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Abstract 
 

 

The engagement of citizens in governmental actives is the future of public 

sector reforms. The private sector has already started to leverage online 

technology to innovate and to reinvent businesses. The move towards ser-

vices exchange instead of goods exchange is making producers, providers 

and users cooperate to recognize and exploit value co-creation opportunities. 

The degree to which collective intelligence is leveraged could be correlated 

to the value an initiative generates in the public sector. Thereby open gov-

ernment implies a focus on value co-creation in the public sector. This thesis 

argues that an important purpose of opening up governments towards citi-

zens and private business is to leverage the potential of value co-creation in a 

similar fashion to that already being explored in the private sector. To ex-

plore this phenomenon this thesis addresses the following research question: 

 

How can local government use IT services to become more open and lever-

age the potential of public value co-creation? 

 

Utilizing a design science approach with interpretive philosophical assump-

tions, the thesis contributes to knowledge on open government and value co-

creation by designing artifacts that support open government in the form of 

e- and m-services. It also investigates inhibitors of public value co-creation 

that may arise from the design of the artifacts.  
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Concepts 
 

 

IT service – A digitally enabled service, also called e-service when used in 

conjunction with e-business or e-government. A service is a resource that is 

viewed as valuable by some agent and that can be exchanged between agents 

(Weigand et al., 2009). 

 

Value Co-Creation – A process whereby resources are integrated to co-

create value. Customers’ and employees’ value co-creation processes consist 

of coordinated actions whereby both parties can learn together and from each 

other, and they can also directly influence each other (Grönroos, 2011). 

 

Public Value – Value that encapsulates more than governmental value. Sug-

gested definitions include the quality of the relationship between an individ-

ual and society (Meynhardt, 2009) and a combined view of the public about 

what they regard as valuable (Talbot, 2011) 

 

Public Value Co-Creation – A collaborative activity where at least two 

parties from public sector/citizens/private business participate in creating 

higher value than what would have been possible in absence of the collabo-

ration.  

 

Collective Intelligence – Collective Intelligence can be defined as “groups 

of individuals doing things collectively that seem intelligent” (Malone, Lau-

bacher, & Dellarocas, 2010: 2). As such the terms Open Innovation, 

Crowdsourcing and Wisdom of Crowds are encompassed within the defini-

tion of Collective Intelligence (Wise, Paton & Gugenheimer 2012). 

 

E-government – E-government refers to the use of information and com-

munication technologies in public administrations. Also organizational 

change and development of new skills in order to improve public services 

and democratic processes and strengthen support to public policies is includ-

ed in e-government (European Commission, 2011). 

 

Open Government – Open government refers to opening up governments 

toward citizens and private businesses. Requirements for open government 

or “government 2.0” includes transparency, participation and collaboration 

(e.g. Chun, 2010; Osimo, 2010) together with responsiveness and accessibil-

ity (Gavelin, Burall & Wilson, 2009). 
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Introduction 
 

 

Sweden will be the best in the world at using the opportunities of digitaliza-
tion. (Näringsdepartementet, 2011:6)  

 
E-government refers to improving the public sector by rationalizing admin-

istration and improving the information and quality of services to citizens 

(Moon, 2002; Mayer-Schönberger & Lazer, 2007). In order to accomplish 

this, information and communication technology (ICT) is utilized to trans-

form public administration (Beynon-Davies, 2005). E-government is also 

recognized as an important success factor for governments (EU, 2009). Ac-

cording to Åkesson (2011), e-government and e-services create a new arena 

for co-creation, making it necessary for local governments to change behav-

iour. 

Sweden is highly ranked in the United Nations e-government develop-

ment index
1
 and in the e-government survey of 2012, “E-government for the 

People”, Sweden was ranked seventh (United Nations, 2012). Local gov-

ernment in Sweden consists of 290 autonomous municipalities and repre-

sents 70 per cent of the total public administration. This is one reason why 

local government is considered an important part of the realization of the e-

government vision formulated by the Swedish government (Regering-

skansliet, 2008).  

There are a number of policies in place, in Sweden, in the EU and world-

wide, that recognize the need for a modern government that is open towards 

citizens and private business (EU, 2009; Obama, 2009; Regeringskansliet, 

2011; 2013). This can be referred to as open government or government 2.0 

and is regarded as the next evolutionary step for e-government that has yet to 

be realized (Chun et al., 2010). Bourgon (2008) points out that the real po-

tential of e-government is not to improve public administration but instead to 

create a platform to move power closer to citizens: 

Its [e-government’s] real potential is, rather, to lay the basis for enhancing cit-
izen choices among service delivery channels, providing integrated services 
designed around citizen needs, and ultimately transferring some of the discre-
tionary powers, currently exercised by public servants on behalf of citizens, to 
citizens. (Bourgon, 2008:399) 

 

Further the engagement of citizens in governmental activities will form 

the future of public sector reforms (Bourgon, 2008). This is in line with how 

                                                      
1 The United Nations definition of the e-government development index: “It is a composite 

measurement of the capacity and willingness of countries to use e-government for ICT-led 

development”.   
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government management has evolved from the new public management 

(NMP) of the 1980s (Dunleavy, 1991) to the open, networked and collabora-

tive notion of public value management (Stoker, 2006 Dunleavy et al., 2006) 

and open government of today.  

The private sector has already started to leverage online technology to 

source innovation and reinvent businesses (Chesbrough & Teece, 1996; Van 

Baalen et al., 2005). The move towards services exchange instead of goods 

exchange is making producers, providers and users cooperate to recognize 

and exploit value co-creation opportunities (Vandermerwe & Rada, 1989; 

Macbeth & de Opacua, 2010). According to Wise, Paton and Gegenhuber 

(2012), the degree to which collective intelligence is leveraged could be 

correlated to the value an initiative generates in the public sector. Or as 

Åkesson (2001:8) writes “The power of co-creation is to get resources to 

interact in new and better ways.”  

Open government implies a focus on value co-creation, and research into 

the combined fields of value co-creation and e-government is needed (Åkes-

son, 2011). The necessity of research in order to move e-government and the 

adoption of open government forward are also pointed out by Hilgers and Ihl 

(2010) as well as by Hutter, Füller and Koch (2011) and Nam (2011) among 

others.  

 

 

Research Problem 

There is something of a crisis in eGovernment as currently rolled out, for ex-
ample the flatlining of citizen usage of eGovernment services between 2004 
and 2008. (Millard, 2010:3) 

 

The problematic adoption of e-service usage was also noted in 2008 by 

Carter and Weerakkody, who reported that “citizens’ adoption of e-

government services has been less than satisfactory in most countries”. The 

problem is further confirmed by reports from the OECD (2009) and by 

Baumgarten and Chui (2009) for McKinsey & Company, noting that alt-

hough a great deal of money and effort is put into pushing e-government 

forward, the rate of adoption and usage of e-government services by citizens 

seems to have come to a standstill despite the fact that the number of e-

services offered from the governmental side has multiplied (Millard, 2009). 

The author adds that the OECD countries seem to be stuck in a static form 

of e-government where the acceptance rate is low and initiatives are costly 

and often bound to fail.  

It is clear that most current eGovernment services are simply existing services 
put online which are still basically silo-centric, top-down, with little service 
innovation, expensive, and with just as many failures as successes. In other 
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words, their main focus remains first and foremost to serve the needs of gov-
ernment. (Millard, 2010:5) 

 

Further, Irani et al. (2012) note a lack of empirical research in e-

government. Also several researchers (e.g. Hilgers & Ihl, 2010; Nam, 2011; 

Lee, Hwang & Choi, 2012; Wise, Paton & Gegenhuber, 2012) state that 

further research on open government is needed. The focus of existing studies 

has mainly been on technological aspects (Chan, 2013) or policy processes 

(Bourgon, 2008), although it is argued that the greatest potential lies in the 

area of service delivery (Bourgon, 2008). The potential of digital and partic-

ipating citizens is recognized in a report newly published in Sweden that 

shows how having digitally involved citizens provide economic benefits for 

both private companies and governments (Digidel, 2013). Osimo (2010) 

agrees when stating that: 

… governments have to learn to promote innovation and create public 
value not through direct intervention, but by leveraging and enabling 
the best capacities of citizens to be deployed and fully realised. (Osimo 
2010:4) 

 

Based on the above I argue that an important purpose of opening up gov-

ernments towards citizens and private business is to leverage the potential of 

co-creation of value in a fashion similar to that already being explored in the 

private sector.  

 

 

Research Question 
 

To explore this phenomenon this thesis addresses the following research 

question: 

 

How can local government use IT services to become more open and lever-

age the potential of public value co-creation? 

 

Research studies on value co-creation in settings other than between con-

sumers and firms are scarce and usually biased towards quantitative and 

economic measurements (Sarker, Sarker, Sahaym & Bjørn-Andersen., 

2012). Also existing studies are mostly focused on positive outcomes of 

value co-creation and research on the relevance of co-creation in e-

government is limited (Åkesson, 2011). Further Grönroos and Ravald (2011) 

point out that more research is needed on issues related to co-creation of 

value, while Ostrom, et al. (2010) state that new insights, approaches, tech-

niques and theories are required. It is clear that knowledge on how to move 

open government forward in order to leverage value co-creation should be 
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pursued since open government requires collaboration and networking while 

the usages of existing e-services and thereby the participation of citizens is 

low (Carter & Weerakkody, 2008; United Nations, 2012).  

 

 

Research Objectives 
 

Five objectives are formulated in order to contribute to knowledge of the 

research question formulated in the previous section.  

 

Objective I: 

Present a model for open social e-services, paper I. 

 

Objective II: 

Design a model for process variability in open social e-services, paper II. 

 

Objective III: 

Demonstrate a proposed model for modeling IT-mediated value co-creation, 

paper III. 

 

Objective IV: 

Evaluate a mobile service from a citizen-sourcing perspective, paper IV.  

