem was
perceived to be the lack of overview and proactivity regarding electronic records
management. One of the first activities became to visit three public agencies, all part
of the Public Agencies’ Network, with the intent to obtain an initial image of
questions at issue and perceived problems. From there I moved on to identify
potential areas of research and development. Having written a research proposal, I
presented my ideas to the participants and asked for comments. The nature of the
problem and the problem context was further explored through a workshop where
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the participants discussed issues related to the implementation of an e-archive. A
seminar with invited speakers from agencies that had experience in the field was
arranged.
Questions and issues raised by the participants gave me a warrant for the focus
of my first study. Early on in the project, the concept of the ‘middle archive’ was
discussed. Though it was a concept everyone had heard of, it was unclear what it
meant. Could a ‘middle archive’ solve any of the problems related to archives
managment? When I searched for definitions, I discovered that there seemed to be
different interpretations of the meaning of the concept. It felt natural to conduct a
concept analysis and I chose to look more closely at three definitions developed by
actors with strong influence on archives management: the National Archives, the
Sambruk project3 and the eARD project4. Each had defined the concept differently
and each highlighted different aspects as being important.
3.3.2.

Step II: Hill climbing

Following the initial exploration, the joint GoInfo activities continued. It soon
became clear that the practitioners had little or no knowledge about what plans the
leadership of Public Agencies’ Network had regarding the future development and
possible cooperation in the area of information governance. It is rare that an archivist
at a public agency commands a budget of their own to address archival issues
related to e-government, which is why it was considered important to communicate
with the Directors General and learn their opinion. It was decided to put together a
communication in which the main issues of concern were highlighted and
suggestions made about what was needed to address the perceived problems. The
communication was made in the form of a memorandum and a presentation at a
meeting with the Steering Committee. The response came as a surprise – it was said
that although Public Agencies’ Network had previously aimed to collaborate on earchiving and information governance, those plans were now put on ice. This was
of course a disappointment. The Public Agencies’ Network invested time and effort

3

Sambruk (the Swedish Association of Municipalities for Joint Development of e-

Services), was a cooperation initiative with the overall purpose to “(...) create a foundation for an
effective development programme, comprising both the technical and functional aspects of e-services,
as well as the need for re-engineering of the municipalities’ internal business processes” (Föreningen
Sambruk, 2008).
4

eARD was a project initiated by the eGovernment Delegation, a committee under the Ministry of

Industry, and implemented by the National Archives. The aim was to develop common specifications
for transferring information between business systems and e-archives. The vision of the project was “It
should be easy to retrieve, reuse, and transfer information held by public agencies to the archive
regardless of where and how the information is stored” (Riksarkivet, 2014a)
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in the research project by participating, yet there was no clear stance about which
outcomes were hoped for, or which priorities that should be made.
Although these circumstances hampered the value of the project for the
practitioners, it provided research material and justification for the choice of
research focus. The response from the Steering Committee together with the result
of Study I motivated research regarding decision makers’ outlook on matters
concerning the potential connections between e-government and archives
management. Study II therefore focused on a panel discussion on e-archives. I used
a video recording from 2011 as research material and applied discourse analysis as
the method.
3.3.3.

Step III: Viewing the horizon

The result of Study II showed that different discourses on archives came to light in
the panel discussion analyzed, and that there were expectations that a national earchive would solve quite a few of the archives management problems facing public
agencies. There had also been discussions among the practitioners participating in
GoInfo regarding the future development concerning official archives management
on the national level. The third and last study therefore focused on the government
decision to implement a national e-archive service intended for state public agencies
and how this related to the holistic concept of the archive. The e-archive service
would be developed in cooperation between the State Service Center and the
National Archives, and an interim report had recently been published. The report
included plans and suggestions about how to implement the decision in practice and
deliberations regarding which priorities ought to be made. It was thus considered to
be appropriate research material on how official archives management is being
adapted to the goals of e-government. The study focused on ‘capture’ since this is
the responsibility of the creating agency and part of the holistic approach to archives
management.
At this stage the GoInfo project activities continued, yet not at the same frequency
as before as an effect of the unrewarding response from the Steering Committee. The
last action organized was a study visit at a public agency that had successfully
implemented an e-archive in their organization.
3.3.1.

Step IV: Travelogue and meta-analysis

The cover paper aims to account for the research process, connect the studies to the
overarching research questions, and provide a summarizing analysis of the result of
the thesis in its entirety. The three papers are presented in chapter 5 and their
implications for the research objectives are discussed in chapter 6.

25

3.4.

