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Abstract

This thesis explores Sweden’s poor results in the international benchmarks on open
government data policies and their implementation. The purpose of the study is to
identify what variables can explain Sweden’s poor performance and what hinders
exist to bettering Sweden’s position. The method employed is an exploratory
single-case study that draws its material from two expert interviews and a
document-analysis that provides an overview of what hinders are perceived to exist
within the Swedish government. The thesis employs Frank W. Geels and Johan
Schot’s (2007) multi-level perspective as the analytical framework for categorizing
barriers put forth by previous research and the new barriers identified by this study.
The thesis identifies ten key discoveries that provides an overview of what barriers
exist to implementing OGD-policies in Sweden. The three most significant of these
discoveries being; the lack of knowledge about the value of OGD and how to handle
it, the low political pressure from the central government and the prevailing

paradigm of public management reform.
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Definitions

Open data - Open data is defined by the Open Knowledge Foundation as: “Data
that can be freely used, re-used and redistributed — subject only, at most, to the
requirement to attribute and share-alike” (n.d. A). Share-alike is a licencing term
that describes a “license that requires users of a work to provide the content under
the same or similar conditions as the original” (Open Knowledge Foundation, n.d.
B).

Public sector information — PSI, or government held data, is defined by the
European Union as: “Documents held by public sector bodies of the Member
States”, including both conventional public agencies and actors under the control
of public authorities (European Union, 2013). Public sector information is, simply
put, any information produced or owned by government agencies or publicly
funded projects. This information can be in the form of open data, but information

with restricted access is also PSI (Riksarkivet, n.d.; European Commission, 2019A).

Open government data (OGD) - OGD is data that lives up to the requirements of
both public sector information and open data (Open Knowledge Foundation, n.d.
C). Hence, OGD is defined as; “Data produced or commissioned by government or
government-controlled agencies [that] can be freely used, reused, and redistributed
by anyone.” (Open Knowledge Foundation, n.d. C). The only possible requirement
being the requirement to attribute and share-alike (Open Knowledge foundation,
n.d. C).

OGD-policy implementation — OGD-policy implementation is defined by OECD
as “the work governments do to provide sufficient conditions to enable and
stimulate [OGD] re-use” (OECD, 2019, p.148).
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1 Introduction

1.1 Data in contemporary society

Today many pundits argue that “data is the new oil” — a resource that has quickly gained in
value and is in large part controlled by a few very large companies (Eaves, et al, 2019, p.530).
While this claim is highly contested, it is apparent that the importance and value of data rapidly
has become substantial (Lannerd, 2019, p.126). Among the world’s largest companies, the
value of data is evident. Different kinds of data have all been essential to the success of platform
giants such as Google, Facebook and Amazon (Schwarz & Larsson, 2019, p.3; Larsson, 2019,
p.280). Furthermore, data have become recognised as very valuable resources to governments
(OECD, 2019, p.148).

Within the public sector, significant quantities of data are produced and processed as part of the
public sectors daily operations. What can constitute public sector information is very diverse,
ranging from geodata collected by meteorology agencies, to statistics collected by health
departments. PSI has untapped value beyond their original purpose, in the sense that the
publication, redistribution and reuse of such data can be of great economic value and better
transparency of government (DIGG, n.d.).

1.2 The debate on open data

In the last decade the open data movement have grown significantly, perhaps most significantly
regarding open government data. Starting as a critique of government handling of data paid for
by taxpayers, the movement argued that opening the vast amounts of data that public authorities
held could provide several benefits, primarily bettering transparency within governments
(Davies, et al, 2019, p.1). At the same time, the open data movement is “past the peak of a hype
cycle” (Davies, et al, 2019, p.5) and in contemporary society conflicting issues such as data
protection are becoming increasingly demanding (Martin, 2014, p.223). In this section, a brief



introduction to the central arguments for and against opening government data will be
presented.

At the core of the transparency-argument presented above was the notion that government data
should be made available as a principle (Davies et al., 2019, p.1). By opening data “information
asymmetries” are reduced and thereby empower actors that previously could not access
information that for example government agencies could (Florez & Tonn, 2019. p.18). In
addition to making knowledge more democratic it also has the potential to enable better citizen

participation (European commission, 2019A).

However, as the movement has evolved, the perceived potential benefits of OGD have become
much broader (Davies et al, 2019, p.5-6). Today, one of the most prevalent arguments for OGD
pertains to economic incentives (e.g. Martin, 2014, p.221; European Commission, 2019A,;
Davies et al., 2019, p.5; Statskontoret, 2018, p.9). A publication made for the European
Commission estimates the value of the market connected to the use of public information in the
EU to be between €10 and €48 billion (Dekkers et al., 2006, p.34-35).

Another central argument used by open data advocates is the prospect of evidence-based
policymaking (e g. European Commission, 2019A). This can take many forms depending on
the sector, but education will serve as an example. Atenas and Havemann argue that access to
international data on “achievements, attainment, enrolment, or the distribution of learning are
all important to determine whether educational systems are working or not” (Atenas &
Havemann 2019, p.93). Simply put, through opening data on areas such as education, both
nationally and internationally, the possibility to execute comparative studies becomes
significantly better. Finally, in addition to these arguments many sector-unique benefits exist.
For example, in relation to environmental, educational and developmental issues (Davies et al.,
2019).

However, the open data movement has not been entirely unopposed, and as it has grown, several
arguments that question the effects of OGD-policy have emerged. In recent years, concerns
about privacy have become pressing within the debate about data. Many valuable government
datasets concern sensitive data about individuals that are protected by laws, such as the General
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). These types of regulations exist to ensure that individuals

“ability to gain employment, secure insurance, or other benefits” (Scassa, 2019, p.340) are not



impeded. The balance between attaining a transparent government and ensuring privacy for
individuals is difficult to achieve, especially in the current environment of big data and artificial

intelligence which amplifies the concerns of many citizens (Scassa, 2019, p.339-341).

Another point of critique that the open data movement has faced is the quality and format of
published government data. Unlike the issue of privacy this is not a question of if one should
make government data available. Rather, it is a question of how it is made available (Davies et
al., 2019, p.239). In order to experience the positive effects discussed above, basic data
infrastructures need to be in place. This can, amongst other things, be standards and
technologies used to curate and promote the use of key publications. Such infrastructure can
drastically lessen the time and expertise needed to create value from the datasets and create
possibilities for further uses (Dodds & Wells, 2019, p.262,265). Publishing raw data without
purpose will result in inferior outcomes than if governments cooperate in building common

infrastructures (Davies et al., 2019, p.239).

1.3 Purpose and question

This paper is prompted by studies of the OECD and the Open Knowledge Foundation which
establish that Sweden underperforms with regard to open government data (OGD). In OECD’s
biannual Open Useful Re-usable data (OURdata) Index Sweden consistently ranks low, and in
the 2019 entry Sweden was in 32" place of the 34 OECD countries included in the survey. This
index is a composite of three indicators: Data availability, Data accessibility and Government
support for data re-use. It measures how well governments work to “provide sufficient
conditions” for the re-use of open government data (OECD, 2019, p.148-149). The OURdata
index is made through a survey of “predominantly senior government department officials in
charge of digital and open government policies” (OECD, 2019, p.148). In order to verify this
assessment, it is beneficiary to look to what other benchmarks have been made. The OECD lists
four other benchmarks — of which two have available and useful data on Sweden, the Global
Open Data Index and the Open Data Barometer (Lafortune & Ubaldi, 2017, p.21).

The Global Open Data Index from the Open Knowledge Foundation ranks Sweden in 22"
(encompassing most developed countries) using a quantitative approach that counts the
openness and availability of key datasets (Open Knowledge Foundation, n.d. D). The Open



Data Barometer from the World Wide Web Foundation ranks Sweden at 14" place in a selection

of 114 countries, using a combination of sources (World Wide Web foundation, 2017, p.6).

In addition to these, the annual DESI (Digital Economy and Society Index) report published by
the European Commission is of interest. The DESI report used the Global Open Data Index as
its main source for open data performance until 2018 when they changed to the European Data
Portal. This latest report puts Sweden in 24" place of 30 European countries (European
Commission, 2019B, p.7; European Data Portal, 2019).

Whilst it might be challenging to draw any detailed information from this summary two things
become apparent. First, depending on the methodology of the publications the results vary
greatly. Second, among developed countries, such as those encompassed by the OECD report,
Sweden consistently ranks between the middle and the bottom. This is especially striking
considering how well Sweden performs in other areas of digitalization. For example, in the
overall DESI-report, Sweden ranks in second place (European Commission, 2019B). In this
thesis, the report by OECD will be given most attention and be used as a point of reference.
This is because it has an extensive and available methodology and because the interviewed
experts for this thesis also used this benchmark for portraying how Sweden is performing in an

international context.

Given this background, the purpose of this thesis is to examine the cause of Sweden’s poor
performance in benchmarks on open government data. In line with this purpose the research

question is formulated as follows:

How can the poor performance of Swedish public management regarding OGD-
policy implementation be understood from the analytical framework of multi-level

perspective?

By exploring this question, the ambition is to identify what variables may determine the
success or, in the case of Sweden, failure to implement OGD-policies. The multi-level
perspective is a theoretical framework used to analyse how radical innovations (OGD) and
existing regimes (conventional ways of handling data) influence each other. The use of the

MLP will be further discussed in the theory section.



1.4 Disposition

Chapter 2 will introduce the analytical framework of MLP and give an overview of the
existing literature on what barriers exist to implementing OGD-policies successfully.

Subsequently the barriers are categorized into the framework of MLP.

Chapter 3 presents the methodology of this exploratory single-case study. In this section the
methodological decisions are discussed along with a discussion on source material, the design

of the interviews and how they are analysed.

Chapter 4 presents the results in the form of three tables that puts the collected material into
the previously constructed framework. Furthermore, ten key discoveries will be presented

more extensively with examples from the interviews and the document analysis.

Chapter 5 discusses the findings of the previous chapter and how the different key discoveries
relate to each other. The thesis concludes with a summary of the central arguments, a
discussion on what the implications on further studies are and a reflection on the future of
OGD in Sweden.

Finally, a list of references is included and an appendix with the two interviews is attached.