 

Objective V: 

Identify inhibitors for public value co-creation. 

 

Together these five objectives contribute to answering the research ques-

tion and helping local government to leverage value co-creation by the use 

of IT services to become more open. In particular, objective I contributes to 

co-creation by proposing a goal model for open social e-services. Open so-

cial e-services contribute to public value co-creation by allowing citizens to 

take an active part in the decision-making processes of local government. 

Also it improves the efficiency of administrative processes within the social 

services department. 

 

Objective II contributes to co-creation of public value by supporting process 

variability within social services departments in local governments, hence 

promoting collaboration and exchange of processes among municipalities.  

 

Objective III contributes to addressing the problem by demonstrating a mod-

el for visualizing co-creation of value in the public sector. The approach was 

demonstrated using fictional examples from the health sector and its empiri-

cal applicability in a local government is investigated.  
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Objective IV contributes to co-creation of public value by evaluating a solu-

tion for complaint and problem management from a citizen-sourcing per-

spective. Objective IV is a direct response to a call from Nam (2011) to ex-

plore cases of citizen-sourcing in various and diverse contexts and countries 

to enhance the understanding of citizen-sourcing. 

 

Objective V contributes to addressing the problem by identifying inhibitors 

preventing local government from co-creating value with citizens and busi-

ness. This objective is not a design artifact but a theoretical contribution. It is 

motivated by the need not only to design and evaluate IT-artifacts but also to 

problematize the difficulties related to the use of IT services in co-creation 

of public value. In addition, this objective provides a basis for continuing 

work in my future doctoral thesis by providing a problem space for co-

creation in the public sector.  

 

 

Limitations and Delimitations 
 

In research such as that conducted for this thesis there are a number of limi-

tations, i.e. circumstances that affect the study and/or the result of the study, 

that the researcher cannot control (Baron, 2013). Also certain delimitations 

exist which are factors that might affect the study or the result but over 

which the researcher has some amount of control (Baron, 2013). These fac-

tors will be discussed in more detail in the discussion chapter at the end of 

the thesis but I also mention the most important limitation and delimitation 

here to make the reader aware of them before proceeding further.  

The most prominent limitation of this thesis is that it is based on 

knowledge mainly gathered from six municipalities in Sweden. The munici-

palities have been selected using convenience sampling based on their own 

interest in participation and earlier acquaintance with the project leader of 

the research group. The direct transferability of the results is therefore ques-

tionable.  

The main delimitation of this thesis is that the main focus has been on the 

municipal perspective of the collaborative setting; less focus has been on the 

perspective of the citizen and IT vendor. This is due to reasons of conven-

ience, the municipalities were all active participants in two research projects 

and therefore more accessible than other groups. Most of the work per-

formed within the projects has also been together with the participating mu-

nicipalities.  

It should also be made clear that the five objectives are pursued within 

two larger research projects where IT artifacts have been developed in order 

to move open government forward. Therefore the work performed and re-
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ported in this thesis is part of a larger setting, which does affect the method-

ology and also might affect the findings as well as social and ethical consid-

erations. 
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Related Research 
 

 

In the background of this thesis is the concept of value. Since this thesis 

deals with value co-creation in a public setting, it will cover only two specif-

ic aspects of value, that of value co-creation and public value. It will also 

investigate how these two aspects of value can be related to each other and 

to open government. During the writing of this thesis I have been well aware 

that there are several definitions of value that spring from other sources but I 

chose not to include them. This section starts with a short historical introduc-

tion to e-government and then open government. Thereafter comes the theo-

retical background on value co-creation and public value, as well as public 

value co-creation and how I use that concept in this thesis. The enabling 

feature of IT for co-creation of value is also made visible and the challenges 

apparent from previous research within the different domains are discussed. 

The section ends with a summary of the related work.  

 

 

E-Government 

E-government is an innovative way for government organizations to co-create 
value with their customers. (Åkesson, 2011:52) 

 

E-government refers to the improvement of the public sector by rationalizing 

administration and improving the information and quality of services to citi-

zens (Moon, 2002). A characteristic of e-government is the utilization of 

information and communication technology to transform public administra-

tion structures and processes (Beynon-Davies, 2005) to increase efficiency 

and effectiveness. Also e-government makes it feasible to integrate a citi-

zen’s own resources, like computer access and skills, with the resources 

provided by the government, for example, a website (Åkesson, 2011). 

Thereby an e-government service allows the customer to integrate more re-

sources than a standard government service would and the e-service thus 

becomes an enabler of value co-creation (Åkesson, 2011). A third important 

aspect of e-government is to make it possible for governments to meet the 

challenges arising from an aging population (Lönn et al., 2012). This re-

quires streamlining of administration associated with provision of public 

services and the development of e-services. Important goals with the devel-

opment of e-services are to provide 24/7 accessibility, to offer self-service 

capabilities to citizens and to increase transparency between citizens and 

municipalities. An example of how this is made possible is the provision of 

e-forms and automated, positive, criteria-based decisions where feedback 

and decisions are electronically communicated almost instantly. A common 
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criticism of e-government projects is that they often focus too much on in-

ternal operations, neglecting the benefits and constraints represented by oth-

er actors, such as citizens and private companies (Goldkuhl, 2006). Accord-

ing to Åkesson (2011), e-government research mostly focuses on efficiency, 

integration, change, management, security, customer focus, and strategy. 

Layne and Lee (2001) propose a maturity model for e-government that 

describes four stages of e-government. A government in the first stage, 

called “catalogue”, is present on-line to provide government information and 

downloadable forms to citizens. The second state (“transaction”) represents a 

government agency that provides interfaces for citizens to interact with gov-

ernmental back-end systems. These interfaces are often referred to as e-

services, or IT services. At the third stage, vertical integration is developed 

which means that different levels of government are integrated to support 

citizens. The fourth and most mature stage is where horizontal integration is 

in place, which means integration across different functions and services. 

Horizontal integration is also connected to value co-creation by Åkesson 

(2011). She argues that horizontal integration is an important aspect to create 

functional collaborations between government and citizens and that it is crit-

ical for value co-creation in an e-government setting. By integrating re-

sources for example shared computer systems, an initial step towards hori-

zontal integration is accomplished (Åkesson, 2011). 

Inhibitors of E-Government 

In order to move e-government maturity forward, a comprehensive examina-

tion of literature on e-government challenges has been made by Gil-García 

and Pardo (2005) who also categorize the challenges into five categories: (i) 

information and data, (ii) information technology, (iii) organizational and 

managerial (iv), legal and regulatory and (v) institutional and environmental.

  Challenges related to information and data primarily concern the quality 

of data and information, which is an important aspect of e-government. In-

formation technology challenges relate to ease of use of technology as well 

as operability, since the IT environment of many governments is often old 

and complex (Gil-García & Pardo, 2005). The organizational and managerial 

challenges deal with the ability to manage e-government initiatives. Exam-

ples of challenges in this category are resistance to change, different goals 

and lack of alignment (Gil-García & Pardo, 2005). The legal and regulatory 

category refers to how governments are forced to adhere to a number of re-

strictive laws and regulations, which limits their acting space. The institu-

tional and environmental challenges deals with, for example, autonomy, 

privacy and political pressures (ibid.).  

Layne and Lee (2001) also put forward challenges and attach them to the 

different stages of e-government. The challenges are described as mainly 

technological and organizational challenges. Also easy access for everyone 

and privacy and confidentiality issues as well as citizen-centric change must 
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be taken into account during e-government development (Layne and Lee, 

2001).  

 

 

Open Government 

Through digital opportunities and improved openness, the state will support 
innovation and participation, with a strong respect for the personal integrity. 
(Näringsdepartementet, 2012:1) 

 

Open government puts even more focus on the citizen to become part of the 

public sector work than does e-government. Public demands on governments 

worldwide to become more open are rising (OECD, 2005). Chun (2010) 

describes the concept of open government as Government 2.0 and it has 

become a worldwide trend in the public sector (Schellong, 2008). The re-

quirements highlighted for open government or government 2.0 includes 

transparency, participation and collaboration (e.g. Chun, 2010; Osimo, 2010) 

together with responsiveness and accessibility (Gavelin, Burall & Wilson, 

2009). This thesis will from now on use open government to encompass both 

open government and government 2.0 initiatives and including all five pillars 

of open government and government 2.0. Open government, according to the 

OECD (2005), consists of three main building blocks; transparency, accessi-

bility and responsiveness. This can be compared with the open government 

initiative in the US which identifies transparency, participation and collabo-

ration as the three main principles of open government (Obama, 2009). 

Transparency includes transparency in data and information as well as in 

operations and decisions (Gavlin et al., 2009; Nam, 2011). Participation en-

courages citizens to provide ideas, knowledge and expertise to the govern-

ment and collaboration should actively promote citizen engagement (Obama, 

2009). Responsiveness is defined as being open to new ideas, demands and 

needs, while accessibility is giving easy access to services and information 

(Gavelin et al., 2009). The main difference between the US and the EU 

views on open government is that the US enforces collaboration while EU 

limits its demands to accessibility of services and information from govern-

ments towards citizens and private business. The differences seem to imply a 

greater focus on citizen participation in the US than in the EU. The ultimate 

goal, a state where information flows freely both to and from governments 

through a multitude of different channels, is the same. 

 

ICT can support open government (Bertot et al., 2010) and consequently 

offer means to improve citizen service (Wohed, Truffet & Juell-Skielse, 

2011). Transparency can be supported through sharing of information with 

citizens. Government services can be made accessible by anyone, anytime, 

over the internet and anytime, anywhere, through mobile devices (Ferro & 

Molinari, 2010; Millard, 2010). Responsiveness can be increased through 
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immediate answers to citizens on applications and requests where service 

lead times are shortened through digital and automated handling of adminis-

trative processes. Collaboration and participation are strongly supported by 

social networking technology, namely web 2.0 technologies.  