Personal reflections on the research process

Academic dissertations are - whatever impression the finished product might give far from coherent and straightforward. Continuous re-routing, re-assessment and
re-analysis is more the rule than the exception (Börjesson & Palmblad, 2007). Being
a doctoral candidate can be described as riding on a bumpy road with lots of twists
and turns. It is a job and at the same time an education. I am an employee and
simultaneously a student. My supervisors are two of my colleagues. In addition, the
research project which I became part of, was designed as a research and
development project, meaning that the goal was to generate theoretically valid, as
well as practically useful, knowledge. Since I had studied, as well as worked, at a
number of Swedish universities over several years, I thought I had a reasonably
good insight in academia. Looking back, I can see how this made me underestimate
the time and effort it would take to understand firstly what I was supposed to ‘do’,
and secondly how to do it. Starting to navigate in this new environment I got a lot of
help from my supervisors and colleagues. I also found it helpful to read about other
people’s encounters with the academic world, for example “The dissertation on
becoming a researcher” (2003) and “How to get a PhD” (Phillips & Pugh, 2010).
While every doctoral candidate has their unique story, there seem to be some
similar questions which most people ask. For example: On which criteria will I be
assessed? Being a researcher requires far more independence than being a student. It
isn’t certain that all work will ‘pay off’ in the form of ECTS and it is part of the
education to learn by one’s mistakes. What does it take to become a successful academic?
Gaining insight on this matter is a socialization process which includes reading what
others have written, listening to what others are saying and most importantly,
reflecting on this and forming one’s own opinion. How much work is reasonable? When
I learned that I got the position as a doctoral candidate it was a dream come true. I
had longed to immerse myself in archival science and wanted to make the most of
the opportunity. It proved quite a challenge to find the right balance between work
and time off.
As a former employee at national as well as municipal public authorities, I had
previous knowledge about the archival issues which can arise in practice. This,
combined with theoretical competence, provided me with certain advantages;
“Exploration of the interaction between theory and practice is a crucial part of
archival systems research, especially in the pursuit of requirements for digital
recordkeeping within ever-evolving technological frameworks” (Evans & Rouche,
2004, p. 334). On the other hand, my previous understanding was something I
needed to be aware of since it might increase the risk that I would miss asking certain
questions or draw premature conclusions.
As with all doctoral candidates, I started with a limited field of view as regards
research. The courses I have completed have had a profound influence on the
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research process and results. The choices of research focus, theories and methods are
likely to have been different had I been an experienced researcher. The thesis is a
step in the direction toward a PhD and I consequently have a lot left to learn.
Completing half the journey to a doctoral degree feels very rewarding and I am
grateful to have gained valuable insights and experience that I am sure will provide
good conditions on the road ahead.

4.

RESEARCH DESIGN

This chapter presents the methodological perspectives of the thesis by describing
how each study contributes to the overarching aim5.
Epistemology, the theory of knowledge, is about the origin, nature, and validity of
science and its relation to reality. There are two main epistemological traditions:
empiricism and rationalism (Jakobsson, 2011, p. 83). According to empiricism
knowledge derives from what our senses tell us, while rationalism emphasizes
reason as the primary source of knowledge. To put it shortly, epistemology
addresses the questions: what is possible to know, and how can we know it? The
answers lay the foundation to the choice of theoretical and methodological
frameworks a researcher makes. Thoughts on, and arguments for, problem solving
and routing is a key part of the research process, which is why philosophical and
epistemological considerations are of great importance (Sohlberg, 2013). The general
perspective of the thesis is constructionism; according to which the perceived ‘reality’
is a construction, socially and materially produced by individuals and/or societies
(Hacking, 1999). The object of interest is consequently reality as it is being shaped
and circumscribed in specific social settings. From this perspective, archives are
neither ‘natural’ nor ‘neutral’. Even one of the core principals of archival theory, the
principle of provenance, has been criticized for reflecting assumptions of
organizational structures and hierarchies that privilege those in power (Jimerson,
2007, p. 276).
A reason to study official archives from a constructionist perspective is that
archives as a phenomenon are closely linked to knowledge, and thereby power.
When we consult an archive we are often looking for the ‘truth’ in the ‘primary
source’. However, the same record can be seen as an objective source of knowledge,

5

to shed light on issues concerning the interrelations between e-government development and official

archives management, and thereby contribute to improvements in the ways of adapting official archives
management to the context of e-government
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a tendentious document, or an historical artifact, depending on context and
interpretations. In other words, the context defines what the archive represents
(Foucault, 1993).
Unprejudiced perception is neither socially/culturally, nor physiologicallycognitively possible (Johansson, 2011). A way to illustrate this is that a precondition
for orienting oneself in the world is a mental ‘map’ in which we situate things,
phenomena and people in relation to previous observations (Olsson, 2014). My
preconceptions about the research field originated primarily from self-perceived
experience of official archives management in Sweden. That the research is situated
in the context of Swedish public administration provides certain conditions from
which to start: “Archives are social constructs. Their origins lie in the information
needs and social values of the rulers, governments, businesses, associations, and
individuals who establish and maintain them” (Schwartz & Cook, 2002, p. 3). In this
thesis archives are seen as part of the societal system and consequently need to be
studied in relation to the context in which they are created and used. That certain
records are regarded as ‘official information’, makes these privileged over other
sources of information. The current e-government development is also part of the
context, and adds to the complexity since it provides possibilities to fashion new
forms of administrative control (and manipulation).