2 Theory

As this thesis is an exploratory study, the multi-level perspective is not used with the
explanatory purpose of putting forth a testable hypothesis. Rather, the multi-level perspective
is used as an analytical framework that guides the analysis by making it focus on the particular
levels of the sociotechnical system and the interactions between them, as is described below.
Furthermore, it allows for a categorization of relevant variables from previous research into the
sociotechnical levels. Finally, the MLP is used to construct a framework of ‘perceived barriers’

that is used to present the perceptions prevalent in the source material.
2.1 Multi-level perspective

The multi-level perspective (MLP) was initially developed as a theoretical framework for
analysing sociotechnical transitions within studies of science and technology and how radical
innovations affect existing regimes (Martin, 2014, p.219). For example, it has been used as a
tool for exploring the transition within transport-infrastructure (Geels, 2002, p.1258) and to
explore the future possibilities in the transition from a heavily carbon reliant energy-sector to
the sustainable options of tomorrow (Geels, 2010, p.495). Geels & Schot, prominent scholars
within MLP, defines transitions as “changes from one sociotechnical regime to another” (2007,
p.399). Sociotechnical transitions do not only consist of the emergence of new technologies but
also changes in larger contexts of “markets, user practices, policy and cultural meanings”
(Geels, 2010, p. 495). Central to the MLP-framework is that sociotechnical transitions do not
come about easily. They are hindered by lock-in mechanisms in the form of “sunk investments,
behavioural patterns, vested interests, infrastructure, favourable subsidies and regulations”
(Geels, 2010, p.495).



2.1.1 Sociotechnical levels in theory and in public data

Within MLP, three levels are used to describe the sociotechnical systems; niche-innovations,
sociotechnical regimes and sociotechnical landscapes (Geels & Schot, 2007, p.399). This

section will explain the levels and how they interact.

On the niche level (micro) new innovations develop outside of the mainstream. This is where
radical innovations emerge from, initially only carried and developed by small actors with no
effect on the sociotechnical systems that surrounds it (Geels & Schot, 2007, p.400). In this
thesis these small actors can be understood to be the transparency-advocates that initiated the
“open data now”-movement a decade ago. However, as the movement has evolved this niche
group have become broader and shifted its focus (Davies et al, 2019, p.1). The radical

innovation in this context is OGD-policy.

The regime level (meso) entails the cognitive routines, standards, infrastructures and available
knowledge which maintain the prevailing sociotechnical system (Geels & Schot, 2007 p.399-
400). The relevant regime to my thesis concerns public data (PSI). This regime consists of
“rules, practices and technological interdependencies which maintain current approaches to

creating, storing, sharing, using, and reusing government data” (Martin, 2014, p.220).

The landscape (macro) is the overarching environment that cannot be directly influenced by the
events on the niche and regime levels. For example, cultural patterns, large-scale economics

and politics that are deeply rooted in the society (Geels & Schot, 2007 p.400).
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Figure 1- A visualisation of the sociotechnical levels and the pressures between them. Martin (2014, p.220) (Originally adapted
from Geels & Schot, 2007)

According to MLP, socio-technical transitions happen through interactions within and between
these levels. The regime level, the prevailing socio-technical paradigm, can experience pressure
from both the niche and the landscape level. As niche-innovations gain momentum, widen their
target group and better its performance the pressure builds on the existing regime. If changes
occur on the landscape level this can also put significant pressure on the regime and thereby
enable the breakthrough of niche innovations (Geels & Schot, 2007, p.400). At the same time,
landscape developments can also be reinforcing of the current regime and thereby hinder the
niche innovation from breaking through. To clarify, downward pressures acts as hinders to the
breakthrough of the niche innovation whilst upward pressures destabilize the regime and enable
niche breakthrough (Geels & Schot, 2007, p.406). This competition between niche innovations
and regimes is multifaceted and transpires through consumer practices, economic incentives,

political policies, shifts in culture and the replacement of infrastructures (Geels, 2010, p.497).

The energy sector and the transition from carbon-reliant sources to green alternatives will be
used as an example. In this case the regime consists of infrastructure, technologies and norms
that maintain the existing, carbon-reliant, energy sector. As niche innovations such as solar
power develop and as landscape pressures such as climate change increase, the existing regime
becomes weakened and allows for a breakthrough into the regime. Many of the infrastructures,

technologies and norms that have developed within the carbon-reliant regime are not



harmonious with the niche innovation and will therefore put downwards pressure on the green
alternatives (Geels & Schot, 2007, p.413; Geels, 2010, p.507).

2.2 Existing research — Martin (2014)

The existing research that has influenced this thesis the most is a paper titled; Barriers to the
Open Government Data Agenda: Taking a Multi-Level Perspective, by Chris Martin (2014).
This publication has been essential in proving the value in applying the MLP on the issue of
OGD-implementation and in providing several key definitions. It utilizes MLP as its theoretic
framework in order to identify and explain the nature of the barriers that OGD-policy face in
the UK. Martin conducts a quantitative survey of how UK OGD community members
perceive 33 barriers to the OGD agenda. Martin concludes that; “The survey results show that
members of the U.K. OGD community perceive barriers to the breakthrough of the OGD

agenda to be widespread and related to both social and technological factors” (2014, p.231).

Worth noting is that there are several differences to my paper. Martin employs a quantitative
method measuring the UK in 2014 whilst this thesis employs a qualitative method measuring
Sweden today, as will be discussed in the following chapter. Additionally, Martin uses the
MLP in a different way and does not categorize the barriers as this thesis does in the
following section. Finally, it might be of value to add that the author recognises the need for
further research in OGD policy using the theoretical framework of MLP (Martin, 2014,
p.235).

2.3 Existing research — Previously identified
hinders

In the following three sections I will provide a “state of the art” that gives an overview of what
three existing research papers have identified as the hinders to OGD-policy and its
implementation. This thesis utilizes the conceptualization developed by Martin:
Barriers/hinders to implementing OGD-policy can be conceptualized as “the stabilizing
interactions of the rules, practices, and technological interdependencies that established and



now maintain the prevailing approaches to creating, storing, sharing, using, and reusing
government data” (2014, p.235).

To clarify, these hinders are not limited to research using the MLP. Apart from Martin (2014),
Safarov (2019) uses discursive institutionalism and Zuiderwijk & Janssen (2015) uses a
decision-making model. Furthermore, these hinders will be categorized into the sociotechnical
levels and provide the analytical framework for my exploratory research. An explanation to
what is meant with barriers on the niche-, regime- or landscape-level is also included. The
references included at every barrier discloses in what previous research the barrier can be
identified.

2.3.1 Existing research — hinders on the niche level

Niche level hinders exist within the protective “incubation rooms” (Geels & Schot, 2007,
p.400), that is, barriers that exist outside of the influence from the mainstream regime. This can
for example be impediments to; increasing knowledge about OGD, bettering the performance
and cost of OGD-policies and gaining momentum in the movement (Geels & Schot, 2007,
p.400)

1. Government open data providers, civil-society and private sector actors that use the
data lack the expertise needed to create value and properly utilize open data. This
knowledge about how to use and make value of open data is limited to a small
community (Martin, 2014, p.229; Safarov, 2019 p.318; Zuiderwijk & Janssen, 2015,
p.106).

2. Government open data providers seldom have insight in what data the users draw
benefit from. They (barrier 21) (Martin, 2014, p.228; Safarov, 2019 p.318).

3. Connected to the previous points, the quality of published open data is in many
cases perceived to be uncertain which makes users more sceptical and the profit less
apparent to policymakers. Also, the metadata and user interface are often of low
quality, which further hinder OGD-implementation from prospering (Martin, 2014,
p.227-229; Zuiderwijk & Janssen, 2015, p.106,112).
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4.

Awareness about the existence and value of OGD is still low with many private and
civil actors. The inability to better the awareness acts as a hinder for furthering the
cause of OGD-policies (Martin, 2014, p.227-229; Safarov, 2019, p.319).

2.3.2 Existing research — regime level

Hinders on the regime level are impediments that are part of and maintain the established way

of “creating, storing, sharing, using, and reusing government data” (Martin, 2014, p.220). In

other words, the existing structures that are not compatible with OGD-policy implementation,

such as laws, technologies and practices (Geels & Schot, 2007, p.399-400).

10.

11.

12.

The act of publishing OGD is very costly pertaining IT costs (Martin, 2014, p.228).
The issue of legal barriers and privacy concerns is identified to hinder the opening
of data (Martin, 2014 p.227-229; Safarov, 2019 p.317-318; Zuiderwijk & Janssen,
2015, p.106).

Government organizations often have risk adverse cultures which results in a
restrictive release of data (Martin, 2014, p.228-229).

Financing models within public management conflicts with OGD-policies, as they
would lose revenue from the sale of datasets by making them freely available
(Martin, 2014 p.228; Safarov, 2019 p.318; Zuiderwijk & Janssen, 2015, p.111).
The work with open data is viewed as a secondary activity within many government
agencies and is not seen as a day-to-day activity. Connected to this, OGD-policy is
rarely integrated in the creation of datasets, therefore, many datasets are opened as
an afterthought. This may result in that published datasets are irrelevant or suffer
from insufficient metadata (Martin, 2014, p.227-229; Zuiderwijk & Janssen 2015,
p.111).

The infrastructure of ICT systems are not developed with the purpose of
interoperability, thereby impeding the release and usability of open data (Martin,
2014, p.227-229).

A lack of a coherent vision within government authorities exists regarding how to
fund and promote open data (Martin, 2014, p.229).

Low pressure from central governments is a hinder for pursuing active and effective
OGD-policy (Safarov, 2019, p.317).

11



2.3.3 Existing research — landscape level

Hinders classified as landscape level hinders are exogenous pressures such as cultural patters,
large-scale economics and politics that are deeply rooted in society and that stabilize the current
regime — thereby hindering the breakthrough of OGD-policy implementation (Geels & Schot,
2007, p.400). Essentially, this encompasses hinders that are only possible to affect in the long-

term.

Unlike the barriers on the niche and regime levels identified above, the barriers on the
sociotechnical landscape level are not very tangible. Hence, larger landscape
developments have largely been overlooked as hinders in the reviewed literature. For
example, whilst the commercialization of information cannot be said to be a direct hinder
to OGD-policy implementation it has caused other hinders on the regime level (e.g. point
8 in section 2.3.2). Therefore, some of the following barriers are not presented as results
by the existing research. Instead, some are emphasized in the discussion of these papers
as “potential explanations” for the barriers. In using MLP “potential explanations” for
regime level barriers can often be landscape barriers. My theory for why landscape
barriers (or downward pressures) are generally overlooked, is that when interviewing
public authorities about what they perceive as barriers to OGD-policy implementation
they are unlikely to identify large and deeply rooted structures. The barriers that

government workers perceive are much more likely to be issues that are closer to them.