The transformational effect of Web 2.0 technology on governments to 

promote real civic engagement is stressed by Mergel, Schweik and Fountain 

(2009) and Traunmόller and Wimmer (2009) among others. Web 2.0 can be 

described as social computing (Punie, Misuraca, & Osimo, 2009) or as a web 

technology that encourages individuals to participate in content creation 

through internet (Chun, 2008). Activities supported by a web 2.0 platform 

include creating, organizing, editing, combining, sharing, commenting, and 

rating features (Chun et al., 2010). Another driver for change towards open 

government is identified by Millard (2010) in the emergence of smartphone 

technology. Crowdsourcing or citizen-sourcing (Lukensmeyer & Torres, 

2008) is also acknowledged as a product of web 2.0 technologies that ena-

bles open government (Dutton, 2010; Hilgers & Ihl, 2010; Nam, 2011).  

Inhibitors for Open Government 

A number of challenges for governments to reach the desired state of open-

ness have been stated by Chun et al. (2010) and Meijer et al. (2012), among 

others. Chun et al. (2010) raise a number of research challenges that need to 

be addressed in order to advance the open government initiative. The main 

challenges relate to the difficulties in how to analyze, share, search and man-

age and ensure the quality of data gathered from web 2.0 technologies such 

as social media and crowdsourcing. Also the measuring of the value of col-

laborative and participatory initiatives for the government, as well as integra-

tion issues, are included in the list. 

The strong regulations on information flow (Mergel et al., 2009) and bu-

reaucratic constraints within governments are another challenge (Bannister, 

2001; Mergel et al., 2009). Also several authors (e.g. Galvin, 1994; Hodge, 

2006; Boyd and Ellison, 2007; Dawes, 2010; Millard, 2010; Parycek and 

Sachs, 2010; van den Broek et al., 2010) have identified tensions between 

openness and the protection of civil rights when governments increase open-

ness and transparency as inhibiting open government.  

 

The digital divide that was first introduced in the 1990s is also an issue gov-

ernments still face when using ICT to facilitate openness (e.g. Romsdahl, 

2005; Molinari, 2010). Fear of losing control when opening up governments, 

is recognized by Molinari (2010) as a challenge, together with the difficul-

ties in getting government agencies to collaborate with each other – which 

was also noted by Bardach (1998).  

New collaborative initiatives using ICT might create a heavier workload 

for government officials and therefore they may meet with resistance from 
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public organizations (Molinari, 2010). Also difficulties in getting govern-

ment officials to put trust in external resources have been noted in one of the 

few empirical investigations I found in the background research for this the-

sis (Cottica & Bianchi, 2010). The issue of trust for governments is also 

highlighted by Millard (2010). Legislation issues can also work as a hurdle 

against open government initiatives, according to van den Broek et al. (2010) 

among others. The World Economic Forum identified several organizational 

challenges, among them that civil service systems in many countries are 

“Traditionally structured, rigid, inward-looking and based on outdated com-

petencies” (World Economic Forum, 2011:14).  

The World Economic Forum also saw a problem in how public organiza-

tions are divided into silos that jealously keep information and knowledge 

from spreading within the organization, with management based on outdated 

principles that is either protective or controlling (World Economic Forum, 

2011). This view received support from Bannister (2001) who points out that 

the public sector faces challenges that include cultural, structural, resource 

and technical aspects, together with a tradition of isolated initiatives that are 

not interrelated.  

Inhibitors found in the open government literature are focused either on 

organizational inhibitors or legal inhibitors. ICT are mostly viewed in a posi-

tive light and as a facilitator for change except the fear of how the technolo-

gy might jeopardize privacy for citizens.  

 

 

Value Co-Creation 

Value can be conceptualized in terms of the ability of the partners to earn 
rents over and above what could have been achieved in the absence of the 
partnership. (Madhok and Tullman, 1998:328)  
 

Current research in the area of co-creation of value builds to a large extent 

on work by the marketing researchers Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004). In 

their view the customer plays an important role in value creation thus co-

creating value together with the producer. Other marketing research intro-

ducing the service dominant (S-D) logic view agrees and states that the cus-

tomer is always a co-creator of value (Lush & Vargo, 2006). Within S-D 

logic research this is contrasted against a traditional goods dominated (G-D) 

logic. According to G-D logic, value is regarded as an exchange between 

two parties, i.e. value in exchange. The S-D logic, however, argues that val-

ue is instead created when a service or a product is actually used, which is 

not always at the point of purchase. Also the person using the product or 

service should decide its value, thereby the notion of value in use as opposed 

to value in exchange (Vargo & Lush, 2004). In a value-creating process 

stakeholders are merged into an integrated conversational process where the 
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participants are working within each others’ processes. Thereby the stake-

holders have the opportunity to take an active part in coordinating actions, 

learning and influencing each other directly (Grönroos, 2011). These types 

of interactions require deep engagement and the ability and willingness to 

act and learn between two parties (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

Service Science  

There is a need to develop a new, deeper understanding of the basic assump-

tions surrounding the notion of services within the service dominant (S-D) 

logic, among them the view of service exchange and value co-creation 

(Edvardsson, Tronvoll & Gruber, 2011). An inter-disciplinary academic 

discourse advancing the understanding of a service-dominant logic aiming 

for systematic service innovation is called service science (e.g. Chesbrough 

& Spohrer, 2006; Spohrer et al., 2007; Maglio & Spohrer, 2008; Maglio et 

al., 2010). 

Service science views the production and consumption of services as ser-

vice systems aiming for the co-creation of value or involved resources (Var-

go, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008). In these systems different values are created 

for the included actors and co-created value is generated over and above 

what would have been possible in the absence of the relationship between 

the stakeholders (Madhok & Tallman, 1998). This implies that a well-

functioning service system in itself generates value. Service systems creating 

significant value could be called Service Innovations (Maglio & Spohrer, 

2008; Spohrer & Maglio, 2008). Other researchers, also drawing on the theo-

retical constructs of S-D logic to a large extent, have noted the need for a 

systems perspective and thinking when studying value co-creation (eg. Var-

go et al., 2008; Ng et al., 2009; Ng & Ding, 2010). According to Åkesson 

(2011), service system theory is also applicable to e-government. The tech-

nology part of e-government represents ways of working, while people are 

the operant resources worked upon. It is unclear, however, how the service 

system is supposed to work (ibid.). 

Åkesson (2011) presents an empirical study on value co-creation in a pub-

lic sector setting and leans heavily on service dominant theories to “explain 

how value is co-created by addressing the customer-employee role constella-

tions during direct interaction” (Åkesson 2011:46). Findings include a three-

factor model illustrating that treating customers as operant resources, hori-

zontal integration, and awareness of the various roles of customers and em-

ployees, can enact and facilitate value co-creation.  

Resource Based Perspective 

Apart from the theoretical frameworks of service science and S-D logic, 

another lens for studying value co-creation is the resource based view 
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(RBV), an older and more established frame of reference than service sci-

ence (e.g Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1996). According to the RBV perspec-

tive, companies can combine and exchange assets, resources and knowledge, 

thus creating capabilities that expand their complementary resources or cre-

ate new sources of value (Arnould, 2008). Kohli and Grover (2008) enlight-

en this and state that the value of alliances can be expected to be multifacet-

ed in nature, emphasizing the need to assess intangible value as complement 

to financial values. Sarker et al. (2012) use the RBV perspective when inves-

tigating value co-creation in a business-to-business (B2B) environment. 

Sarker et al. (2012) claim to be the first to open the black box of value co-

creation and to reveal the enablers and inhibitors that influence value co-

creation. The main enablers identified are; (i) self reinforcing mechanisms, 

(ii) contractual agreements, and (iii) different types of collective IT 

strengths. Identified inhibitors consist of (i) power imbalances and (ii) con-

flicts of interest between partners. Their study also emphasizes the im-

portance of IT in value co-creation. 

Value Co-Creation in the Private Sector 

In the private sector, there are several examples of service systems (co-) 

creating significant value, e.g. Apple, Salesforce etc. In these systems values 

are not exchanged in a traditional way where a consumer pays a provider for 

a specific tangible product, instead value is co-created and the consumer 

plays an important part in the creation process while all involved parties 

receive value from the joint efforts. For example, in the Apple platform, 

software developers with an idea are free to develop any app, using tools 

provided by Apple, thereafter Apple tests and certifies the apps and also 

provides a platform for selling them. The income from the app is shared 

between Apple and the developer. Companies are leveraging their online 

presence to go beyond the borders of the company to source innovation and 
reinvent their businesses (Chesbrough & Teece, 2002; Van Baalen et al., 

2005; Markman, et al., 2008). Crowdsourcing, “wisdom of crowds” and 

“wikinomics” are all concepts that have served to explain the decentralized 

innovation channels emerging in some of the world’s leading corporations 

and not-for-profit organizations (Malone, Laubacher, & Dellarocas, 2009). 

The appliance of these different concepts all shares the potential of co-

creation of value for the engaging stakeholders, especially when enabled by 

Internet technology (Benkler, 2006; Wise, Paton & Gegenhuber, 2012). 

Businesses are working and existing worldwide and information systems 

(IS) make it possible to have teams working together without being in the 

same office or even in the same time zone. In today’s fast moving reality, 

high demands on specialization and short time to markets makes it difficult 

for single firms to survive on their own (e.g. Kothandaraman & Wilson, 

2001; Barret et al., 2011; Grover & Kohli, 2012). Thus one of the main facil-
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itators for co-creation in the private sector has been internet technology. 

However, as noted by Majchrzak and Malhotra (2013), IS design has been a 

neglected component of research on sociotechnical systems design, also 

called participation architecture, and IS research can fill a research gap by 

improving the participation architecture for crowdsourcing 

The situation in the public sector is completely different and examples of 

value co-creation initiatives are not easily found. Research on value co-

creation in the public sector is almost non-existent. This can be regarded as 

somewhat strange since there is a significant potential for value creation and 

co-creation within this context (Hilgers & Ihl, 2010).  