4.1.

Research methods

Methodology, the framework of methods and procedures by which we can study and
gain knowledge about the world, should be chosen with respect to the
epistemological assumptions and research question(s). Three studies were
conducted to approach the research aim. Qualitative research methods were used in
all. It is a term for various research approaches used to analyze and describe the
characteristics of different phenomena, rather than their quantitative occurrence
(Jakobsson, 2011). In this section the specific methods used to conduct each study
are presented with reflections on their contribution to the thesis as a whole.
The studies took place during a period of two years and were influenced by
problems and issues raised at workshops, meetings and study visits which were
planned and completed by the GoInfo project. The resulting studies were conducted
iteratively, thus Studies II and III were in part motivated by previous findings. Each
study resulted in a paper. Table 1 outlines the methods which were applied and how
they were used.

28

Table 2.

Overview of research methods

Method
Concept6 analysis,
used in Study I

Definition
“(…) an activity
where concepts, their
characteristics and
relations to other
concepts are clarified”
(Nupponen, 2010).

Discourse7 analysis,
used in Study II

”(…) the process of
analysing signifying
practices as discoursive
forms” (Howarth, 2000).
“Analysis of the literary
warrant for professional
practice establishes the
‘‘mandates’’ for best
practice, and identifies
its conceptual and
theoretical frames of
reference” (Gilliland &
McKemmish, 2004).

Literary warrant8
analysis, used in
Study III

4.1.1.

Use
This research method was
used in the first study to
explore the implications of the
concept ‘middle archive’ as it
occurred in plans and
suggestions related to official
archives management.
This research method was
used in the second study to
analyze a panel discussion
on e-archives.
Literary warrant means
identifying justification or
authorization in sources
such as laws, standards and
best practices. This research
method was used in the
third study to analyze a
government decision to
develop a national e-archive.

Concept analysis

The complexity of legal, professional and administrative issues combined with
technological challenges has led to discussions about how to, reorganize mandates
and responsibilities for official archives management. Actual implementations are
however in many cases yet to fall into place. That this poses challenges for public
agencies was supported by the primary data collection and discussions with
practitioners participating in the GoInfo project. Study I started out from an
exploratory approach which is suitable when attempting to undertake a study of a
new topic of which little is known (Phillips & Pugh, 2005, p. 51).

6

Concepts are mental constructions which help us create order and meaning and make it possible to

communicate with others (Friberg, 2012).
7 Discourses are historically specific systems of meaning which form the identities of subjects and objects
(Foucault, 2002).
8

The literary warrant for professional practice is made up of authoritative sources, which are recognized

and valued by practitioners. Such authoritative sources may be found in the law, codes of ethics,
standards, the professional and scholarly literature, and literary texts (Gilliland & McKemmish, 2004).
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Concept analysis was used firstly to explore how the ‘middle archive’ had been
defined and secondly to analyze how plans and suggestions connected with the
concept related to existing archival theory and practice. Texts were chosen from
three different actors: the National Archives (Riksarkivet, 2010), the Sambruk project
(Sambruk, 2011a), and the eARD project (Riksarkivet, 2014a). All discussed how
official archives management could be adapted to the context of e-government and
argued that a ‘middle archive’ would facilitate information management in the
public sector.
4.1.2.

Discourse analysis

Swedish public agencies are fully responsible for their archives until formal transfer
to an archival authority. The official responsibility lies with the Director General at
each agency, yet the practitioners participating in GoInfo were unsure of the
intentions of the leadership in their respective organizations. It was therefore
considered important to gain knowledge about this, and since the communication
with the Steering Committee did not have the effect of putting these issues on the
agenda, a study about decision makers’ views and visions seemed even more
relevant. Searching for information on the Public Agencies’ Networks’ web page, I
found a video recording from 2011 of a panel discussion on archival issues and
considered it suitable to use as research material. After an initial view of the
recording, discourse analysis was chosen as the appropriate research method.
Discourses analysis is useful for understanding ways of reasoning about specific
areas and has been described as a good choice of method for studying "(...) how our
knowledge of what 'is' is made or constructed socially and linguistically” (Wreder,
2007, p. 50, my translation). Discourse analysis can be used in different ways
depending on the purpose, the theoretical level and the scientific basis. The analysis
is based on decision made by the researcher about what is relevant to study and how
it should be accomplished (Börjesson & Palmblad, 2007).
4.1.3.