13. Concerns about privacy is a trend that is broader and deeper than the legislative
barriers it causes. Privacy concerns is a political value deeply integrated within
society, and therefore acts as a barrier since it creates other legal and cultural
hinders. Many countries view privacy as a human right, which obviously is an
important issue with regards to OGD-policy implementation (Bates, 2013, p.124;
Scassa, 2019, p.339).

14. Decentralization of public administration and consequent decentralization of the
governmental mandate in OGD-issues negatively affects the implementation of
OGD-practices (Safarov, 2019, p.317-318).

15. The neoliberal “paradigm of public management reform” (Martin, 2014, p.223) and

the NPM-paradigm have been prevalent landscape level hinders for OGD-policy.

12



The following points are three examples of this, identified by Bates (2014, p.124)
and highlighted by Martin (2014, p.223).
a. An increasing prioritization of capital interest have led public
management to be more sceptical of reforms that result in economic loss
at a short term (Bates, 2013, p.124).
b. The commercialisation of information that have made PSI a valuable
resource has made concerns about financial loss relevant to the case of
PSI (Bates, 2013, p.124).
c. A shift in state revenue has been prevalent during the NPM-paradigm.
Because of the two above-mentioned hinders (15a & 15b) selling PSI
have become a common practice and much more lucrative (Bates, 2013,
p.124).

13



3 Method

3.1 Research design

This thesis was initiated by a puzzle. How come Sweden, a world-leader in issues of
digitalization, lags significantly when it comes to open government data? Puzzling cases like
this are often the background for explanatory research. A question of why a certain thing
happened. In explanatory studies the independent variable is identified beforehand, and the
purpose of the research is to prove the causality between the independent variable and the
dependent variable (Babbie, 2010, p.94). However, if the process or area of interest has little
prior scientific research, an exploratory study is preferable (Stebbins, 2001, p.5).

Since the area of OGD is relatively new | have found the research on OGD-policy
implementation to be very limited, especially from the perspective of political science and on
the case of Sweden. Therefore, my thesis has shifted to an exploratory study. The ambition of
my thesis is not to test a causal relationship between a certain variable and Sweden’s poor
performance regarding OGD-policies and their implementation. Instead, it is to provide an
overview of the issue in Swedish government. The thesis will identify facilitating and hindering
factors that have shaped the preconditions for Swedish OGD-policy implementation. In other

words, the thesis searches for variables that can explain Sweden’s poor performance.

The main differences between an exploratory and an explanatory approach lies in their
overarching ambitions and their research methods. Exploratory studies central goal is to find
new ideas and form new theories whilst explanatory aim to test predetermined hypotheses.
Regarding the research methods, exploratory studies seek to be flexible and open minded in
order to absorb as much relevant information as possible, whilst explanation focuses on
controlling variables and predicting outcomes. If this thesis were to attempt to take an
explanatory approach, there would be a risk of “premature theoretical closure” that might result
in the “failure to discover something of importance” (Stebbins, 2001, p.8). Because of the
novelty of the area of OGD there are still significant new ideas to be found through “open-
ended investigation” (Stebbins, 2001, p.8).

14



The thesis uses a combination of deduction and induction. The barriers identified within
previous research are identified beforehand and tested on the material, but because of the

exploratory ambition the thesis is open to the discovery of new ones (Stebbins, 2001, p.5).

One major trade-off with this method is the very limited possibilities to produce generalized
conclusions. In other words, in single case studies the conclusions derived cannot be presumed
true to any larger population. Whilst, this thesis may prove useful in providing information
about the case of Sweden and has the potential to identify new variables, it cannot say much
about how the situation is in other countries (Esaiasson et al., 2017, p.59).

3.2 Case selection

What initially prompted my interest in this subject was an empirical observation of Sweden’s
poor performance that | found counterintuitive and worthy of further investigation. Therefore,
the case of Sweden is of key interest to the thesis. Additionally, the available empirical material
regarding OGD-policy and the hinders that it faces in Sweden proved to be vast, easily available

and of good quality compared to other possible countries.

Case studies have several advantages to statistical methods that make them preferable for my
study. The ambition of this thesis is to identify variables that determine the success of OGD-
policy implementation. Quantitative methods “have no unproblematic inductive means of
identifying left-out variables” (George & Bennett, 2005, p.21). Case studies, on the other hand,
are a great means of discovering new variables through the study of outlier cases and qualitative
interviews with experts within the given field (George & Bennett, 2005, p.20). One common
critique of qualitative case studies is that they are prone to selection bias. However, in
undeveloped fields, such as OGD, “selection on the dependent variable can serve the heuristic
purpose of identifying potential causal paths and variables leading to the independent variable
of interest” (George & Bennett, 2005, p.23).
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3.3 Analytical framework

In section 2.3 | have compiled the barriers that existing literature and publications have
identified. These barriers have not been limited to the case of Sweden. | have classified these
barriers into the three sociotechnical levels. Barriers that pertain to technical limitations of the
innovation itself have been classified as barriers on the niche level. Barriers that pertain to rules,
practices and infrastructures that maintain the current way of handling data have been classified
as barriers on the regime level. Larger landscape trends that affect the regime are also identified,
albeit not as concretely as the previous two. These have been classified as barriers on the

landscape level. How the data is classified is further discussed in the following sections.

3.4 Material

This thesis uses a combination of different data sources, two interviews with experts within the

field of OGD in Sweden and a document analysis of a report by Statskontoret.

3.4.1 Expert interviews

One significant benefit of expert interviews in exploratory studies is that there is “a shared
understanding of the social relevance of the research” (Bogner et al, 2009, p.2). The alternative
to these expert interviews would be to do a survey amongst the public authorities that produce
and handle the PSI that is published as OGD. However, as the results show, open data is not a
prioritized issue in these agencies, so there’s a risk that it would be harder to get respondents.
Conducting expert interviews with an exploratory purpose also has the benefit of providing a
more concentrated and efficient way of collecting data. In order to get a fair picture from a
quantitative approach, a larger number of interviews would need to be conducted, which would
be a time-consuming process (Bogner et al, 2009, p.2). Furthermore, in this relatively new area
the expert interview has the potential benefit of developing the methods and theories for future

studies as it is a great means of acquiring new insights.

Bjorn Hagstrom, expert within open data, was chosen because | wanted to interview someone

from the agency of digital management (DIGG) that is responsible for increasing OGD-policy
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implementation in Sweden (DIGG, n.d.). In the project group working with this issue Hagstrom
was deemed (by his superior who I corresponded with) to have the best insight into the subject
at hand. Rojda Sj60, IT-strategist and coordinator for open data at Uppsala municipality, was

chosen based on a recommendation from another expert that was not available for an interview.

Furthermore, these experts provided insight into Swedish government agencies on both a
central (e.g. Lantmateriet, SMHI, SCB) and a local level (e.g. municipalities). Initially the aim
was only to examine government agencies on the central level since that is what the OECD
measure in their OURdata Index. However, given the exploratory ambition the choice was made
to allow for wider insights (OECD, 2019, p.148). Consequently, the definition given, and the

results do not perfectly align with the original purpose.

When constructing questions for collecting source material several things needs to be
considered. One important distinction lies in the degree of structuring. This thesis will employ
a qualitative semi-structured design. This entails interviews where a few structured questions
are determined beforehand, but with room for follow-up questions and discussion in order to
encourage the subjects to reflect more freely around the subject. (Teorell & Svensson, 2007,
p.89-90). This is especially beneficial to exploratory studies as it facilitates the process of
discovering new variables (Stebbins, 2001, p.7). Making the interview very structured would
risk neglecting important aspects that the interviewer might have overlooked whilst not having
any structure might result in a material irrelevant to the purpose of the paper (Teorell &
Svensson, 2014, p.89).

Both interviews were based on the same questionnaire, in order to improve comparability.
However, based on the responses and reflections of the interviewees, the questions were in
some cases posed in different orders and with slightly different follow-up questions. The
purpose of this was to keep the discussion as fluid as possible and to get as comprehensive and
detailed answers as possible (Esaiasson et al., 2017, p.240). Each interview was initiated with
an open-ended question that allowed the interviewees to reflect upon OGD in Sweden,
completely free from any potential influence from the interviewer in order to better reliability
(Teorell & Svensson, 2007, p.90). The main part of the interview consisted of questions aimed
to examine the interviewees perception on the hinders established by the previous research
presented in 2.3. One possible critique is that these questions might have influenced the answer

of the experts. This is a valid critique, as the questions were posed in the form of “do you agree
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with the statement that...” which reduces the level of independence of the answers (Teorell &
Svensson, 2007, p.90). However, the reason for this structured aspect is to be able to provide a
clear result in relation to the variables presented in section 2.3. This is another semi-structured
aspect as the interviewees first are asked to provide a yes/no-answer and then to elaborate and
explain (Teorell & Svensson, 2007, p.90). Based on this yes/no answer and following
clarifications and reflections, the hinders were deemed to be either prevalent and significant
(YES), not prevalent and/or significant (NO). If no clear answer were given or if conflicting

answers were given then N/A was noted.

The interview concluded with another open question where the interviewee got the opportunity
to highlight any barriers he/she felt were overlooked during the interview. Finally, the
interviewee was asked to give their view on the future development of OGD in Sweden. The

interviews were conducted via video calls.

3.4.2 Document analysis

The other form of material used is a document analysis. This offers a compliment to the expert
interviews that addresses the concern that the view of the experts might not be representative
of what hinders the agencies perceive as prevalent. Furthermore, the report in question provides
the most detailed mapping of the issue in the Swedish context that | could find and served as a
point of reference to both experts throughout the interviews. It would be unwise to disregard

the findings of such a valuable paper.

The document reviewed is a report from Statskontoret entitled “Impediments in utilising the
public authorities’ open data”. The report was published with the same purpose that initiated
my interest in the question regarding open data in Sweden. The Swedish government identified
Sweden’s poor performance in benchmarks over OGD-policy implementation and that “an
increased use of the information that Sweden’s public sector stores can be of great benefit [...]”
(Statskontoret, 2018, p.11). The report examines what hinders exist to using open data
published by 41 central government agencies. Furthermore, it examines what barriers exist in
the work to overcome these hinders (Statskontoret, 2018, p.11,18). The results that are relevant
to the thesis is foremost the second set of results. In short the report concludes four categories

of hinders. These were; low motivation, technical limitations, financial limitations and
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insecurity about mandate and purpose (Statskontoret, 2018, p.39-42). The report was conducted
through empirical observations and interviews with representatives from the different public
authorities (Statskontoret, 2018, p.12).