 

 

Public Value 

Public value encompasses processes of “co-creation,” which are necessary for 
the production of public value in much of the public service sector. (Bening-
ton 2009:238) 

 

The notion of public value was first introduced by Moore (1995) and several 

researchers after him have stressed the importance of public value and that it 

needs to encompass more than governmental value (e.g. Stoker, 2006; Beck 

Jørgensen and Bozeman, 2007; O’Flynn, 2007). Meynhart (2009), after an 

extensive review of public value literature, defines public value as: “values 

characterizing the relationship between an individual and ‘society,’ defining 

the quality of this relationship” (Meynhardt, 2009:206). 

Other researchers define public value as: “The combined view of the pub-

lic about what they regard as valuable” (Talbot, 2011). And “a way of think-

ing which is post bureaucratic and post-competitive allowing us to move 

beyond the narrow market versus government failure approaches” (O’Flynn, 

2007:353). Different views have also been expressed about whether public 

value should be seen as a paradigm (Stoker, 2006); a concept (Kelly, 2007); 

a model (O’Flynn, 2005); a heuristic device or even a story (Smith, 2004). 

Critics of public value argue that the indistinct nature of public value and its 

various representations fuels its popularity – it can be all things to all people 

(Rhodes & Wanna, 2007).  

O’Flynn (2005) further states that public value should function as a lens 

for looking at public sector challenges and that management should focus on 

relationships. Stoker (2006) argues that there should be a standard for net-

worked governance. Bennington (2009) agrees when stating the public value 

emphasizes how public professionals need to work towards the co-creation 

of public service, by collaboration with producers, users and other stake-

holders. In line with this reasoning Frissen et al. (2007) propose a historical 

evolution of value within the public sector from a focus on liberal values in 

the eighteenth century, through democratic values in the nineteenth and so-
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cial values in the twentieth century: the twenty-first century is about empow-

erment values. 

In this thesis public value is seen as being in line with the arguments of 

O’Flynn (2005, 2007) and Bennington (2009) (above) that public value is a 

management paradigm for thinking about government activity, policy-

making and service delivery within the public sector and that the focus 

should be on relationships, collaboration and co-creation.  

Public Value Creation 

According to the World Economic Forum (2011), using definitions of public 

value mainly from Kearns (2004), public value is created when; (i) quality 

public services are delivered, (ii) socially desirable outcomes are achieved, 

(iii) citizens are satisfied with the services and outcomes and (iv) trust in 

government is created and/or increased. In this view the public sector bears 

the responsibility for value production but citizens become important co-

producers of value when they engage with and provide feedback towards the 

public sector.  

Inhibitors of Public Value Creation 

Kearns (2004) identifies barriers for delivering public value through e-

government and categorized them into four categories; (i) strategic policy 

framework, including, change management problems, too much focus on 

cost reduction and not providing incentives for public servants, (ii) Insuffi-

cient effort to reward innovation, (iii) insufficient powers at the centre of 

government and (iv) the belief that government should be the sole provider 

of public services. Castelnovo and Simonetta (2008) evaluate two Italian e-

government initiatives using public value and conclude that to achieve the 

result of fostering inter-municipal collaboration, policy implementation 

should be angled towards supporting technological innovation. Instead a 

model that supports and combines processes of both technological and or-

ganizational innovation is needed actually to transform local government in 

Italy. 

 

 

Public Value Co-Creation 
 

Based on previous research on the above topics, in this thesis I argue that 

public value co-creation should be understood as value co-creation in the 

public sector and that it builds on the three pillars of open government, 

value co-creation and public value (see Figure 1 below). A further argu-

mentation for this follows in this section.  
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Figure 1: Public value co-creation. 

A number of researchers in different areas have related open government to 

value co-creation. Examples include; “Collaborative Public Management” 

(McGuire, 2006), “Citizen Engagement” (Hickley, 2008; OECD, 2005), 

“Wiki Government” (Noveck, 2009), “coproduction with public sector cli-

ents” (Alford, 2009), Collective Intelligence for the public sector (Wise, 

Paton & Gegenhuber, 2012) and Open Government (Obama, 2009). What 

they all have in common is the notion of empowering and engaging citizens 

in the public sector in different ways in order to (co)create value. The um-

brella term suggested for such activities (open innovation, crowdsourcing, 

wisdom of crowds, and wikinomics) in the private sector is collective intelli-

gence (CL) (Malone et al., 2010). Wise, Paton and Gegenhuber (2012) sug-

gest expanding this term to include also the public sector and investigate 

how a framework for CL should look in the public sector in their paper, 

“Value Co-Creation through Collective Intelligence in the Public Sector”. As 

the title suggests, in this study Malone et al. also connect CL to value co-

creation according to S-D logic. A clear driver for open government is tech-

nology, to a large extent in the form of IT services such as e- and m-services. 

 

Open government is the aim of public sector efforts of today, and an open 

government is a government that empowers citizens. Empowered citizens 

are citizens who take an active part in forming the public sphere, enabled by 

modern IT technology. The inherent parallels to openness in different forms 

and value co-creation are clearly visible in the literature (see above). Public 

value is the public management paradigm of a collaborative government 

(e.g. O’Flynn, 2005, 2007; Stoker, 2006, Bennington, 2009). According to 

Frissen et al. (2007), the historical development of public value has reached 

the status of empowerment value as the value to aim for in the twenty-first 
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century. In this thesis I therefore argue that the notion of “public value co-

creation” encompasses the notion of how citizens and local government co-

create value and represents what open government strives for and also that 

IT services are an enabler for value to be co-created. Based on the above 

reasoning I regard IT-enabled public value co-creation as:  

 
A collaborative process, enabled by IT, where parties from public sec-

tor/citizens/private business participate in creating value for the in-

volved stakeholders and for the public.  

 

 

Summary 
 

There are many positive predictions regarding what e-government can ac-

complish; examples include internal efficiency and effectiveness and exter-

nally better services and democracy. However many of these promises have 

not been fulfilled, according to empirical research. Challenges for e-

government identified in the literature mainly include technological, organi-

zational and environmental challenges.  

Open government is a mature level of e-government that utilizes both ver-

tical and horizontal integration. The pillars for open government are trans-

parency, participation and collaboration, together with responsiveness and 

accessibility. The Internet and Web 2.0 technology and mobile technology 

are important enablers for open government. Inhibitors are the digital divide 

and privacy issues together with institutional settings and organizational 

problems within governments. 

Literature on value co-creation takes different perspectives; the service 

science perspective (e.g. Chesbrough & Spohrer, 2006, Spohrer et al., 2007, 

Maglio & Spohrer, 2008, Maglio et al., 2010) and S-D logic perspective (e.g. 

Vargo & Lush 2004 ) and the RBV perspective (e.g. Grover and Kohli, 

2012; Sarker et al., 2012). Few empirical studies have been undertaken in a 

public sector setting. Technology is an enabler for value co-creation in the 

private sector while conflict of interest and power imbalances between 

stakeholders are inhibitors. 

Public value is suggested as an approach for studying value creation in 

the public sector. The term is still not well defined but this is to some extent 

due to the difficulties in defining value in all forms and approaches. Enablers 

for public value are combining organizational and technological innovation. 

Inhibitors for public value are institutional settings within governments to-

gether with too much focus on technology as the sole solution.  

Finally, public value co-creation can be regarded as a collaborative pro-

cess where stakeholders, such as governments, citizens and private business-

es, work together and co-create value by using IT services. In an open gov-

ernment, public value co-creation should be taken into account to facilitate 
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the visualization of what gains exist for different stakeholders and also for 

the public. That the public value always has to be considered makes public 

value co-creation different in the public sector from the private sector.   
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Methodology 
 

 

Introduction 
 

This section starts with a discussion regarding the main research paradigms 

present in Information Systems (IS) research. Then follows a short descrip-

tion of the philosophical assumptions guiding this thesis, followed in turn by 

the different methodological choices made when pursuing the different ob-

jectives stated in the thesis. Thereafter the research process underlying the 

writing of the thesis is presented. The section ends with a discussion of the 

ethical considerations. 

 

 

Methodologies in IS research 
 

Methodological paradigms are important in science because they legitimize 

how knowledge may be created and what constitutes valid knowledge (Pu-

rao, 2002). Information systems science concerns the use of IT artifacts in 

socio-technical systems, and the phenomena that occur when the social set-

ting and technology interact (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991).  

According to Niehaves (2007), and as evidenced in the literature (e.g.; 

Hirschheim & Klein, 1989; Lee, 1991; Fitzgerald & Howcroft, 1998; 

Monod, 2003; Chen & Hirschenheim, 2004; Weber, 2004; Beckers & 

Niehaves, 2007), discussions regarding appropriate research design, para-

digms and methods are in focus within Information Systems (IS) research. 

The basis for the usage of different research paradigms is the philosophical 

foundations and conceptions of reality underlying these paradigms (Lincoln 

& Guba, 1985; du Poy & Gitlin, 1998; Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2000; 

Olivier, 2004) and each paradigm is in turn applied in associated methodo-

logical approaches and strategies (de Villiers, 2005). Two distinct research 

paradigms in IS research are positivism (rooted in natural science) and inter-

pretism (from social science). It can be argued that both paradigms recognize 

the existence of a real world beyond human cognition (Weber, 2004; 

Niehaves, 2007). One fundamental difference between the paradigms is that 

positivism assumes that it is possible to gain objective knowledge about this 

world (Weber, 2004; Niehaves and Stahl, 2006). Interpretism instead em-

phasizes that knowledge is subjective and that objective knowledge does not 

exist (Weber, 2004; Niehaves and Stahl, 2006). Understanding is developed 

in a specific context and through interpretation of the meanings participants 

assign to them (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991). To reach this understanding 

an interpretive researcher should not impose her outsider’s a priori under-
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standing on the situation, although the interpretive perspective also acknowl-

edges that the researcher can never be completely neutral, and will always 

become involved in the phenomena being studied (ibid.).  