Literary warrant analysis

Since study I showed that plans and suggestions connected with the concept ‘middle
archive’ were not explicitly related to existing legal, administrative and theoretical
frameworks, and Study II indicated that decision makers responsible for official
archives management had differing ideas, both regarding the needs that official
archives ought to fulfil and the measures that were needed to accomplish them, the
third study aimed to understand the intentions of the governments’ decision to
implement a national e-archive service, also referred to as a ‘middle archive’
(Näringsdepartementet, 2014). Common repositories are a rather new phenomenon
in Sweden. The formal mandates and responsibilities for official archives solely
include the creating public agency and the archival authority. Investment in a
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national e-archive had previously been motivated with reasons of reduced costs and
increased efficiency (Aspenfjäll, 2013). Study II suggested that some public agencies
expected solutions to their archives management problems to come from outside
their organizations (the National Archives, the eARD project and commercial service
providers were mentioned). The study aimed to find out if a national e-archive
service implemented according to the decision would be likely to live up to the
expectations of facilitating public agencies’ archives management in an egovernment context. The decision and an interim report were used as research
material in Study III. The second dimension of the records continuum model,
‘capture’, was used as a theoretical lens and literary warrant analysis was applied to
understand the relations to existing legal and administrative frameworks. This
perspective was chosen because registration is the responsibility of the creating
agency and part of the holistic approach to archives management, yet had not been
problematized in the plans or discussions previously studied.

5.

RESULTS

The research aim of this thesis: to shed light on issues concerning the interrelations
between e-government development and official archives management and
contribute to improvements in the ways of adapting official archives management
to the context of e-government, was addressed through three studies, each resulting
in a paper. The overarching research questions were approached from three
perspectives: plans, discussions and decisions. Paper I focused on the perspective of
plans, Paper II focused on the perspective of discussions, and Paper III focused on
the perspective of decisions. The results are accounted for here with reflections on
their contribution to the thesis as a whole.
Table 2.

Overview of the answers to RQ1: How is official archives management adapted
in relation to the goals of e-government?

Paper
Paper I

Perspective
Plans

Answer
The plans to develop a ‘middle archive’ were initiated
as a consequence of the needs of managing ‘semi
active’ information which public agencies needed to
transfer from the originating system to a digital
repository. This adaptation related to the egovernment goals of improving business efficiency
and reducing costs.
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Paper II

Discussions

Paper III

Decisions

Table 3.

In the discussion about e-archiving several egovernment related goals were discussed:
interoperability, sharing and using information,
improving business efficiency, reducing costs,
facilitating citizens’ right to access official records, and
improving public services.
The decision to implement a national e-archive service
stated that the service should be developed to facilitate
the establishment and lower the costs compared with
alternative solutions. The service is also meant to
contribute to reusability, transparency and democratic
participation.

Overview of the answers to RQ2: How do these adaptations affect the allocation
of mandates and responsibilities?

Paper
Paper I

Perspective
Plans

Paper II

Discussions

Answer
In one of the definitions analyzed, the plans of how to
introduce the concept of the ‘middle archive’ included a
discussion regarding who would be responsible for it –
the archival authority or the public agency. The other
two definitions however described the ‘middle archive’
function as part of the organization of the creating
agency. In either case the service could be provided by
an external service provider, which would require that
the customer agency ensures that sufficient resources
are placed on procurement and agreements.
The result of the second paper showed there to be
differing views regarding the responsibilities of the
creating agency and those of external actors. The
representatives from public agencies expected that the
solutions to the perceived problems regarding
information management would largely be developed
outside their respective organizations, either by
national projects or by the archival authority, and then
delivered to the agencies when ready to apply. The
representative from the National Archives however
expected ongoing cooperation and development among
public agencies with similar needs, and emphasized the
necessity of each adapting any solution to their
respective business.
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Paper III

5.1.

Decisions

The government has decided to give the State Service
Center the responsibility to develop a national e-archive
service in cooperation with the National Archives. The
archival authority is made responsible for specifying
the legal demands which needed to be considered. A
number of public agencies have been appointed to
presumably pilot the service once it is in place. Their
responsibilities include making benefit analyses and
plan for benefit realization before connection. These
agencies are also responsible for specifying their
respective requirements to the State Service Center.