To use the term ‘document analysis’ to describe how this material was handled might be slightly
misrepresentative. The document was analysed in a similar fashion to the interviews. The
hinders identified through the analytic framework in section 2.3 were tested on the results of
the document. If a hinder could be deemed as prevalent within the document it was classified
as YES, if it was deemed that the material did not perceive it as prevalent or significant it was
classified as a NO. One drawback of this is that the reliability is significantly worse since
another method is used to produce these results. Therefore, | have been more cautious in my
classification of the perceived hinders from the document. This is evident in the results where
many of the hinders are classified as N/A (no answer) since the material was not deemed
satisfactory to classify the hinders as either being prevalent or not. Despite this drawback it
should be stressed that Statskontoret’s report provide a considerably more detailed survey than
ever possible for this thesis to achieve and provide a great means of contrasting the perceptions

of the experts with the perceptions of the government authorities.
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4 Results

In this section | will present the findings of the interviews and the results of the report made by
Statskontoret. In order to provide an overview of the results a simplified table have been
compiled below. Here, the barriers that the interviews and the document analysis identify will
be classified as either YES if the statement is deemed to be true and act as a barrier, NO if the
existence or significance barrier is explicitly denied or N/A if no clear answer is given or if the
issue is not touched upon. In addition to this table a presentation of the key discoveries will
follow. In this section the material will be presented more extensively, and an explanation of
the results will be included. Four previously unidentified barriers (by the literature reviewed in
section 2.3) was perceived to be present by the interviewees and/or the report, these are

presented as U1-U4.

4.1 Key discoveries

In this section, eleven key discoveries will be presented, and the material collected through the
interviews and the publication by Statskontoret will be reviewed more thoroughly. Some of the
more similar variables presented above will be lumped together if they support the same key
finding. All the quotes are the authors translation and the original quotes can be found in the

Annex.
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4.1.1 Niche level

Barriers presented in 2.3: Bjorn Hagstrom Rojda Sjoo Statskontoret
Description:

Niche level
OGD-providers and users have a lack of YES, p.1,3,4,5 YES, p.8,9,10 YES, p.47,48

expertise to utilize OGD

OGD-providers have low insight into YES, p.5 YES, p.8, 10 YES,
what datasets are requested p.28,41,48
There is uncertainty about the quality of YES, p.5 YES, p.10 YES, p.41
OGD-datasets

Public awareness about OGD is low in YES, p.1 YES, p.10 N/A

potential OGD-users

Key discovery 1 — One of the most significant barriers to OGD-policy implementation is the
lack of knowledge about and interest in open data that OGD-providers and OGD-users have
(Hinders 1, 2, 4). This variable was widely recognised by earlier researchers and the results of
this thesis prove that the case of Sweden is no exception. Bjérn Hagstrom highlighted lack of
knowledge as “a big problem” (p.5) for the work with bettering Swedish OGD-policy, further
he argued that “[...] it is hard to publish open data if one does not know what open data is”
(p.1). To the question whether lack of knowledge was a problem Rojda Sjod answered “Yes,
absolutely” (p.9). Further, she argued that because of the lack of knowledge about open data
and its benefits “it is deprioritized” (p.8). There was also great consensus within the material
that many government agencies “do not know who is interested in the data” (Sj606, p.8) and that
government agencies “are insecure about what data is requested” and that this is a
“organisational hinder” (Statskontoret, 2018, p.41). Concerning the interest and knowledge of
OGD-users the interviewees argued that the “lack of demand” (Hagstrom, p.1) is a problem and
that “interest is needed” (Sj606, p.10) in order to better Sweden’s performance.

Key discovery 2 — Another barrier that is particularly emphasized in the report by Statskontoret
is the concern about quality of the published datasets (Hinder 3). Government authorities are
reluctant to publish data that users perceive is of bad quality (Statskontoret, 2018, p.41). One
big challenge that the authorities face is that the published data “needs to be useful, [which
entails] structuring data in certain ways and that API:s needs to be regarded, so that it can be

used in the right way” (Sj66, p.10). Hagstrom (p.3-4) connects this barrier to the lack of
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knowledge, arguing that “it is a lack of knowledge” that is causing authorities to “register and

handle” data in a way that makes it “hard to release as open data”.
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4.1.2 Regime level

# Barriers presented in 2.3: Bjorn Hagstrom Rojda Sj66 Statskontor

Description: et
Regime level

5 The cost of publishing OGD is high | N/A N/A YES,
pertaining to I1T-costs p.39,40

6 There are legal barriers and privacy | YES, p.4,5 (but what YES, p.10 (but they area | YES,
concerns matters is knowing natural precondition) p.40,41,48

your data)

7 Government agencies have risk- N/A N/A YES, p.40
adverse cultures, so they release
data restrictively.

8 Financing models within public YES, p.2 YES, p.8 (but less so for | YES, p.42
management are reliant on the municipalities)
resale of PSI.

9 Publishing OGD is seen as a YES, p.1 YES, p.8,9 YES, p.40
secondary activity

10 ICT-systems are not developed YES, p.3 (especially N/A YES, p.39
with the purpose of interoperability. | for municipalities)

11 There is a lack of coherent vison YES, p.2 YES, p.7,8,9,10 YES, p.28,
within gov. authorities on funding 48
and promotion of OGD.

12 There is low pressure from YES, p.1,6 YES, p.9 YES,
government to implement OGD- p.44,45,47
policy

U2 Public authorities have bad insight | YES, p.4 YES, p.10 N/A
into the structure and usability of
their own data

Ul The current way of accessing NO, p,4 YES, p.10 YES, p.41

information (offentlighetsprincipen)
is very established which hinders
OGD-efforts
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Key discovery 3 — The third discovery regards the IT-costs (Hinder 5). This was overlooked in
the interviews but emphasized in the report. Several central government agencies claim that

extracting data from their IT-systems is a very costly process (Statskontoret, 2018, p.39-40).

Key discovery 4 — Unlike many of the other discoveries, the interviewees were initially reluctant
to describe legal barriers and privacy concerns (Hinder 6, 13) as hinders. Rather it is “a
necessary foundation for working with open data” (Hagstrom, p.4), “a support [...] to handle
information in the right way and be able to publish it” (Sj66, p.9). However, “by not knowing
what information you have, where it is, what it consists of, if it contains sensitive information
and who owns it — you cannot open it up” (Hagstrom, p,4). So, without proper insight into the
handled data and without a consistent work with privacy, the possibilities to further OGD-policy
implementation are impeded (Hinder U2). Swedish, public authorities rarely have this insight
— which acts as a hinder (Hagstrom, p.4). This hinder is largely overlooked within the existing
research and should be regarded as a new insight. In contrast to the interviewed experts the
government authorities surveyed by the report viewed “an increasing focus on information
security” as a hinder to publishing OGD, as fears of publishing sensitive data increases
(Statskontoret, p.40). Sj6o refined her statement later in the interview, adding that “there is a
challenge” in adapting to legislation like GDPR since “protecting the individual” always must
be taking into consideration when “working for openness” (p.10). “Security of information sets

boundaries for what can be opened” (Hagstrom, p.4).

Key discovery 5 — Another significant set of hinders that maintain the current structure are
connected to the culture within Swedish government (Hinders 7, 9, U1). Hagstrom and Sj66
both confirm the notion that publishing OGD, especially for external actors, is seen as a
secondary activity. “It is deprioritized as it is hard to prove the value of it” (Sj60, p.8). Hagstrom
thinks the deprioritizing in part is because the effect is external to the own organization (p.1).
Worth noting is that the sources gives conflicting views on whether Sweden’s established
principle of public access to official records (offentlighetsprincipen) is a hinder or not. Sj66 and
Statskontoret argues that the established principle is that “the public takes the initiative to make
information accessible” (Statskontoret, 2018, p.41). Because of this, the work with open data
“is incompatible with the established order in public management” (Statskontoret, 2018, p.41).
Hagstrom, on the other hand, sees open data as purely a compliment that facilitates the process

of giving out information in accordance to the principle of public access to official records (p.4).
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Key discovery 6 — A related hinder on the regime level is the political aspect (hinders 11, 12).
A low pressure from the central government is seen by Hagstrom as “the absolutely biggest”
factor for Sweden’s shortcomings. Furthermore, a lack of coherent vision is an important
hinder. According to Sjo6 the biggest challenge in furthering OGD-policy implementation is to
establish a cooperation across the entirety of the public sector (p.10). “I miss directness in the

instructions, not only in open data but in Al also” (p.10).

Key discovery 7 — For many public agencies the most significant hinder is financial (Hinder 8).
Hagstrom emphasizes that “the state needs to change the financial model if [an increased OGD-
policy implementation] is to happen to any high extent” (p.2). Statskontoret similarly describes
that “several agencies strive to be able to provide PSI without any fees, but at the moment they
lack the resources” (2018, p.42). By this they refer to the “re-financing model” that is employed,

by order of the central government, in for example Lantmateriet and SCB.

Key discovery 8 — The final regime hinder is a technical aspect (Hinder 10). Hagstrom and Sj6o
describes that government authorities generally do not share ICT-systems. “For national
government authorities this is generally not a problem, as their datasets are national. [...] The
problem is bigger for regional and local authorities as they only have subsets of the national
data in each area.” (Hagstrom, p.3). In order to make value of much of the PSI “cooperation is

needed”, especially between municipalities (Sjoo, p.10).
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4.1.3 Landscape level

guantifiable goals rather than actual
benefits, this disadvantages the work with
OGD

# Barriers presented in 2.3: Bjorn Hagstrom Rojda Sj66 Statskontoret
Description:
Landscape level
13 Concerns about privacy are deeply N/A, p.4 (it exists but | N/A, p.9,10 (it N/A
integrated within the fabric of society. it shouldn’t be exists but
viewed as a hinder) shouldn’t be
viewed as a
hinder)
14 Decentralized public authorities leadsto a | YES, p.2,3 (however | YES, p.8,9 N/A
poor coordination and implementation of | only in short term)
OGD-policy.
15a | Prioritizing capitalist interests leads to YES, p.2 YES, p.8 N/A
more scepticism to policies resulting in
financial loss.
15b The commercialisation of information has | YES, p.2 N/A N/A
made PSI a valuable resource
15¢ There has been a shift in state revenue YES, p.2 YES, p.8 N/A
towards the resale of data during the era
of NPM.
U3 The structure of Swedish governmental YES, p.2 N/A N/A
budget is such that it cannot make new
efforts without a clear means to finance
them.
u4 NPM has brought with it focus on YES, p.4,5 YES, p.8 N/A
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Key discovery 9 —A decentralized public management is deeply rooted in Swedish state and
affects public authorities’ ability to implement broad reforms (Hinder 14). Both interviewees

recognised that decentralisation is an issue for implementing broad reforms, which is required




to see effect in OGD-policy in the short term. However, in the long-term Hagstrom argues that
decentralisation can be beneficial as “the authorities know their data best” and if “structures
and guidelines” are established the development will potentially be fast and broad (p.3).
Concludingly, whilst decentralisation can be an explanation for why Sweden is lagging, it

should not be a problem for future development.