It can be argued that there is a third paradigm in IS research that differs 

from positivism and interpretism (e.g. Purao, 2002, Vaishnavi & Kuechler, 

2004). A proposed epistemology for design science is “knowing through 

making” (Vaishnavi & Kuechler, 2004:6.). According to Hevner and col-

leagues, “IS research should combine the creativity and precision of design 

science with the empiricism and discipline of behavioral science” (Hevner & 

March, 2003:111; see also Hevner, March, Park, & Ram, 2004). Epistemol-

ogy, in combination with behavioral and design science research, have been 

heavily discussed in the IS literature and can be considered as fundamental 

to the discipline (Niehaves, 2007). Several researchers do however argue 

that a unified view on epistemology with regard to design science research is 

still lacking (McKay and Marshall, 2005; Iivari 2007; Niehave, 2007). 

According to Orlikwski and Iacono (2000), design researchers believe 

that no absolute truth exists. Instead the aim of design science is to extend 

the boundaries of human and organizational capabilities by creating new and 

innovative artifacts, thus utility is the goal of the researcher (Hevner et al., 

2004). According to DeVilliers (2005), the research organization in design 

science suggests that: “Design science is neither positivist nor interpretive 

research, but in between as a philosophical perspective with a pragmatic, 

problem-solving approach that tolerates ambiguity” (de Villiers 2005:37). 

Ambiguity is also supported by the fact that design science acknowledges 

the need to use different methods and research approaches  

DeVilliers (2005) further claims, with reference to a doctoral presentation 

by du Plooy in 2004, that results from academic IS research seldom reach 

practitioners. Instead of having the dissertation examiner as target for their 

research, DeVilliers (2005) proposes that PhD students should address prac-

tical problems, using sound interpretive and evaluative approaches. 

The proposition that design science is a third paradigm, apart from posi-

tivism and interpretism, has been criticized (e.g. Niehaves & Stahl, 2006; 

Niehaves, 2007; Rohde, Stevens, Brödner, & Wulf, 2009). Niehaves (2007) 

provides examples of design science based on both positivistic and interpre-

tistic paradigms. This author also argues, with support from McKay and 

Marshall (2005), that an implicit positivistic paradigm is visible in March 

and Smith (1995) and also in the design science research guidelines of He-

vner et al. (2004). Schön (1983) and Cross (2001) challenge the positivistic 

stance of design science based on the critique of an assumption that objec-

tive problems and solutions actually exist. Instead relevant problems that 

need to be solved would be messy situations (Schön, 1983). Reasons for 

interpretive researchers to engage in design science is, according to McKay 

and Marshall (2005), to understand better the impacts of design artifacts in 

real world contexts. Also, according to Hevner et al (2004) with reference to 
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Klein and Meyers (1999) “the rich phenomena that emerge from the interac-

tion of people, organizations, and technology may need to be qualitatively 

assessed to yield an understanding of the phenomena adequate for theory 

development or problem solving”(Hevner et al, 2004: 77). Hevner et al. 

(2004) in their proposals and description of guidelines for design science 

allow for multiple evaluation methods: quantitative or mathematical evalua-

tion of an IT artifact, including optimization proofs, analytical simulation, 

and quantitative comparisons with alternative designs, is appropriate for 

mathematically based artifact. “The further evaluation of a new artifact in a 

given organizational context affords the opportunity to apply empirical and 

qualitative methods.” (Hevner et al., 2004:77). Rohde et al. (2009) are criti-

cal of Hevner et al. (2004) for not being pragmatic enough, and they argue 

for mandatory evaluation of IT artifacts in real world settings. 

Building on and developing further the design science guidelines suggest-

ed by Hevner et al. (2004) on how to perform design science in a rigorous 

way, Peffers, Tuunanen, Rothenberger and Chatterjee (2007) synthesize a 

process model called the design science research methodology (DSRM). 

Apart from the design science guidelines suggested by Hevner et al. (2004), 

the DSRM also builds on previous models for design science, for example, 

Takeda et al. (1990). The DSRM includes six steps in the iterative research 

process (Peffers et al., 2007). Figure 2 below shows the DSRM. 
 

 

Figure 2: The Design Science Research Methodology of Peffers et al. (2007) 

 

 

Philosophical Assumptions 
 

Leaning on the above reasoning I mainly adopt an interpretive research par-

adigm while performing design science research in two different research 
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projects. The main reason for choosing design science is that the explicit aim 

of both research projects was to develop different IT artifacts. All five objec-

tives presented in this thesis contribute in different ways to the building of 

these IT artifacts. Also, the methodology used to pursue each objective rep-

resents different steps in the DRSM of Peffers et al. (2007) (see Table 1). I 

also agree with McKay and Marshall (2005), that an aim for an interpretive 

researcher to pursue design science would be to understand better the im-

pacts of design artifacts in real world contexts or possibly to understand the 

world better by building artifacts.  

For interpretive research, there are two main schools of thought with re-

gard to reality (Niehaves, 2007). The first one claim that one reality exists 

that is beyond human recognition (Weber, 2004; Niehaves, 2007). The sec-

ond is that there is no such thing as a real world; it is always dependent on 

the subject (Moran 2000; Varey et al., 2002; Niehaves, 2007). Both agree 

however that knowledge about reality is always dependent on the subject and 

therefore knowledge can never be objective (Weber, 2004). In this thesis I 

adopt the stance that a reality exists and that knowledge about this world is 

always subjective, i.e the first school of thought of interpretive research. 

Also, I adopt the reasoning that reality can be improved through designing 

innovative artifacts (Hevner et al., 2004) and that utility is an important cri-

terion for successful research.  

The reasons for utilizing design science while claiming to be an interpre-

tistic researcher using qualitative methods are the nature of research question 

together with the fact that the main activities performed to obtain knowledge 

are through designing and evaluating artifacts in two different research pro-

jects. Also I have support from Rohde et al. (2009), who state that a com-

plete research perspective should not be limited to designing IT artifacts, 

instead it should always incorporate the interactions between artifacts and 

the organizational context in which they are used. 

The research question How can local government use IT services to be-

come more open and leverage the potential of public value co-creation and 

what possible inhibitors hinder them in their transition? deals with im-

provement of the current state (better use of IT to become more open), which 

is in line with a design science reasoning, according to Hevner et al. (2004). 

Also it deals with the understanding of how IT artifacts impact the setting for 

which they are designed and thereby claims an interpretive motive for pursu-

ing design science, according to McKay and Marshall (2005). This is be-

cause the thesis explores and tries to convey an understanding of public val-

ue co-creation within a certain context, i.e. six Swedish municipalities, 

through building IT artifacts. The reasoning is also further supported by 

Walsham (1993) who suggests that interpretive methods are suitable when 

the objective is to convey an understanding of the context of an information 

system (IS) and the process whereby an IS influences and is influenced by 

the context in which it is functioning.  
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Further I argue that knowledge about co-creation, where value is created 

in collaboration (Pralahad and Ramaswamy, 2004), has to be studied with 

the intent to understand a phenomenon within a contextual situation and 

from the perspective of the participants (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991). It is 

not possible to make a recipe on how to create greater value in collaborative 

relationships but only to convey knowledge from a specific setting that can 

be used for comparison and to disseminate one perspective of a multifaceted 

reality (Baskerville, 1999). This is in accordance with the view of Orlikow-

ski and Barudi (1991:5) on the aim of interpretive research:  

Generalization from the setting (usually only one or a handful of field sites) to 
a population is not sought; rather, the intent is to understand the deeper struc-
ture of a phenomenon, which it is believed can then be used to inform other 
settings. 

 

The results from this thesis are produced as such an example and generaliza-

tions based on the result should therefore be made with care. For a more 

thorough discussion of the reliability and validity of this thesis, see the chap-

ter “Discussion and Future Research” at the end of the thesis.  

 

 

Methodological Choices 
 

Based on what has been said above, the reasoning methods connected to an 

interpretive paradigm, i.e. qualitative methods, are chosen and utilized in 

different design science processes to collect data, both for formulating prob-

lems and design objectives as well as for evaluating the designed artifacts. 

When performing qualitative research the utilization of different research 

methods is allowed and encouraged. According to Mertens (1998), qualita-

tive research is a realistic and interpretive science acknowledging the need 

for multimethod approaches. Typical methods that can be utilized are case 

studies, interviews, observation and textual analysis, all with the aim to pro-

vide understanding about cultural characteristics, organizational practices 

and human interactions (Mertens, 1998). Design science research also 

acknowledges the need for using different methods to gain different under-

standings. For example, Hevner et al. (2004) argue for the need to use multi-

ple methods to evaluate artifacts. Also some researchers performing design 

science take an interpretistic worldview while others have a positivistic or 

critical stance, which in turn also affects the use of different methods 

(Niehaves & Stahl, 2006).  

Therefore, different research strategies have been utilized to fulfil the dif-

ferent objectives stated, although design science is still the overall research 

methodology. Also data collection methods differ between the objectives 

since they follow from the chosen research strategy.  
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The evaluation of the research process is made through the utility of the 

results, in accordance with design science (Hevner et al., 2004), together 

with assessment of research validity and reliability in qualitative research, 

according to Lincoln and Guba (1985), who propose the following criteria: 

credibility, dependability, transferability and confirmability. 

When pursuing objectives II and III, the research strategy is interview 

survey. According to Denscombe (2010), surveys have three main character-

istics: (i) they give the extensive and comprehensive coverage, which is de-

sirable; (ii) they deliver a snapshot picture, and (iii) they involve empirical 

research, which is necessary to capture demands and requirements from the 

environment as well as for evaluation of the artifacts. Also, survey research 

is cost and time effective (Denscombe, 2010), and therefore it was deemed 

appropriate for this project with limited time and budgetary resources. An-

other survey strategy recognized by Bhattacherjee (2012) is the question-

naire survey. However, since I take an interpretistic stance and therefore am 

interested in getting a deeper understanding of the respondents’ perceptions 

and experiences, interview surveys are more suitable (Denscombe, 2010) 

and were therefore chosen as the data collection method. 