Paper I

One way of adapting official archives management to the context of e-government
is to revise the way records are handled and preserved. Paper I. The ‘Middle Archive’
Exploring the Practical and Theoretical Implications of a New Concept in Sweden, studied
how the concept of the ‘middle archive’ had been defined and how it had originated.
The two research questions were: How does the concept of the ‘middle archive’
relate to existing archival theory and practice? Is the concept comparable to any of
the three types of digital repository discussed by Millar? (Millar, 2010). The concept
of the ‘middle archive’ was chosen because it had recently begun to be used in
Sweden to describe a digital storage function for ‘semi active’ records. However, the
same term had also been used to describe the way official archives management in
other countries differed from that in Sweden (Geijer, Lenberg, & Lövblad, 2013;
Gränström, 2000; Jörwall et al., 2012) which made it a particularly interesting
concept to study. Had it been adapted to fit the Swedish context or was it a sign of
recent practical and/or theoretical changes?
Comparing three definitions and analyzing each in the light of their originating
context provided knowledge about the similarities and differences between the
plans of the National Archives (Riksarkivet, 2010), the Sambruk project (Sambruk,
2011b) and the eARD project (Riksarkivet eARD, 2013a). The way the concept was
presented and discussed in reports from respective agency showed some of the
problems and possibilities that had been discussed in relation to it. Among these
were the problem of transferring records from the creating agency to the archival
authority, the problem of maintaining the connections between records belonging to
the same case, and the problem of organizing mandates and responsibilities for a
digital repository. The definitions were all different, yet had in common that the
‘middle archive’ would be organizationally situated between the creating agency
and the archival authority. The implications, as shown in Figure 1 were that the
archives management would be constructed in relation to ‘active’, ‘semi active’, and
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‘archival’ information. This is something rather new since Swedish legal and
administrative principles does not distinguish between records and archives and the
formal division of responsibilities only includes the creating agency and the archival
authority, which have the same basic responsibilities for official records. However,
the formal mandates and responsibilities that a digital repository such as a ‘middle
archive’ should meet have not been problematized.

Figure 1.

Organizational placement of the ’middle archive’

The result of the study showed that in the research material analyzed, the concept
of the ‘middle archive’ was presented as a response to the practical challenges of
managing digital records. The concept had not been explicitly related to existing
archival theory and legal regulations, with the effect that it could be interpreted to
imply that the age and physical location of records were connected to their status as
parts of the official archives. Each definition of the concept emphasized different
aspects of it, and connected different plans to it.
The arguments about how and why a ‘middle archive’ should be implemented
were, in the definitions and reports studied, mainly based on the needs of public
agencies and archival authorities and less related to the requirements of egovernment development, or to the needs of citizens and researchers. The issue of
ensuring the preservation of context was not raised, although transfer of records
from a business system to a digital repository potentially risks obstructing the
understanding of how the records were used at the creating agency. Loss of
traceability could be the same as destruction (Riksarkivet, 1999) and risks
hampering reusability, which is a core goal of e-government.

5.2.

Paper II

Paper II, “Isn’t it information assets we’re really talking about?” A discourse analysis
of a panel discussion on e-archives, contributed to the research aim by increasing
knowledge about how decision makers at public agencies understood the concept
of the archive and the connections that were made between official archives
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management and e-government development. It also gave indications of how they
viewed their own responsibilities and those of other agencies. The participants had
different understandings of what it would require to adapt archives management to
the context of e-government. Study II indicated that a variation of understandings,
ideas and visions connected to ‘archives’ could be found among decision makers
with influence on matters concerning public records management. As the quotation
used in the title shows, it is not self-evident that an ‘archive’ is an asset, yet sharing
information between agencies was described as a goal and as something that would
improve business efficiency.
The power of discourse lies in how discourses define and produce ‘reality’. In
this statement lies an anti-essentialist stance as a researcher. As Börjesson and
Palmblad say: “(...) our worldviews and identities could have been different through other boundaries and characteristics" (Börjesson & Palmblad, 2007, p. 8, my
translation). The characteristics ascribed to an ‘archive’ produces its traits and
boundaries. The discourses discovered by analysing the panel discussion showed
that the participants had rather different opinions about the problems and
opportunities connected to archives management in the context of e-government,
and different expectations on how the problems would be solved.
Views of the role and responsibility of the archival authority varied among the
participants. The representatives from the public agencies expected that a lot of the
current problems with archives management would be solved with the development
of common specifications or a joint e-archive service, while the representative from
the National Archives instead emphasized the need for continuous efforts by the
creating agencies, favorably through collaboration. Although the participants of the
panel discussion talked about the purposes their archives could potentially serve, it
seemed to be unclear what concrete efforts were required to realize these. When one
of the participants spoke of proactivity it was not as a matter of internal adaptation
or reorganization, but as instructions that would be created outside the agency.
The result of Study II became a warrant for the last paper, in which issues that
had arisen from Paper I and Paper II were addressed simultaneously. The formal
and practical mandates and responsibilities for a ‘middle archive’ solution was not
made clear in the definitions and reports studied in Paper I, while the panel
discussion in Paper II showed there to be different opinions regarding the
responsibilities of public agencies and the measures needed before transfer. Neither
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as regarded plans, nor as regarded discussions, were the suggestions regarding
adaptation and reorganization of archives management obviously put in relation to
existing legal and theoretical perspectives.

5.3.