Key discovery 10 — Finally, four of the landscape hinders can be connected to the same
overarching landscape development, the neoliberal economic paradigm and the connected
paradigm of public management reform (Hinders 15a, 15b, 15¢, U3, U4). Hagstrom emphasizes
that since opening data is a cost, a part of the problem is that “the financial aspect is difficult.
[...] The government cannot make ventures if they cannot directly finance them [...] the state
budget does not work that way” (p.2). The financial model that constitute Hinder 8 is thus the
result of the commercialisation of information and a shift in state revenue. Opening datasets
freely would eliminate revenue streams that in part finance the operations of many government
agencies. When the economic benefit of OGD-policy implementation “mainly is created
outside of the organisation it becomes less prioritized” (Hagstrém, p.1). This system creates a
situation where government agencies must see to their own financial incentives before the needs
of the people they serve (Hagstrom, p.1-2). Hagstrom and Sjo6 argues that a move towards an
allocation-financing would be a step in the right direction in order to better the preconditions
for implementing OGD-policies successfully. One aspect that was emphasized by Hagstrém
and Sjoo but that has been overlooked by the existing research is the NPM-influenced goal-
oriented management that entails a focus on quantifiable goals and results. Hagstrom argues
that this is a significant hinder for the OGD-policy implementation. He argues that going over
to an effect-oriented management “would be the single biggest improvement possible” (p.4) in
order to improve the OGD-policy implementation. Sjoé underscores that it is hard to prove the
value of OGD-policies as it’s “mostly about democracy and transparency, and those parts are
hard to disclose in crowns” (p.8). The prevalence of a goal-oriented public management that

focuses on direct monetary value is a significant hinder for OGD-policy implementation.
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5 Discussion

5.1 Summary of conclusions

This thesis has through an exploratory case study examined what variables may explain
Sweden’s poor performance regarding OGD-policy implementation. Using Geels and Schot’s
(2007) version of the multi-level perspective an analytical framework was constructed that
allowed for the creation of a three-level categorization. This framework was then used to
categorize existing research on what barriers exist to implementing OGD-policies. Based on
the variables identified by previous research two interviews and a document analysis were
conducted in order to explore what variables are perceived to be significant in the case of
Sweden. From this, ten key discoveries have been derived. Amongst these, three were deemed
to be significantly important to understanding Sweden’s poor performance; the lack of
knowledge about the value of OGD and how to handle it, the low political pressure from the
central government and the many barriers that is caused by the prevailing paradigm of public

management reform.

This thesis has provided two important things to future research. First, it has identified new
variables that are important in explaining OGD-policy implementation in Sweden. One
example is goal-oriented management. While existing research has recognised other symptoms
of NPM and the neoliberal public management paradigm as hinders, this one has been largely
overlooked. Second, it can serve as a foundation for other studies that aim to use Sweden as
their case. For example, comparative studies that aim to prove the causality between the

prevalence of certain barriers and the success of OGD-policy implementation.

5.2 Analysis

This thesis has identified ten key discoveries that give a comprehensive overview of the hinders
to OGD-policy implementation in Swedish government. This section will discuss how the

discoveries relate to each other and briefly reflect on the future of OGD in Sweden. The
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ambition with the following discussion is to paint a broad picture of how the sociotechnical
levels interact within the field of public data. In contrast to the result section, the following
discussion will allow for freer reflections and be open for potential explanations that are not
proven in the result section. To clarify the following discussion, downward pressures acts as
hinders to the breakthrough of the niche innovation whilst upward pressures destabilize the
regime and enable niche breakthrough.

Within the niche-innovation the thesis concludes that a lack of knowledge (key discovery 1) is
perceived as a hinder and increasing knowledge about OGD-policy implementation and its
benefits is recognised as a way of putting upwards pressure on the current regime. However,
this does not necessarily entail that this variable is worse in Sweden than in other countries that
perform better in the previously discussed benchmarks. Alternatively, it could be the result of
pressures from regime and landscape levels that interact with this niche-level hinder. Key
discovery 9 identifies that the decentralized nature of Swedish public authorities constitutes a
landscape pressure. Furthermore, the results highlight that a broad effort is more crucial in the
case of Sweden because of this precondition, thus increasing the importance of knowledge.
However, as highlighted in key discovery 9, the decentralized nature is only perceived to be a
hinder when knowledge is low amongst public management agencies. The interviewed experts
argue that if this knowledge would improve in Sweden then a rapid improvement in the overall

benchmarks would be likely.

One important challenge in order to increase knowledge is described in key result 7. The
material recognises that there currently is low political pressure from the central government
on the government agencies to focus on OGD. As stated by MLP, support from key actors (such
as the central government) is one of the ways in which niche innovations can build upwards
pressure on the current regime, and the absence of that upwards pressure is a barrier in the case
of OGD. The material also concludes that this low political pressure is amplified by barriers

identified in other key results.

The results show that one possible explanation of the low political pressure is that OGD-policy
implementation is costly. The costs are due both to the loss of a current stream of revenue that
finance public authorities (key discovery 7) and to the fact that the process of extracting OGD
is a time and resource-demanding process (key discovery 3). These costs, together with a budget

model that is not compatible with insecure financial ventures (key discovery 10), result in a
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regime where the political incentives to implement OGD-policies are reduced — at least in the

short term.

The reason why the low political pressure acts as a barrier can be connected to key discoveries
5 and 10. As the Swedish public management employs a goal-oriented management that focus
on quantifiable goals and statistics, values that are harder to measure (such as transparency and
indirect financial benefits) are deprioritized. This can be tied to two changes that Hagstrém
argues would benefit OGD-policy implementation. A greater political pressure would make the
public management agencies prioritize the publication of OGD higher and shifting towards an
effect-oriented public management would make less quantifiable values a bigger priority.

Another significant discovery (key discovery 4) is regarding how different actors perceive
privacy concerns and legal barriers. Although Hagstrom and Sj06 admit that this acts as a
downwards pressure on OGD-policy implementation they argue that privacy is not the
underlying problem. The hinder that needs to be addressed in order to better OGD-policy
implementation is not legislation that protects individual, they are a natural and important
precondition for any work with open data. The public agencies surveyed by Statskontoret
however, view this a significant barrier that keeps them from publishing potentially sensitive

information. Here, a connection to the issue of knowledge can be made.

The underlying issue pertain to the lack of insight that public authorities have into their own
data (hinder 17, key discovery 4) and the quality of said data (key discovery 2). Since data that
public agencies handle primarily are produced with internal purposes they are often structured
in ways that make them hard to release as open data. Furthermore, it is common than the
agencies have a proper insight into their own data. Because of this, the datasets that are meant
to be published as open data is often produced in ways that makes privacy concerns pressing.
Hence, in overcoming the hinders it is not the issue of privacy legislation that needs to be

addressed, rather, it is the lack of knowledge (key discovery 1).

Finally, although not the purpose of the thesis, it is worth briefly discussing the future of OGD
in the Swedish context. The interviewees were both positive to the development of OGD-policy
implementation in Sweden and conclude that, regarding the benchmark, Sweden will probably
better its position in the coming years. Swedish government have, since | began writing this

paper, extended DIGGs mission and allocated further funds to improve digital infrastructure

30



and better interoperability between the ICT-systems of public agencies (Regeringskansliet,
2019). Additionally, as this discussion has shown, many of the variables are connected to each
other. And a breakthrough in overcoming the most pressing hinders may in many cases spur
further progress. For instance, the barriers relating to knowledge and financing has been proven

to be especially important.
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Annex

Intervju: 2019-12-17

Bjorn Hagstrém, Expert pa Oppna Data, DIGG
Jack Hertzberg: Kan du forklara vad din expertis ar och vad ditt arbete kretsar kring?

Bjorn Hagstrom: Jobbat i Orebro kommun i 14 &r, mycket med webb och webbsystem och strategier.
Sista aren jobbade jag halvtid pa E-delegationen och tog fram vagledning for vidareutnyttjande av
information, for vidareutnyttjande.se vilket nu heter 6ppnadata.se — den juridiska delen av det. Jag
var ocks3 e-strateg pa Orebro kommun och arbetade med dppna data samtidigt. Efter det blev det
mycket fokus pa att bli konsult istéllet och sa jag har jobbat som konsult i fyra ar och jobbat mycket
med offentlig sektor och hjalper dem med informationshantering med fokus pa 6ppna data

J: Vilka tror du ar de viktigaste faktorerna for varfor Sverige ligger efter i 6ppna offentliga data?

B: Den absolut storsta jag ser ar ett 1agt tryck uppifran. Det finns for lite uppdrag fran regeringen
kring det har. Och det &r val ocksa det som manga av de har [statligt utfardade] rapporterna pekar
pa. Statskontoret, om jag kommer ihag ratt, konstaterar att det finns egentligen inga hinder for att
jobba med 6ppna data, det &r bara att kéra pa. Men dnda sker inte det. For mig tyder det till mycket
pa att regeringen inte skapar uppdrag sa det blir ett tryck. De har till och med ett uppdrag fran
riksdagen att lagga fokus pa publicering av 6ppna data. Det ar val lite det som man gor i och med
uppdraget i DIGG, men man skulle kunna géra mycket mer i form av uppdrag till myndigheter att
faktiskt publicera 6ppna data. Sen har vi det hdar med att folk inte vet vad det &r en annan stor gre;j.
Det saknas ratt mycket kunskap och det ar svart att publicera 6ppna data om man inte vet vad 6ppna
data ar. Det ar ocksa en stor brist. Sen finns det ocksa lite for lite efterfragan just nu. Vi behéver fa
fler som vill anvdnda 6ppna data ocksa. Det &r de stora som jag ser.