The survey interview strategy in practice takes the form of group inter-

views, workshops and seminars. Along with fellow researchers who partici-

pated in the projects, I made observations of these. The group interviews, 

seminars and workshops can be grouped into focus groups and follow the 

format suggested by Bhattacherjee (2012), who describes how a small group 

of people, in that case mainly municipal workers, came together and dis-

cussed a specific topic. The time for discussion was limited to 1.5–2 hours 

and was led by a moderator. The different perspectives on the specific sub-

ject are captured by collecting statements made by participants and based on 

their own experiences and the aim is to get a holistic understanding about the 

discussion topic (Bhattacherjee, 2012). This is also well in line with the aim 

of interpretive research.  

Secondary analysis of qualitative data from the two research projects of 

which this thesis forms part has been performed to fulfil objectives I, IV and 

V. Content analysis of qualitative data is performed in order to interpret the 

meaning of textual data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). There are different types, 

from interpretive to very formal textual analysis. Which type should be se-

lected depends on the theoretical and practical interests of the researcher and 

on the actual problem being studied (Weber, 1990). When performing quali-

tative content analysis large amounts of text is classified into an efficient 

number of categories, these can be explicit or inferred but should represent 

similar meanings (Weber, 1990). The goal of content analysis is to get an 

understanding and gain knowledge of the “phenomenon under study” 

(Downe-Wamboldt, 1992:314). 

The secondary analysis is made on data collected by using the above-

mentioned data collection methods and I was an active participant in the 
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primary data collection during both research projects. The secondary analy-

sis consists of content analysis where statements collected from the textual 

material were categorized. Both conventional content analysis, directed con-

tent analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005), and a mix of the two, is used. Con-

ventional content analysis is appropriate when limited or no prior theoretical 

knowledge exists about a phenomenon and categories are mainly deduced 

from the data itself. Directed content analysis is appropriate when prior un-

derstandings exist but deeper understanding is sought, and then pre-defined 

categories found in earlier research are typically used (Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005). For a more complete description on how the content analysis was 

carried out for each objective see the description of the research process in 

this chapter. The philosophical foundations guiding the choice of methods 

are qualitative and concentrate on understanding, discovering, and interpre-

tation. 

The different objectives represent different steps in the DSRM (Peffers et 

al., 2007). This is because each objective represents different steps in the 

complete cycle of the design science process that was utilized in the two 

research projects that are the basis for this thesis. 

Table 1 below presents a description of the methods used to achieve the 

five objectives stated in this thesis and which steps of the DRSM of Peffers 

et al. (2007) they represent.  

 

Table 1: Various methods applied to achieve the five objectives and the steps in the 
DRSM of Peffers et al. (2007) DSRM they represent.  

 

OBJECTIVE TYPE OF 

PAPER 

DSRM 

STEP 

(Peffers et 

al., 2007) 

DATA COL-

LECTION 

/ANALYSIS 

EMPIRICAL 

BASE 

Present a 

model for 

open social e-

services 

Conceptual Second 

iteration of 

DRSM 

(ÖST), step 

II  

Three-year de-

sign science 

case study 

(ÖST) Focus 

groups  

/  

Secondary anal-

ysis of qualita-

tive data from 

the above study. 

Workshops, 

seminars, 

demonstrations, 

process analy-

sis, business 

process model-

ing, usability 

testing 

Design and 

evaluate a 

model for 

Empirical Third itera-

tion of 

DSRM 

Focus groups, 

case study 

(ÖST)/  

Workshops, 

seminars, 

demonstrations, 
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process vari-

ability in 

open social e-

services 

(ÖST), step 

I–VI 

mathematical 

analysis 

business pro-

cess analysis, 

business pro-

cess modeling 

Demonstrate 

an approach 

for modeling 

IT-mediated 

value co-

creation 

Empirical First itera-

tion of 

DSRM 

(Munizapp) 

step V–VI 

Interviews  

/  

Content analysis 

Semi-structured 

interviews, user 

tests, content 

analysis, natu-

ralistic observa-

tion 

Evaluate a 

mobile ser-

vice from a 

citizen-

sourcing 

perspective 

Empirical Second 

Iteration of 

DSRM 

(Munizapp) 

step V, VI 

1.5-year design 

science study  

/ 

Secondary anal-

ysis of qualita-

tive data from 

above study 

Workshops, 

project meet-

ings, business 

process model-

ing, Require-

ments engineer-

ing, usability 

testing 

Identify in-

hibitors for 

public value 

co-creation 

Conceptual First itera-

tion of 

DSRM 

Problem 

definition 

The design 

science studies 

ÖST and Mu-

nizapp 

/ 

Secondary anal-

ysis of articles 

The four in-

cluded papers 

 

An alternative method viable for this thesis that is more traditionally aligned 

with an interpretistic paradigm is action research, where the researcher takes 

a more active part in the everyday work of the research subjects (Meyers, 

2009). Trying to improve and change the present condition is an important 

part of action research (Meyers, 2009) as well as design science; hence it 

would have been a reasonable approach. However in this thesis the main 

activities performed to produce the knowledge gained has been the devel-

opment of IT artifacts, in the ÖST projects in the form of e-services and in 

the Munizapp project in the form of an m-service. Objectives I–IV directly 

design or evaluate artifacts to gain specific knowledge required to drive the 

design of e- and m-services forward. Objective V uses the knowledge gained 

through the design processes to start a new design science process, which 

will be continued in future, work. All the objectives are carried out within a 

research project utilizing design science, and represent different steps in 

different iterations of the DSRM.  
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Research Process 
 

The research process is in accordance with a design science paradigm of 

iterative design cycles where knowledge is produced and communicated in 

the different steps (Hevner et al., 2004; Peffers et al., 2007). It is also in line 

with the principles of the exclusively interpretive hermeneutic circle where 

understanding is dependent on a continuous iterative cycle (Klein & Meyer, 

1999). The hermeneutic process is also open both backwards and forwards, 

which means that the research does not start with a point zero (Alvesson & 

Sköldberg, 2008). When I started working at the Department of Computer 

and Systems Sciences in 2010 I took with me my prior knowledge and un-

derstanding of business within the private sector and software development 

from working as a developer and consultant. However, I was directly sur-

prised at the differences between my existing beliefs about IT in organiza-

tions and the reality at the Swedish municipality participating in my first 

research project on open social e-services (ÖST). It became clear that IT was 

in most cases not a facilitator but a hindrance and that collaboration between 

municipalities or between departments and employees within a single munic-

ipality is not very common.  

Objective I 

The first objective was to present a model for open social e-services that 

makes the goals of an open social e-service explicit. The model can then be 

transferred to and used by governments providing social services. The model 

is built in order to facilitate the development of open social e-services. The 

goal model will provide a starting point for design of open social e-services. 

To identify goals a content analysis was performed of all the material pro-

duced within the open social e-services (ÖST) project. The researchers de-

signing the goal model were also participating in the actual data collection in 

the three-year long case where design science was utilized in order to build 

and evaluate open social e-services (see “The Projects” chapter of this the-

sis). Data collection methods consisted of focus groups, project meetings, 

process modeling and e-service design. The study was performed at one 

Swedish municipality that was chosen by convenience sampling. The partic-

ipating subjects within the municipality were chosen by purposive sampling 

based on knowledge about and involvement in the existing processes that 

were redesigned into open social e-services (Juell-Skielse & Wohed, 2010). 

Several papers have been published to communicate the results of the project 

(Juell-Skielse & Wohed, 2010; Wohed et al., 2011) and also the paper writ-
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ten to communicate the results of objective I. This paper is included as paper 

I in this thesis.  

To design the proposed goal, model statements from relevant publications 

and documents produced within the project were collected and analysed. The 

analysis resulted in a total of 99 statements that were transformed and 

merged into generic goals using goal modelling techniques (Potts,Takahashi 

and Anton,1994; Rolland, Souveyet and Achour, 1998; van Lamsweerde, 

2001). This was done using a conventional content analysis where the cate-

gorization was allowed to arise from the data itself (Hsieh & Shannon, 

2005). The publications and documents used for this exercise and the state-

ments derived from them are listed in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Statements collected from publications and documents within the Open 
Social E-services project. 

 

The goals were then been mapped onto the theoretical framework deduced 

from the literature review, resulting in a goal model that consists of four 

different aspects where a number of goals have been identified to create 

open social e-services. These goals have been invigorated into the four as-

pects identified through the literature review providing practical goals and 

guidelines for municipalities that aim to follow the EU policy directives. 

Hence a directed content analysis was performed with predefined categories 

from theory. The final result is thereby achieved through a mix of conven-

tional and directed content analysis. See Figure 3, below for the final catego-

ries for the goal model. 

 

SOURCE STATEMENT 

Business Process Management for Open E-services in Local 

Government: Experience Report.  

 

 

73-83 

Man vill ju klara sig själv – ett brukarperspektiv på Öppna 

Sociala E-tjänster  

 

30-42 

Nulägesanaly och förslag till börläge 1-13 

Open Social E-Services For Assisted Living: An Experience 

Report 
43-65 

Projektbeskrivning till projekt öppen socialtjänst 14-29 

Socialtjänst och e-förvaltning. E-tjänster för äldre och per-

soner med funktionshinder 
84-99 

Towards a Generic Process for e‐Services in Social Care 66-72 
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Figure 3: The four aspects used for categorization of statements. 

 

Each aspect and the goals within are described and evaluated using informed 

argumentation, thus providing justification and explanations on why and 

how each of the goals was chosen. The importance of documenting these 

aspects in goal modeling has been stressed by a number of researchers (e.g. 