Paper III

Paper III, Proactivity postponed? ‘Capturing’ records created in the context of e-government
– a literary warrant analysis of the plans for a national e-archive service, applied literary
warrant analysis to study the government decision to implement a national earchive service for public agencies. The e-archive has been described as a way of
saving costs, increasing efficiency, and contributing to interoperability (Statens
servicecenter, 2015). The National Archives has previously argued that “With
common business support agencies need not devote resources to build their own
solutions” (Riksarkivet, 2011, p. 3, my translation). The e-archive, described as a
‘middle archive’ is at the time of writing being cooperatively developed by the State
Service Center and the National Archives. An interim report concerning
preconditions and progress was published in February 2015. In it, the authors argue
against developing service for case and document management, simultaneously as
the national e-archive, yet states that such a service would be very valuable: “The
vision is a complete support for managing different types of governmental
information during its active life in the same way the e-archive service will be able
to provide support for archiving and making available in principle all types of public
information” (Statens servicecenter, 2015, p. 37, my translation).
The paper focused on the need to ‘capture’ records before transfer to an e-archive
service, using the second dimension of the Records Continuum Model as a
theoretical lens in combination with literary warrant analysis. Literary warrant
analysis uses authoritative sources, in this case Swedish legislation, to gain
knowledge of the relationship between theory and practice. ‘Capturing’ official
information is formally the sole responsibility of the creating agency. Discussions
with participants of GoInfo and the previous two studies had however indicated
that this had been given limited focus compared to transfer and preservation.
The result of the study showed that although clearly warranted in the legislation,
it was not deemed necessary to implement a case management service (a form of ediarium9) together with the national e-archive service. This was instead seen as
something which could be postponed to the future. The same interim report
however concluded that only six of the seven agencies presumably piloting the earchive service once it is in place dad lacked a strategy for preservation when last
inspected by the National Archives, and would need to put more efforts on proactive
records management to use the e-archive service.

9

registry
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In the decision studied the National Archives has been given the responsibility
to specify how the e-archive service should be developed while the piloting public
agencies are tasked with specifying their service requirements. However, Study II
had indicated that representatives of public agencies can have rather differing
expectations with regard to what archives can ‘accomplish’ and what efforts are
needed to achieve the outcomes.

6.