J: Statskontoret identifierar att myndigheter upplever malbilden for arbetet med 6ppna data som
otydlig och att relevansen for den dagliga verksamheten ar oklar. Tycker du att det har verkar som
ett vanligt problem inom myndigheterna?

B: Ja det ar lite oklart runt [det dér]. [Det sa att folk] inte kan sa mycket om 6ppna data, hade [de]
kunnat mer om 0ppna data hade det varit mer klart. Men sen ar det sa ocksa att effekten uppstar till
stor det utanfor offentlig sektor. [Dock] inte bara, de anvander valdigt mycket 6ppna data inom
offentlig sektor ocksa. Det &r ju mycket det som uppdraget med grunddata som DIGG har fatt
handlar om. Om att man ska gora information ateranvandbar inom staten, i alla fall utan avgifter, du
vill inte 6ppna data fullt ut for alla. Sa dar har man identifierat det och forstatt det, men bara for sig
sjalv. Nar effekten framforallt uppstar for andra blir det inte lika prioriterat langre, vilket ar ett lite
trakigt synsatt fran myndigheter som jobbar for medborgarnas béasta. Det borde vara mer naturligt
for [myndigheterna] att se 6ppna data som en viktig, naturlig del av arbetet.

J: Du kdnner alltsa att de kanske ser till sina direkta malsattningar och ser inte att 6ppna data gar in i
dem?
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B: Precis, myndigheterna har ju uppdrag fran regeringen. De gor det som regeringen sager at dem att
gobra. Sager inte regeringen ar dem att publicera 6ppna data sa gor de troligtvis inte det, om de inte
kan fa in det som del av ndgot annat — det kan de ofta f4, men da kan de for lite och kanner inte till
vad de bor gora sa da gor de det inte. Sa mer tydligt uppdrag fran regeringen skulle vara valdigt,
valdigt hjalpsamt.

J: Har du nagon idé om varfor du tror att regeringen inte ar sa tydliga som de borde vara?

B: Svart att sdga det. En del beror sdkert pa att de har svart att fa ihop ekonomin kring det.
Regeringen far inte gora satsningar som kostar pengar om de inte kan finansiera dem. Man maste ha
pengarna nagonstans och séga; nu lagger vi dem pa det har. [Regeringen] kan inte saga att; Vi tjanar
[en viss summa] pengar och da kan vi géra den har investeringen, sa fungerar inte statens budget.
Men det finns valdigt mycket man kan goéra [...] som inte kostar pengar, genom forandrade
arbetssatt. Och jag vet inte varfor man inte gor det. Jag vet att det har pratats om det och vart pa
gang men inte riktigt blivit av. Jag vet inte varfor.

J: Vi skuttar till finansieringspunkten. Idag finansieras manga myndigheter delvis genom
vidareférsaljning av sin producerade data. Upplever du att det nuvarande kostnadsatervinningen
som manga myndigheter behover forhalla sig till varit ett hinder for att 6ppna data i svenska
myndigheter?

B: Ja det handlar inte om att uppleva, det &r sa. Lantmateriet har sagt rakt ut att de vill se mer 6ppna
data men de kan inte det pa grund av sin avgiftsmodell och [ohdrbart]. Staten maste andra
finansieringsmodellen om det ska ske nagon hog utstrackning. Staten har sagt, ni maste ta ut avgifter
for den har datan. Da kan inte myndigheter ge bort den. [...] Det ligger mycket pa [regeringen] att
forandra den har situationen. Sa definitivt. Sen finns det otroligt manga myndigheter som inte har en
avgiftsproblematik kopplat till data som mycket val skulle kunna [publicera] och anda inte gor det.
Sen har vi flera myndigheter som tar ut avgifter och som skulle vilja sluta med det for att istallet ge
bort data, det ar lite galet.

J: Vet du hur andra lander som presterar battre i de har indexen 6ver 6ppna data har [6st det
problemet?

B: Jag tror att Finland har gatt bort fran avgiftsfinansiering och jobbar med anslagsfinansiering
istallet. | Danmark tror jag att man gjorde samma sak, man raknar att man tjanar pengar pa det helt
enkelt, det I6nar sig.

J: Sa du tycker att det finns problematik i att kombinera kostandsatervinningen med en stor
utstrackning av 6ppna myndighetsdata?

B: Aa, det ar ju en forhoppning om en framtida effektivisering eller vinst som man inte ar sdker pa
kommer realiseras och da ar svart att géra satsningen. Sa fungerar ju [ohorbart] lite grann. Det ar en
utmaning.

J: Haller du med om att Sverige har haft ett spretigt och otydligt ledarskap nar det kommer till 6ppna
data inom myndigheter?

B: Ja det har ju varit jatte- jatte- jattedaligt. Det borjade med att E-delegationen fick ett uppdrag i att
folja implementationen av PSl-lagen, det var det uppdraget jag hade pa E-delegationen i tre och ett
halvt ar. Nar det upphorde tog det ett ar innan Riksarkivet fick sitt uppdrag och sen tog det ett halvar
innan Riksarkivet fick en projektledare pa plats. Sen tog det nio manader innan DIGG skulle ta 6ver
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tror jag. Eller var det ett ar och nio manader? Det var inte lang tid i alla fall. De fick avsluta sitt
uppdrag i fortid dessutom, sa det var valdigt hastigt fram och tillbaka.

J: Varfor tror du att [fragan] har studsat fram och tillbaka i mandat? Mellan finans- och
naringsdepartementet menar jag.

B: Och infrastrukturdepartementet som den har gatt till just nu. Men det &r mycket samma
manniskor som har jobbat med det, sa ménniskorna har flyttat med. Sa det tror jag inte varit ett stort
hinder i sig.

J: Tycker du att myndigheterna haft tydliga direktiv att folja eller har de fatt ansvara for att 6ppna
upp sina data sjalva? Och bedriva arbetet sjalva?

B: Nu pa E-delegationen tog vi fram en vagledning 6ver hur man bor gora pa valdigt grundlaggande
niva, for att det var ingen som kunde nanting om 6ppna data, sa vi skapade det sjilva dar. Riksarkivet
jobbade vidare lite pa det men inte tillrdckligt mycket och nu nar DIGG har tagit 6ver sa bygger man
upp nagot helt nytt och det ar det projektet jag &r inne i nu. Sa jag hoppas att det kommer finnas
nagot bra men det som finns ar bristfalligt och har varit det ganska lange. Men jag tror inte att det &r
det stora problemet kopplat till att folk inte har publicerat sa jattemycket 6ppna data, det har varit
andra saker som har varit andra saker som ar de stora hindren.

J: S& du tror att man har ganska decentraliserat angreppsatt inom férvaltningen da tror du det har
bidragit till att det har varit svart?

B: Ja vi har en decentraliserad forvaltning, med myndigheters sjalvbestimmande inom det uppdrag
de far och det har man patalat ar ett problem. | Danmark bestammer man sig for att; ok vi gor den
hér stora reformen. Det &r svart att géra samma saker har. Det &r absolut ett problem och en
utmaning for en kortsiktig vinst men jag ar inte sdker pa att det &r daligt pa lang sikt. For nar vi val far
igang ett arbete och satter upp riktlinjer och strukturer och far folk att fatta sa tror jag det kommer
hianda mycket pa ganska manga stallen samtidigt, det har man nog svarare i den centraliserade
modellen. Och det ar faktiskt myndigheterna som sjalva kanner sin information bast, det ar de sjalva
som har bast koll pa vad den innehaller och hur man kanske boér publicera den. Sa att centralt
bestdamma allting riskerar att man gor saker lite fel ocksa.

J: Kanske att man inte publicerar den data som &r av storst varde?

B: Ja, eller att man publicerar pa fel sitt, eller inte beskriver den pa ratt satt eller kanske inte har ratt
support sa att de som publicerar den kanske inte kan informationen.

J: Upplever du att myndigheter saknar gemensamma ICT-system for att hantera sina data?
B: Gemensamma sadana system?
J:Ja

B: Ja de har ju inte gemensamma system i speciellt stor utstrackning. Fér myndigheter ar det ofta
inte ett jatteproblem, fér de har en nationell datamangd, de har all data i Sverige inom ett omrade
oftast. Och da ar de ju inte beroende av att ha samma system som nagon annan, for de har annan
data som fungerar pa ett annat satt. Det problemet dr mycket storre for kommuner och regioner
som har delmangder av den nationella datamangden. Den blir mycket mer utmanande att skapa en
sammanhallen nationell dataméngd nar man har saker pa olika stallen pa olika satt. Och det jobbar
jag med i ett annat projekt bland annat med att forséka fa kommuner att publicera samma data pa
samma satt, det ar otroligt mycket mer utmanande.
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J: Sa hur data hanteras skiljer sig ocksa mellan kommuner?

B: Absolut och dven om du har samma systeml6sning sa kan du byggt upp strukturen i ditt system pa
olika system. Sa dven om du har samma system och samma version sa ar det dpplen och péaron.

J: Upplever du att hur myndigheter tar fram sin 6ppna data kan géra den svar att publicera som
Oppna data? Att redan nar de tar fram den sa ar den svar att sldappa som 6ppna data.

B: Ibland, men jag tror att det stora problemet kanske ar hur man registrerar och hanterar den. Man
bygger upp den fran sina egna syften och da kan man blanda kanske personuppgifter med annan
information pa ett satt som gor det svart att 6ppna upp informationen. Och ofta gér man det i
onddan, sa har man bara ratt ingangsvarden sa kan man se till att man hanterar informationen pa ett
satt som mojliggdér 6ppenhet pa ett annat satt. Och det &r kunskap och medvetenhet som saknas
bara for att uppna det, det &r ju inte svart annars.

J: En annan sak som identifieras i [Statskontorets] rapport ar osakerhet kring vilka data som far
publiceras. Samtidigt som Gppna data-trenden har paverkat hur myndigheter ser pa data sa har det
samtidigt under senare ar funnits en trend av att storre vikt laggs vid integritet. Tycker du det finns
nagon storre konflikt mellan informationssakerhet och 6ppna data?