Liu & Yu, 2003; Jureta, Faulkner, & Schobbens, 2006). For a description of 

each goal and how they relate to the statements collected and categorized see 

Appendix I. Several types of evaluations have been conducted for the open 

social e-services: process verification tests, usability tests and benefit analy-

sis. The results of the evaluations show that most of the goals formulated are 

being met. Although indications from the case study show that the model 

may be applicable to sectors other than social services, a larger study is 

needed to prove this. A more thorough evaluation and testing of the goal 

model and its usability in a general context are needed to ensure its useful-

ness. 

Objective II  

The second objective was to design a configurable process model for the 

social services department at one Swedish municipality. The reasons for 

pursuing this objective was knowledge gained from the open social e-

services (ÖST) project where three different e-services were built and put 

into use. During the process analysis a large overlap between the three pro-

cesses was observed. To capture the similarities and keep the differences 

between the three services, it is postulated that a configurable process model 



32 

 

will provide a model at a suitable level of abstraction. The paper follows a 

design science research approach, as suggested by Hevner et al. (2004), and 

the developed artifact is an instantiation, i.e. a proof-of-concept configurable 

model for applications of social services in the Swedish public sector. The 

authors chose to use the notation of YAWL for several reasons: (i) it is an 

executable environment – this feature makes it easier to demonstrate and test 

practical implications and methodology to users that are unfamiliar with 

process modeling (Gottschalk et al., 2008), (ii) the C-YAWL environment 

provides model verification functionality, (iii) it is open-source, which is 

essential for spreading the results to the other municipalities in the country, 

and (iv) the YAWL notation was used previously in the project, resulting in 

a number of process models already being documented in YAWL and mu-

nicipal officials being familiarity with the notation.  

The development was carried out iteratively and the correctness of solu-

tion was confirmed through two workshops in which four municipal officials 

took part. The results were evaluated through a combination of analytical 

and observational evaluation methods (Hevner et al., 2004). The evaluation 

of the results was carried out through a case study, during which the quality, 

generality and the perceived usefulness of the general model and the config-

uration approach were evaluated. The soundness of the configurable model 

was ensured through the verification functionality in YAWL. The ability of 

the model to capture the domain was ensured through input from the munic-

ipal officials and middle-level management. To ensure the quality of the 

responses received it was important to control that the respondents had a 

good understanding of the general model and the configuration of it. For this 

reason we used control questions to check their understanding and we asked 

them to make suggestions for changes directly in the model. The respondents 

answered the control questions properly and also managed to apply suggest-

ed improvements directly in the model. They also asked very precise and 

logical questions, e.g. “Is it possible to automate the ‘Register Citizen in 

Finance System’ task?”, “‘Make Fee Decision’ task has now been changed 

to be carried out by finance assistants!”, “The task ‘Write Social Documen-

tation’ is done before ‘Register Provider’ task” which showed that they un-

derstood the model well. 

The generality of the model was evaluated by studying the extensibility of 

the model for accommodating a fourth process. It was concluded that neither 

the control flow nor the allocation of resources in the configurable model 

had to be adapted in order to accommodate the new service. The configura-

ble model was general enough in those two perspectives to capture the new 

process completely. However, modifications were needed in the data per-

spective in order to accommodate decision criteria specific for the new ser-

vice and the choice of specific service efforts to apply it to. As a new process 

always implies new data that will have to be taken care of, this would not 

have been possible to avoid. 
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The configurable process model is perceived as useful since it promotes 

shared understanding and simplifies process analysis. With regard to per-

ceived usefulness, we distinguish between impressions from the officials 

who were earlier involved in the analysis of the three other application pro-

cesses and the officials who were new in the project. The first group of offi-

cials emphasized that it was less time consuming to analyse the underlying 

process for home-care application than for the first three processes. The offi-

cials believed that this is due to the fact that the configurable process model 

served as a “great starting point”. Another contributing factor to the timesav-

ing was reuse of concepts and terms that had already been defined and built 

into the process model. The officials who were new in the project also ap-

preciated the configurable process model. They valued the model because it 

gave them a good and comprehensive picture of the work routines and the 

rules in place. 

To test the perceived usefulness of the configurable model further, the 

municipal officials were asked to comment on the usefulness of the integrat-

ed process model. The immediate reaction from three officials was: “It is 

nice to see such a flow describing what we actually do”, “It gives a compre-

hensive picture of our work”, and “It is good because our managers can see 

what we are doing”. The municipal officials were also asked if they would 

like to have posters displaying the processes, and if so which ones, i.e. the 

general configurable process or the four configurations for the e-services. 

The answers from the working group were unanimous. The officials wanted 

all five models, i.e. both the general model and the four e-services configura-

tions of it, as posters. This answer confirms the perceived usefulness of the 

configurable model for the social sector. To further test the applicability of 

the configurable approach in other municipalities or for other domains, a 

larger study would be required.  

Objective III 

Objective III is achieved by studying six municipalities (cases) participating 

in a research project called Munizapp. The project followed a design science 

research methodology and aimed to build and implement a new system for 

management of complaints and problems (CPMS) for municipalities in 

Scandinavia. The objective utilizes the notion of value encounters (Weigand 

& Arachchige 2009), to model meetings between actors participating in co-

creation. Using a case study in an e government project, the value encounter 

model (Weigand & Arachchige 2009) is used to make explicit the co-

creation of value between involved citizens and local government as the e-

government solution is used. The research question pursued is: Is the value 

encounter model a feasible approach for modelling IT-mediated value co-

creation? Thus the research question fulfils the objective of demonstrating 

the value encounter model by Weigand and Arachchige (2009) in a real set-
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ting.  

Following Bhattacherjee (2012) on suitable data collection methods in 

case study research, direct observation (e.g., attending executive meetings, 

briefings, and planning sessions), documentation (e.g., internal reports, 

presentations), and physical artifacts (e.g., devices, outputs, tools) were used 

apart from interviews. A literature review of value and value co-creation was 

carried out in order to identify a suitable modeling technique for value co-

creation in the studied case, i.e the reporting and management of complaints 

and problems using the new system. The value encounter model proposed by 

Weigand and Arachchige (2009) was selected because it builds on a well-

known value modeling technique named e3 value (Gordijn & Akkermans, 

2003) and that several of the models proposed included an encounter process 

involved in the value co-creation process. The data collection and analysis 

phase of the municipal cases took place from February to May 2012, during 

this time six municipalities were visited and a total of 15 two-hour group 

interviews were performed. Active participation in requirement analysis 

sessions and brainstorming among municipality workers also took place 

during this time as well as in-depth study of internal software systems. In 

these sessions, the municipality’s employees elaborated on their personal 

views of the new CPMS system and how “their” citizens may use it. During 

the interview sessions notes were taken and some meetings were also rec-

orded. After each meeting a group of researchers analysed the notes in 

search of explicit and implicit discussions about values associated with the 

app and the encounter model for the solution was modeled iteratively based 

on the content analysis of the data. 

Thereby the notion of mixing data collection and analysis, suggested by 

Meyers (2009), has been followed. To conduct interviews with citizens a 

semi-structured interview was developed and used in ten interviews with 

citizens during April 2012. The participants were randomly selected to par-

ticipate in the interviews. The respondents were also asked to test mobile 

apps for reporting complaints and problems. The interviews were recorded 

and transcribed. This was followed by analysis of data through the modelling 

of co-creation. Based on the modeling results, overall discussion and publi-

cation concluded the study. Results of the attempt to use the value encounter 

model to capture value co-creation within the Munizapp project show that 

the model is able to capture significant co-creation activities, but misses 

some of the key values from the IT system.  

The researchers perceive the value encounter approach as feasible for 

identifying and modelling co-creation in the case under study. Viewing the 

context in search of encounters puts a healthy focus on collaboration as it 

actually happens, and provides a natural way to trace co-creation. In a G2C 

context where citizens interact with the local government, it is also suitable 

as a model aiming to also capture non-monetary values (as most of the pub-

lic services are free in Scandinavia). The value activity analysis gives a clear 

view of how different types of values are exchanged in an asynchronous 
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manner. This provides a rich view of value flows between stakeholders and a 

significant depth compared with a traditional goods-dominated logic of 

money-for-goods transactions. However, going through the collected data, 

there are a few key values that are not so easily captured by the value en-

counter and activity models (section Results, Not modeled values). These 

values are all related to the technical solution as such. We believe that there 

is a need to complement the value encounter model with an explicit IT object 

or component in cases where the IT object is facilitating a complete system. 

In this case, if there was no system, the encounters would not take place at 

all, and no value would be created. This basic facilitating principle from IT 

is not reflected in the current value encounter model. It was not seen as a 

viable option to model IT as an actor or as an encounter. 

Objective IV 

Objective IV was to evaluate the same system for complaint and problem 

management (CPMS) as modeled in objective III. This need was identified 

during the first iteration of the DSRM (Peffers et al., 2007) when performing 

the steps “Identify Problem and Motivate”, “Define Objectives of a Solu-

tion” and “Design and Development” (ibid.) for the Munizapp solution, 

since there were clear differences between how the municipalities regarded 

the solution and how citizens and the development teams regarded it. To 

address this issue the research team decided to perform an early evaluation 

of the first prototype of the solution using a theoretically constructed frame-

work for assessing citizen-sourcing solutions proposed by Nam (2011). The 

work is thereby a direct response to a call from Nam (2011) to explore cases 

of citizen-sourcing in various and diverse context and countries to enhance 

the understanding of citizen-sourcing. The research process followed started 

with the design of a research question and a literature review. Thereafter, the 

evaluation framework by Nam (2011) was chosen because this framework is 

built on theoretical knowledge and Nam called for empirical testing of the 

framework. 

 

Table 3: The documents included in the secondary analysis and their sources.  