ANALYSIS & DISCUSSION

New technologies can change the ways of creating, managing and using
information. When the printing press was invented information could more easily
be spread to a wider number of people and new ways of storing and managing
records were invented. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, inventions such as the
typewriter and the copying machine affected the then existing records management
and led to adaptations of archival theory and practice (Yates, 1993). E-government
development similarly affects the possibilities to create, use and control official
information, and has had a profound influence on society at large. Not only has the
way of producing records changed, but the organizations producing the records
have also moved from being hierarchical, structurally fixed and stable over time
towards being complex and constantly changing. The expectations for access to
information is also undergoing changes, which affects public administration,
legislation, and information governance. The technologies currently used offer other
means of managing archives than were previously possible. Records are no longer
seen as tangible physical objects by definition.
The result of the studies included in this thesis shows that the close connection
between archival theory and practice (Bearman, 1996) risks becoming a problem in
the context of e-government. Perceptions of what an archive is and how it should be
managed affect plans, discussions and decisions made in relation to it. Practical
regulations related to archives are sometimes treated as theories although they
might be more like steering instruments. The Swedish concept of the archive is often
described as holistic, yet some of the practical implementations more closely
resemble the lifecycle approach developed in a paper based administration. The
theoretical tools needed to adapt official archives management to new technologies
are insufficient and clearly defined concepts suitable for understanding records
management in the context of e-government are missing.
The most common ways of viewing an ‘archive’ is perhaps as either an
‘administrative arm’ or a ‘cultural agency’ (Atherton, 1985). ‘Archives management’
is sometimes understood as an opposing term to ‘recordkeeping’, and the former is
perceived as less relevant to current administration: “Outside the archival discipline,
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particularly in information technology usage, the notion of an archive has come to
mean ‘older information’ that is no longer needed in business, but is still considered
to be of some value (…)” (Hofman, 2005, p. 132). Since the meaning of the concept
of the archive is unclear, it is easy to understand that new concepts such as ‘earchive’ or ‘middle archive’ become difficult to define. In the context of egovernment, the concept of the archive can become especially hard to grasp. Digital
archives are intangible and ever-changing by nature, while it is still the case that
“(…) almost all the concepts, practices, procedures, and even accepted terminology
of the profession reflect our legacy of paper records” (Cook, 2007, p. 403). The
findings of this thesis suggest that when there are uncertainties regarding core
concepts, the use of technology and the purposes of official archives, there is a risk
that the mandates and responsibilities may be obscured, which in turn will have a
negative effect on information governance. Archives are societally important, not
least in the business of public agencies, which are responsible for properly managing
valuable common resources. The technical and social structures surrounding official
archives are currently revised and reconstructed since e-government development
affects the entire societal system. Ideas in combination with material conditions form
parts of the social reality (Hacking, 1999), which in turn affects plans, discussions
and decisions. Useful and widely understood theoretical concepts would be likely
to improve the adaptation of official archives management to the context of egovernment.
Public agencies depend on information resources to fulfill their duties and
several actors have argued that a well-functioning archives management is a
prerequisite for fully realizing the opportunities of the digital environment (EDelegationen, 2010:62; IT-standardiseringsutredningen, 2007:47; Riksarkivet, 2011).
Despite this, archival issues often seem to have a low priority; “An overarching plan
for the organizational work involved in digital preservation is rare” (Runardotter et
al., 2011, p. 76). Archivists and archival institutions often have limited influence on
the information systems that are developed and used. The results of this thesis
confirms that unclear mandates and responsibilities risks becoming a problem when
different actors plan, discuss and make decisions affecting official archives
management.
In the context of e-government the management and use of a record is less likely
to follow a predictable timeline within a single organization, as the lifecycle model
suggests. Instead, the goal is that records should be continuously accessible to and
reusable by actors external to the originating context as illustrated by the Records
Continuum Model (McKemmish, 2005a). The Records Continuum Model is a way
of describing the aspects of holistic archives management and presumes proactive
recordkeeping throughout the information flow. In the Swedish public sector, which
is the context of the three studies, the concept of the archive is formally holistic. The
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allocation of mandates and responsibilities for official archives management
presupposes that public agencies ensure they have the knowledge and capacity to
manage their records proactively. Yet it is unclear how this should be
operationalized. Because the Archives Act is a framework law and needs to be
implemented in a way that is appropriate to each respective agency, an overview of
the information becomes vital. However, this has repeatedly been considered
missing (Geijer et al., 2013; Riksarkivet, 2010; Statens servicecenter, 2015), which is
confirmed by the research results presented in this thesis.
Archival theories need to develop continuously, alongside technological
achievements and political visions. Existing concepts, laws and administrative
routines have the potential to integrate or foreclose the value of official archives in
relation to e-government. The practical need to transfer records physically, firstly
from the archive’s creator to an intermediate repository, and secondly to an archival
authority, might no longer be technically necessary in the context of e-government.
Yet the legal and administrative frameworks of official archives management is
based on a paper administration and current plans, for example regarding the
‘middle archive’ resemble paper practices, perhaps more than necessary. This poses
a risk that suggested solutions are less appropriate in the context of e-government.
At a first glance, the archiving process as presented in relation to the concept of the
‘middle archive’ very much resembles existing procedures. Yet it is not ‘cases’ from
the public administration that will be archived in the ‘middle archive’, but
‘information’ or ‘records’ from business systems. Notably absent from the plan is
how to ensure over time that users will be able to understand how the information
was used at the originating agency. It is said that in the ‘middle archive’ the records
remain accessible to the agency, as if this would change when the records reach the
‘final archive’, yet current technical solutions have the potential of allowing access
regardless of where the records are stored.
The discourses we use, and the images we see before us when we think about
archives creates a ‘reality’ and existing (analogue) images follow into the digital
world. (You do not have to go further than the ‘desktop’ of your computer, with the
‘files’ and the ‘paper bin’ to see it.) Though such images certainly have their place,
they risk clouding the potential of e-government, for example if archives are seen as
‘dusty papers’ rather than ‘information assets’. Digital formats provide new
possibilities, which should be taken into account when planning for, discussing and
deciding on measures for official archives management.
It has been argued that electronic information management in many cases is seen
as “(…) a case of contradictions between technological promises and legal barriers”
(Riksarkivet, 2001, my translation). Though many things are technically possible, all
is not recommended or even allowed. E-government is meant to balance the interests
of business efficiency and democratic empowerment. The ‘archival threshold’
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(Duranti, 1996) can be seen as a formal barrier of mandates and responsibilities. The

line can be drawn at different stages in the information flow. In the context of egovernment the flow of information is not linear as shown in the lifecycle model but
more resembles a continuum. The holistic concept of the archive which is used in
Sweden generally puts the barrier at the point of creation or receipt which is when
public records usually become ‘archival’. This is illustrated in Figure 2 as the first
‘threshold’ (1). However, records belonging to the same case can also be viewed as
‘archival’ at the second ‘threshold’ (2), when a case is closed and the records
transferred to a more permanent form of preservation than the originating business
system(s). A third way of seeing the ‘archival threshold’ (3) is that records become
archival at the point of transfer to an archival institution for long-term preservation.

Figure 2.