B: Jag brukar siga att ett bra arbete med informationssakerhet dr en nédvandig grund for arbete
med Oppna data. Fér om du inte vet vilken information du har, vart den finns, vad den innehéller, om
det ar sekretess- och personuppgifter, vem som ar ansvarig och dger det, internt i organisationen, da
kan du inte 6ppna upp den. S har du inte gjort det jobbet innan maste du gora det nar du ska borja
med 6ppna data. Enligt MSB:s féreskrifter ska alla myndigheter ha koll pa det har redan, men det har
man sdllan ordentligt. Sa de stottar varandra. Men sa finns det samtidigt en naturligtvis en konflikt
for arbete med informationssdkerhet satter granser for vad som kan bli ppet. Men jag skulle inte
beskriva det som en konflikt utan det ar den naturliga avgransningen. Det ar klart att vi inte ska
publicera sekretessuppgifter som 6ppna data. [...] Man bor sdkra den information som behéver
sdkras och den information som inte behover sdkras den behdver 6ppna upp. Och da ska man inte
sakra den for mycket, for det kostar pengar. [...]

J: Kopplat till det, om man ser till den radande infrastrukturen eller ordningen foér hur vi hanterar
data bygger pa att allmanheten har ratt att begara ut information — offentlighetsprincipen. Men nu
med 6ppna data sa vander man uppochned pa det dar och ansvaret laggs istallet pa myndigheter att
publicera det. Tror du att denna 6vergang ar svar for myndigheter att anpassa sig till?

B: Det ar egentligen ingen 6vergang utan ett komplement till offentlighetsprincipen, dar man goér
saker pa ett nytt satt, dar man kan uppna effekter som att man minskar efterfragan och [ohdrbart]
enligt offentlighetsprincipen, dar folk hittar sitt svar i 6ppna data istéllet for att kontakta
myndigheter och ta massa resurser i ansprak. Och de organisationer som jobbat med det héar sa har
det fatt positiva effekter. Det finns ett exempel frdn Orebro kommun dér vi bérjade publicera
leverantérsreskontra alltsa inkomna fakturor till organisationen. Forst trodde medarbetarna att de
skulle fa fler fragor nar de fick se fakturorna. Det som hande var att de far farre fragor och de fragor
de far ar lattare att svara pa, och kostar mindre pengar o ta hand om. En win-win.

J: Det var nog de huvudsakliga faktorerna, ar det nagonting som du anser att vi har missat?

B: En stor grej tycker jag ar att man idag har mycket forvaltningsorganisation i den offentliga sektorn.
Man tittar till sitt uppdrag och ser; ok det ar det héar jag ska gora, vilka krav behéver jag stalla pa de vi
ar till for. Istallet for att se; ok, det har ar mitt uppdrag, det héar ar de vi ar till for. Hur ska vi
positionera oss och fordandra oss for att mota de har behoven och tillfredsstélla den har malgruppen
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pa ett bra satt. Man ser inifran-ut istallet for utifran-in i for hog utstrackning. Jag tror att den enskilt
storsta forbattringen man kan gora i offentlig sektor ar att gora det mer behovsdrivet, utga fran
malgrupper, behov och effekter man ska na. Gér man det i hogre utstrackning kommer man uppna
valdigt mycket, for dven om man da misslyckas sa misslyckas man i alla fall med ratt sak. Risken idag
ar att vi lyckas men anda inte dstadkommer nagonting for att vi lyckas med fel saker.

J: Inom teorier som kritiserar New Public Management sa pratar man om att det radande systemet
har mycket resultat och malstyrning dar man lagger vikt vid kvantifierbara mal och statistik. Snarare
an att se till faktiskt nytta. Ar det detta du menar?

B: Ja, det ar helt vansinnigt. Det ar ett sjukt system som haller pa att forédndras men det gar langsamt.

J: Den tidiga 6ppna data rorelsen fokuserade mycket pa de demokratiska aspekterna. Man
uppmanade till ‘raw data, now!’. Manga argument fokuserade pa transparens. Idag sa fokuserar
argument mer pa potentiella ekonomiska och sociala fordelar med att 6ppna data. Anser du att
Sveriges myndigheter lagger ned tid pa att publicera vardefulla data eller handlar det mest om att
publicera sa mycket radata som majligt?

B: Idag tycker jag det mesta handlar om att publicera data som man kan publicera. Man tittar inte sa
mycket pa malgrupper och effekter och det borjar det dndras lite. Fler och fler borjar titta pa att man
ska na 6ppen datadriven innovation inte bara 6ppenhet. For 6ppna data ar en kostnad och 6ppning
av data skapar effekter och det borjar fler och fler inse. Men samtidigt ar det sa att nar du ska borja
jobba med Gppna data &r det sa att det inte ar helt fel att man borjar med nagra provskott som ar
helt ofarliga for att lara sig mer. Sen nar du ar redo att ga vidare och jobba med de tunga fragorna
det inte alls helt fel. Ganska snabbt bor man [...] titta pa vilken data som efterfragas och borja
publicera det pa ett satt som tillfredsstaller de malgruppernas behov, det dr da man far en effekt.
Annars kan man |ata bli, da skapar man bara kostnader.

J: Okej

B: Eller det kanske var lite hart, man kanske inte ska lata bli men man ska i alla fall fokusera pa dar
men ser effekter. Jag tycker man ska ha 6ppenhet kring allt &ven om man inte har behov, men det &r
valdigt langsiktigt.

J: Vilka tror du ar de stérsta utmaningarna som myndigheterna kommer mota i det framtida arbetet
med 6ppna data?

B: Jag tror kunskapen &r ett stort problem. Att man kan for lite om det gor det svart att komma igang.
Och det kan leda till mycket velande och att det inte hdnder sa mycket. Och det andra ar att jobba
behovsdrivet. Titta pa malgrupper och effekter, man ar dalig pa det och man har inte verktygen
riktigt. En annan stor juridisk utmaning som ar mer allman ar risken att man kombinerar data sa det
blir personuppgifter. Det ar en av de stora juridiska svarigheterna [med att 6ppna data] som kan
stjalpa hela arbetet. Sa dar behover vi fa till vagledning och rad kring det sa man kan hantera den
fragan. For det finns ingen som kan garantera att om du kombinerar den har data med tvahundra
andra datamangder [...] att det inte blir en personuppgift. For det ar for komplicerat att 6verblicka
den typen av kombinatoriska effekter och da finns det en del jurister som havdar att da kan vi inte
publicera det har eftersom vi inte kan sdga att det inte blir personuppgifter, det ar ingen rimlig
tolkning men det finns en falang som havdar det pa allvar.

J: Angdende kunskap i myndigheterna, anser du att det &r ett problem att man inte vet vilka data
som efterfragas?
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B: Man vet inte vilka data som efterfragas, man vet inte hur man ska publicera data. [Till exempel]
format, uppldsningar och tekniker. Man vet inte ens vad 6ppna data ar. Och 6ppna data ar ganska
komplext, det finns ganska manga aspekter man behover ta hansyn till och man skulle publicera
Oppna data som anvands. Att publicera 6ppna data ar jattelatt, det klarar man snabbt. Men ska man
publicera 6ppna data som anvands ar det mycket, mycket mer saker du behéver gora.

J: Hur tror du att den framtida utvecklingen ser ut for Sverige?

B: | 6ppna data-indexet tror jag vi kommer Oka rejalt till ndsta gang. Det ar jag ratt 6vertygad om.
Men vi behover mer beslut fran regeringen, mer tryck uppifran for att det har ska ske, sa ar det. [...]
Jag tror inte det kommer hdanda supermycket om vi inte far till det.

J: Hur ser du pa det nya uppdraget i allmédnhet?

[...]

B: Det handlar om grunddata som [foreslas] ska bli avgiftsfri inom offentlig sektor men inte utanfor
offentlig sektor. Man ska ha en uppgift en gang och man ska lata alla myndigheter, alla i offentlig
sektor, ta del av den har informationen. Oppnare behdver det daremot inte bli fér det kan vara
person- eller sekretessuppgifter och det de har pekat pa i uppdraget ar att det finns en sadan
problematik i alla de har datamangderna som de tanker arbeta med. Men de har belyst de har [?] pa
ett ratt bra satt och jag hoppas att ska kunna ta hojd for det langre fram ocksa, annu mer ndr man
kommer till mindre kansliga data.
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Intervju: 2019-12-20

Rojda Sjoo, IT-strateg & samordnare for 6ppna data, Uppsala Kommun.

Jack Hertzberg: Kan du kortfattat forklara vad din expertis dr och vad ditt arbete kretsar kring?

Rojda Sjoo: Jag ar IT-strateg i Uppsala kommun och jobbar [for] kommunledningskontoret, har jobbat
flera ar som verksamhetsutvecklare med stod av IT. [...]. Jag har jobbat inom offentlig sektor i nastan
hela min karriar. [Jag] ar utbildad inom multimedia pedagogik-teknik vid Stockholms Universitet och
brukar sdga att jag har bredd snarare an expertis. [...]. Vad gor en IT-strateg i kommunkontoret? Jo, vi
arbetar nara kommuner, pa den strategiska och operativa nivan och bidrar till exempel IT-I6sningar
som stodjer verksamheten som behdvs for kartlaggningar och sadar. [...]. Verksamhetsutvecklingen
med hjalp av IT. Sa vi pendlar mellan det strategiska och taktiska och operativa [nivan] - for att hjalpa
verksamheten att komma igang med sin digitalisering. [...]. Sen 2018 &r jag ansvarig [samordnare] for
Oppna data [pa Uppsala kommun] [...]. Och vi haller pa att ta fram en malbild fér 6ppna data och jag
ar ansvarig dar ocksa. Vi ar med pa uppdraget som DIGG och [ohorbart] har startat med flera
kommuner och myndigheter, for att komma igang med 6ppna data, den heter nationell skalning av
Oppna data. [...]. | den &r det 11-12 kommuner som férsoker halla ihop och ta fram gemensamma
modeller och strukturer for att jobba med 6ppna data. For vi markte att vi alla [kommunerna] har
olika modeller och nar vi ska lanka och docka i varandra sa funkar det inte. Och DIGGs uppdrag ar att
se till att 6ppna data fungerar. [...]

J: Vilka tror du ar de viktigaste faktorerna for varfor Sverige ligger efter i matningar 6ver 6ppna
offentliga data?

R: Ja det ar trakigt framforallt. Nar vi har malet att bli bast i varlden [pa] att anvanda
digitaliseringsmajligheter. Jag tror Sverige var en av de forsta landerna i EU som har skrivit under for
PSl-lagen. Men tyvarr, i de undersokningar som kommer ut, [exempelvis] OECDs, star det att det ar
flera faktorer som ligger i grunden. En av de storsta faktorerna tycker jag ar att vi behdver bygga ett
fungerande ekosystem, saklart. Men for att gora det, kan inte bara staten eller myndigheter géra det
ensamma, vi maste gora det tillsammans. Staten, kommuner, naringsliv, ja, allt. Alla maste géra
samma. Dar har vi lite brister for att [ohorbart]. Ja, som [exempelvis] sjalvstyret, kommuner har ett
lite annat satt att jobba och naringsliv ett annat och myndigheterna ett annat. Sa det blir lite olika
forutsattningar och omraden. [...]. Det r lite olika faktorer.

J: Statskontoret, i en rapport som de gjorde, identifierar att myndigheter upplever malbilden for
arbetet med 6ppna data som otydlig och att relevansen for den dagliga verksamheten ar oklar.
Tycker du att det har verkar som ett vanligt problem inom myndigheterna och férvaltningen?

R: Ja men det ar det och inom OECD finns ocksa kritik for at vi inte har en strategi som stracker sig
[6ver] hela [den] offentliga sektorn. [Det finns] inget enhetligt regelverk och att vi har skiftat ansvaret
for fragan mellan olika myndigheter och [ohorbart], och sa vidare. Och myndigheter har stora
sjalvstandigheter som jag sade. [...]. DIGG ar pa vag att komma pa plats for att atgarda det som
saknas - att ha det har nationella 6vergripande ansvaret. [ohorbart].
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J: Sd anser du att det decentraliserade angreppséattet inom svensk forvaltning har bidragit till
svarigheterna att prestera, sett till 6ppna data?

R:Jamen det ar ju det. Det ligger ju lite i det.
J: Tycker du att myndigheter och férvaltning prioriterar 6ppna data lagt?

R: Ja, tyvarr maste jag sdga sa. Jag tror det ligger lite i kunskapen om 6ppna data. Det nedprioriteras
pa grund av att det [...] ar svart att visa nyttan i den och det &r en kulturresa [som man] maste borja
med for att 6ka forstaelsen. Och [man behoéver visa] varfor man ska prioritera det har och varfér det
har kan vara en verksamhetsutveckling ocksa. [...]. Och genom att offentliggéra och publicera data

kan andra intressenter géra appar och sa vidare. Sa kan verksamheterna utvecklas med hjalp av det.

J: Kopplat till det, inom teorier som vander sig kritiska mot New Public Management sa lyfter man att
man [inom svensk forvaltning] haller pa mycket med standarder och prestationsmatt, att man raknar
mycket statistik och kvantifierbara prestationer. Upplever du att det ar svart att géra det med 6ppna
data — att det inte prioriteras lika hogt pa grund av svarigheterna med att mata det?

R: Det ar det jag menade med att det ar svart med nyttoredovisningar. Det finns inte lika konkret
som alla omraden — dar man kan sdga; Jamen, sa har ser det ut. Utan det handlar mest om
demokrati, det handlar om 6ppenhet och de bitarna &r lite svara att redovisa i kronor. Trots att det
ligger i vart uppdrag att [...] andra ska kunna ta del av informationen. Det &r inte som andra omraden,
vi ar inte riktigt dar.

J: Idag finansieras manga myndigheter delvis genom vidareforsaljning av sin producerade data.
Upplever du att det nuvarande kostnadsatervinningen som manga myndigheter behoéver forhalla sig
till har varit ett hinder for att 6ppna data i svenska myndigheter?

R: Jag ar lite osdker pa den fragan. Enligt trygghetsférordningen sa finns det ingen skyldighet for
myndigheter att [dmna ut elektroniska data. Men vi gér det bara som servicedtgard och [dmna ut
allmanna handlingar elektroniskt och sa vidare. Och vi ska inte ta ut nagon [kostnad] for 6ppna data
som finns tillgdnglig fér vem som helst att anvanda. [...]. Eller vad menade du dar?

J: Jag vet att Lantmateriet och en annan myndighet som jag tappat namnet pa nu har sagt att de
gdrna skulle 6ppna upp data men att de, for att finansiellt ga runt, maste silja data.

R: Trafikverket menar du kanske pa den andra?
J: Mycket maijligt.

R: Just det, vi har ocksa diskuterat de har [pa kommunerna]. Vi maste skapa en rutinprocess och se.
Vi vet inte vem om &r intresserad av data helt enkelt. Sa Trafikverket och Lantmateriet de kanske vet
vilka “kunder” som vill ha deras data. Men for oss [kommuner] som det finns ett intresse, [ohorbart]
och vi vet inte exakt vem som anvander det och om det finns mer intresse om det blir stora volymer.
Forvaltningen behover lagga resurser for att kunna hantera processen. Da maste vi ocksa diskutera
det. Men i dagslaget har vi inte det.

J: Upplever du att Sverige har spretigt och otydligt ledarskap nar det kommer till 6ppna data inom
myndigheter?
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R: Ja, men i de flesta av de hér kartlaggningarna som kommer bade fran DIGG och nationellt och
regionalt [hall] [konstaterar] att det &r sa. Att det &r spretigt och framforallt att det saknas en tydlig
nationell ledning och samordning inom omradet 6ppna data, datadriven innovation, Al och sa vidare.
Men man papekar ocksa att det inte hdanger pa att man har en separat myndighet, exempelvis i
OECDs rapport [...]. Det handlar inte om det egentligen tror jag, det finns i den rapporten. [...]. Det
har handlar inte om att man ger uppdraget till ndgon och sager; "nu ska du samordna for hela Sverige
och sa ska problemet atgardas”. Utan detta dr nagot annat och varje verksamhet ska ta ansvar och
jobba enhetligt och att samordna for att kunna [utvecklas pa omradet]. Och det ar det som DIGG har
i uppdrag, tror jag, att se till att de har processer, modeller och strukturer hamnar i alla delar i
verksamheten sa att man kan skapa det har ekosystemet jag pratade om.

J: Anser du att det finns tydliga direktiv for myndigheter att f6lja eller har de fatt ansvara och bedriva
for att 6ppna upp sina data sjalva?

R: Nej, jag har saknat det hittills. Som sagt, DIGG nu har ett uppdrag och det kanske blir det [som gor]
det lite mer tydligt. Att peka med hela handen saknar jag, absolut. Inte bara inom 6ppna data, utan
Al ocksa.

J: Upplever du att myndigheter saknar gemensamma IT-system? Och tycker du att det har paverkat
mojligheterna att utveckla 6ppna data negativt? [Har bor det noteras att Rojda formodligen horde
"IT-stodet” istallet for ”IT-system”, vilket gor svaret pa denna fraga mindre relevant.]

R: Ja, absolut IT-stdd det ar viktigt — men det ar inte allt. De hinder som vi har identifierat i samband
med nuldgesanalyser ser vi att fa férvaltningar publicerar 6ppna data for att det inte prioriteras. IT-
stodet kan ge mojlighet men sjalva forstaelsen och en kommunoévergripande koordinering maste ske,
och ansvaret och sakerhet kring befintliga modeller. [...]. Sa att det finns lite oklarheter dar ocksa ja.
Vi behover se 6ver alla vara IT-system och vi har inte responsiva databaser.

J: Det later som du anser att brist pa kunskap ar ett ganska stort problem, tycker du det?
R: Ja absolut.

J: Upplever du att hur myndigheter tar fram sina data kan gora den svar att publicera som 6ppna
data. Alltsa, eftersom data tas fram av forvaltningen i egna syften kan exempelvis personuppgifter
och andra dataset blandas ihop och géra dem vardel6sa som 6ppna data.

R: [Hér brister ljudet i inspelningen och jag kan dessvarre inte fa fram fullstdndiga meningar att
transkribera.] [...]. Om man tittar pa GDPR &r det ett satt att hjdlpa oss att strukturera.

J: Kopplat till GDPR, en annan sak som identifieras i statskontorets rapport ar att det finns en
osdkerhet kring vilka data som far publiceras. Samtidigt som 6ppna data varit en trend under senare
ar har dven varit en trend av att allt storre vikt laggs vid integritet. Tycker du att det finns ndgon
storre konflikt mellan informationssakerhet och 6ppna data.

R: Nej, det tycker jag egentligen inte. Det ar inte en konflikt utan ett stdd och tack vare det kan vi
kanske antligen borja hantera informationen pa ett ratt satt och borja publicera den. Sa jag ser ingen
konflikt, nej.

J: Den radande infrastrukturen eller ordningen for hur vi hanterar data i samhallet bygger pa att
allmédnheten kan begéra ut information, genom offentlighetsprincipen. Men med 6ppna data vander
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man lite upp och ned pa det dar och ansvaret laggs istdllet pa myndigheter och kommuner att
publicera det. Tror du att det &r en svar 6vergang for dem att anpassa sig till?

R: Ja, det ar det. [...]

J: Vilken tror du ar den storsta utmaningen myndigheterna kommer moéta i det framtida arbetet med
att 6ppna upp data?

R: Ja det har jag nog tagit upp. Alla kommuner sitter pa delar av den nationella datamangden inom
respektive omrade. Det krdvs samverkan och denna samverkan kommer inte bli latt. Det behévs
resurser, tid och plattformar. Dessutom behdvs det intresse, vi behdver veta vilka som anvander sig
av data [kommunerna] producerar, just nu vet vi inte det. Datan behover vara anvandbar ocksa. Nar
vi publicerar data maste den vara strukturerad pa ett visst satt, APl:er maste tas hansyn till, sa att
den kan anvandas pa ratt satt. [...]. Sen maste vi ocksa skydda individen samtidigt som vi arbetar for
Oppenhet. Jag sa precis att GDPR &r en forutsdttning men samtidigt finns en utmaning dar ocksa. Vart
grunduppdrag ar att ta hand om samhallet och da maste vi se till att vi skyddar samhallet. Dar finns
en skillnad fran den privata sektorn, darfor tror jag det gar sakta.

J: Hur tror du framtiden ser ut fér 6ppna data i Sverige, om man konkret ser till matningarna?

R: Jag ser positivt till den. Trots att vi har ett gigantiskt jobb ligger framfér oss. Men jag tror att
manga har vaknat till, manga ser att det kan finnas en nytta [med 6ppna data]. Att DIGG ar pa plats
och att vi har nationella perspektiv pa det har kommer séatta stralkastaren pa @mnet. Jag tror att det
kommer bli battre under aren 2020/21, fler datamangder kommer publiceras tror jag.
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