Different views of the ‘archival threshold’

According to the holistic concept of the archive, information can flow in different
directions, it is not a one way progress. Information can be transferred from a
business system to a ‘middle archive’ and the other way around. Information can
also flow from the ‘final archive’ to the business system. The records kept in business
systems as well as in ‘archives’ are to be usable and reusable also to actors outside
the ‘administrative chain’ as shown in Figure 2. According to Swedish legislation,
citizens, are to be able to access official information throughout the whole
information flow, wherever it may reside (business system, ‘middle archive’ or ‘final
archive’), and regardless of which agency that ‘owns’ it. This goes well with egovernment goal to promote (re)usability, yet existing procedures may require
adaptations suit the conditions of current technology. Private companies and other
agencies are also to be able to access and use official information. “Archiving of
official documentation is not only intended long-term preservation. The information
is also a resource that should be reusable by different stakeholders in the short and
long term” (Sweden. Näringsdepartementet, 2014).
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7.

CONCLUDING REMARKS & SUGGESTIONS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH

The research results presented in this thesis shows that plans, discussions, and
decisions on how to adapt official archives management to the context of egovernment could be enhanced by clarifying archival concepts and their relation to
existing legal, administrative and theoretical frameworks; connecting the goals of egovernment to archival theory and practice; and reviewing the allocation of
mandates and responsibilities in light of current technical possibilities and future
goals.
Paper I points to the need of improvements as regards the clarity and
consistency of concepts used, and improved connections to existing
theoretical, legal and administrative frameworks.
Paper II shows that a variety of needs, visions, and expectations can
be put in connection with official archives management, and that the
concrete ways of realizing the potential benefits are sometimes obscured by
differing expectations regarding capability and responsibilities.
Paper III indicates that upholding a holistic concept of the archive in
the context of e-government requires proactive information governance
throughout the information flow.
Swedish rules and regulations are based on a holistic concept of the archive,
where official records should be managed proactively regardless of format, since
they become ‘archival’ (pass the archival threshold) at the point of creation or arrival.
Yet the understanding and discussion of measures needed to adapt archival
management to the context of e-government instead seems to be based on a lifecycle
approach, where records are ‘active’, ‘semi-active’ and ‘archival’ and the ‘archival
threshold’ occurs at the end on a lifecycle. This could be the consequence of previous
routines created in the paper administration where records needed to be moved,
physically, due to limited office space. With current technology there might be
possibilities for managing the archives which better correspond to the goals of
efficiency, interoperability, reusability and transparency, and thus come closer to
realizing the potentials of a truly holistic management approach. There is a need to
further discuss how to (re)organize the mandates and responsibilities for official
archives management to achieve the goals. The existing ways of regulating official
recordkeeping and archives management assumes that public agencies are fully
responsible for their records until transfer to an archival authority. Public agencies
are in general investing scarce resources on archives management.
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There is room for further research on how archives management and egovernment influence each other and how the adaptation of archives management
could be improved. Unclearly defined concepts make it difficult to plan, discuss, and
decide on strategies for implementation, and goals which are not related to existing
theory and practice. Further research on the definitions and use of concepts related
to official archives management is needed, which is supported by the fact that the
first sub-project in eARD, aimed at creating a glossary, found that several of the
identified terms and concepts were in need of further investigation and clarification
(Riksarkivet eARD, 2013a), a need which has been confirmed by the practitioners
taking part in the GoInfo project.
Archives and archiving are sometimes perceived as unnecessary, bothersome or
difficult, which clouds the ability of archives to function as resources. This risks
hampering e-government development, which requires access to trustworthy and
usable information. Failing to preserve context when transferring information from
a business system to a digital archive solution was not included as an issue in the
plans, discussions or decisions studied, although this could be the same as
destruction (Riksarkivet, 1999). Several examples of the tendency to question the
usability of official archives are found in the three papers. An argument to
implement a ‘middle archive’ instead of transferring the records to a ‘final archive’
is that the records can be considered to still be of use. What happens when they reach
the ‘final archive’? Another example is that it can be questioned whether the archives
are information resources or if they are just ‘dusty’, as the Moderator of the panel
discussion puts it. Furthermore, though registration and ‘capture’ is described as
something which would potentially facilitate access and use of records, information
security and reusability, it is regarded as something which is not necessary to do
right away. The risks of postponing these measures, and the effects that will have on
future e-government development do not seem to have been estimated, which is an
argument for further research in this area.
References to ‘active’, ‘semi active’ and ‘archival’ information which emerge in
all three perspectives studied (plans, discussions and decisions) points to a lifecycle
perspective. However, a core presumption and driving force behind e-government
development is that information created in the business of public agencies is also
going to be reusable outside the originating context. In other words, records which
are labelled ‘semi active’ or ‘archival’ by the originating organization are likely to
become ‘active’ again in other contexts. Transferring records to an ‘e-archive’ or a
‘middle archive’ is not only about relieving business systems of the information, and
preserving it somewhere else, but to ensure that the information maintains
accessible and useful, both in the short and in the long term. Identifying the
measures required to make this happen is a highly relevant research topic.
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