No. DOCUMENT SOURCE DOCUMENT PAGES 

1 Workshop 1 Notes researcher 1 (R1) 4 

2 Workshop 1 Notes researcher 2 (R2) 6 

3 Workshop 2 Notes R1 4 

4 Workshop 2 Notes R2 3 

5 Workshop 3 Notes R1 6 

6 Workshop 3 Notes R2 5 
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7 Workshop 4 Notes R1 3 

8 Workshop 4 Notes R2 5 

9 Workshop 5 Notes R1 3 

10 Workshop 5 Notes R2 5 

11 Workshop 6 Notes R2 4 

12 Workshop 7 Notes R2 5 

13 Workshop 8 Notes R1 1 

14 Workshop 8 Notes R2 6 

15 Workshop 9 Notes R2 1 

16 Project work Requirement Specification 

prototype 1 

21 

17 Citizen interviews with 

15 citizens 

Master thesis  12 

18 Citizen interviews (35 

citizens) 

Usability test 8 

19 Project work Munizapp considerations 4 

20 Project meeting Iceland Meeting notes 4 

21 Project meeting Tartu Meeting notes 5 

 Summary  103 

 

All material in the form of qualitative data from the project up until then was 

included in a secondary analysis of qualitative data. According to Hinds, 

Vogel and Clarke-Steffen (1997), secondary analysis is the analysis of exist-

ing data to find answers to research questions not asked in the original re-

search. The primary source of the secondary data used in this paper is from 

nine workshop sessions, in the form of focus groups with five Swedish mu-

nicipalities. The workshops had two main purposes: to perform process 

analysis of the complaints and problem management process within the dif-

ferent municipalities and to capture aspects for adoption of the Munizapp 

solution. All the municipalities volunteered to participate and were selected 

using convenience sampling. All of the workshops were performed at munic-

ipality facilities with municipal officials participating. The number of munic-

ipal officials that participated during the workshops varied between two and 

ten persons and the number of researchers participating varied between two 

and three. In total 41 persons participated and the selection in a manner in-

fluenced by the thought of engaged scholarship (Van de Ven, 2007). The 

municipal officials that participated had different roles relevant for the pro-

cesses that were analyzed (e.g. IT managers, assistants, administrators, regis-

ter clerks) and were deemed to be appropriate for the tasks performed, i.e. 

purpose sampling was used for selection of participants. A high level official 
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made the selection of participants from the municipalities at each munici-

pality. Prior to the workshop the researchers had communicated the scope 

and aim for the workshops and asked the responsible high level official to 

include suitable persons. The agenda for each municipality were structured 

in the same way. First all participants presented themselves. The researchers 

presented their research area and their intentions with the meeting. Secondly 

the research project was presented and the advantages and disadvantages 

with the solution were discussed. Then the current municipal process for 

complaint and problem management was analyzed by letting the officials 

describe their work tasks and in what order, from receiving a complaint or 

problem to the case being closed. The identified tasks were written on post-it 

notes or on a white board, and the researchers took notes. Thereafter the 

agenda ended with analyzing the proposed process for complaints and prob-

lems with the app included as a new input channel. More workshops were 

conducted in some of the municipalities because it was more time consum-

ing to go through the agenda in these municipalities. 

The framework suggested by Nam (2011) includes three different per-

spectives; design, process and outcome evaluation. Due to the early stage of 

the solution the outcome evaluation was omitted. The design evaluation con-

sists of four criteria: sociotechnical design, functional design, procedural 

design and government 2.0 policy design. The process framework is built on 

the criteria of open government i.e. Government 2.0 (Nam, 2011). Since the 

framework is developed for the United States these criteria come from the 

Open Government Directive (OGD) and consist of transparency, participa-

tion and collaboration (Obama, 2009). Since Sweden belongs to the Europe-

an Union, with a slightly different view on open government as consisting of 

transparency, availability and responsiveness, the framework was expanded 

to also encompass accessibility and responsiveness. The view of transparen-

cy is taken from OECD instead of the OGD. 

 

Table 4: The framework used in the evaluation (Adapted from Nam, 2011). 

FOCUS CRITERIA EXPLANATION  

Design 

Evaluation 

Sociotechnical 

Design 

The design of an e-government solution reflects 

institutional and organizational arrangements 

(Cordella & Iannacci, 2010; Luna-Reyes & Gil-

Garcia, 2011; Nam 2011) 

Functional 

Design 

The usability and interface is important for citi-

zen-sourcing to be effective. Also the infrastruc-

ture of engagement and whether they support 

efficient, effective citizen-government interac-

tion and communication need to be avaluated. 

(Nam, 2011) 

Procedural Design issues related to procedure include for 

example who sets the design agenda and what 
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Design problems are prioritized? (Lukensmeyer & 

Torres 2008, Nam, 2011) 

Government 2.0 

Design 

Do governments have enforceable Government 

2.0 policies as a way to handle procedural prob-

lems? (Nam, 2011) 

Process 

Evaluation 

Transparency Governments should actively disseminate infor-

mation on their activities, decisions, knowledge 

and services (Gavelin et al., 2009) 

Participation Governments should obtain knowledge from a 

diversity of the population (Nam, 2011) 

Collaboration Governments should engage citizens in the work 

of government agencies. (Nam, 2011) 

Accessibility Governments should facilitate easy access for 

citizens to services and information and provide 

means to hold decision makers accountable for 

their decisions (Gavelin et al., 2009) 

Responsiveness Governments should be responsive towards 

needs, ideas and priorities of citizens and private 

businesses. Multiple channels to voice these 

should be available (Gavelin et al., 2009). 

 

All text within the included material has been categorized using criteria from 

the framework. Quotes, reflections, requirements and concerns have been 

labeled with one or several of the criteria included in the framework. There-

after the text has been synthesized into a description of the solution with 

regard to each category. The secondary analysis was thereby in the form of a 

direct content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).  

Objective V 

Objective V is not documented in a research paper. Instead it represents a 

starting point for further research efforts planned on value co-creation. It is 

my intention of the author to perform further work in developing the evalua-

tion and identification of inhibitors for public value co-creation in a future 

publication. The need to perform this analysis became clear when I starting 

to compile this licentiate thesis. Through participating in two different re-

search projects at six Swedish municipalities it became clear to me that there 

are good design projects being carried out within this setting. The produced 

artifacts have the potential to facilitate openness. However, the municipali-

ties are not ready to embrace this new technology and the utilization of the 

artifacts to their full potential is not really happening. This is also evident in 

a deeper analysis of the four included papers and the fifth objective is there-

fore fulfilled through analyzing these papers in search for inhibitors for pub-

lic value co-creation, which is what this thesis argues is the meaning of an 
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open government. According to Klein and Meyers (1999), theory should be 

used to relate the data interpretations made by the researcher and provide a 

level of abstraction and generalization to the empirical material. In this thesis 

the theory is used to shed light on and reach a higher understanding of data 

collected through a secondary analysis using public value co-creation as 

theoretical lens. The categorization of the inhibitors is based on findings 

from the literature review, thereby following the form of a direct content 

analysis as described by Hsieh and Shannon (2005). The inhibitors found in 

each research area from the related work chapter are used to extract catego-

ries for analyzing the inhibitors in objective V in the thesis. Figure 4 shows 

how the inhibitors from the four areas – e-government, open government, 

value co-creation and public value – are the grounds for the categorization.  

 

 

Figure 4: Inhibitors identified in the literature are foundations for developing cate-
gories in the analysis of objective V, in line with direct content analysis (Hsieh & 
Shannon, 2005).  

 

This goes well in line with the purpose for direct content analysis, where 

some knowledge within a specific area exists but a deeper understanding 

would be beneficial. The prior understanding of value co-creation mostly 

stems from the private sector and therefore a description from the public 

sector is beneficial. In order to gain a clearer view and deeper understanding 

of the inhibitors extracted from the included papers, they have been catego-

rized into Technical, Organizational, Business and Legal inhibitors. The 
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categorization is based on the researchers’ interpretation of the inhibitors 

together with comparison against the theoretically derived inhibitors from 

the literature review. Thereby the identified inhibitors are examined through 

the theoretical lens of public value co-creation. By comparing the identified 

inhibitors against inhibitors found in related literature the thesis provides a 

deep understanding and motivation for the inhibitors extracted from the in-

cluded papers and how they might hinder public value co-creation activities 

within the studied collaboration projects.   
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The Projects 
 

 

This section describes the research projects that are included in this thesis, 

namely “Open Social e-Services” and “Munizapp”, and how the objectives 

of the thesis relate to the two projects. I myself actively participated in both 

projects. The participation included project meetings, interviews and active 

participation. Work performed by the researcher within the project ranged 

from gathering and development of requirements specifications and process 

modeling to evaluation of developed artifacts and benefits analysis.  

 

 

Connection between Objectives and Project 
 

The research project “open social e-services” represent the design science 

case study used to collect data for the secondary analysis in objective I. Ob-

jective II, the development of a configurable process model, is also pursued 

within this research project and utilizes knowledge gained within the project. 

Early in the Munizapp project objective III was pursued in order to visualize 

the potential value co-creation of the solution we aimed to build. Objective 

IV was also pursued within this project in order to evaluate an early proto-

type of the solution and to deepen understanding of the problem space. Ob-

jective V builds on knowledge from both projects but was pursued late in the 

Munizapp project. The use of cases where design science is utilized for 

building and evaluating artifacts is similar to that in Peffers et al. (2006). 

 

 

Project Open Social e-Services 
 

Local governments in Sweden need to provide social services to elderly and 

disabled citizens. Due to an ageing population the costs of social services are 

expected to grow from the present level of around a quarter of public spend-

ing in the years to come (SALAR, 2011). Social services are usually admin-

istrated and provided by the social services committee of the municipality 

where the person resides (SALAR). Although applications for several types 

of social services, such as emergency help telephones, are rarely rejected, 

they still require extensive investigations and individual decisions by social 

welfare officers. This is a time consuming activity and welfare officers run 

the risk of getting stuck in handling of routine issues instead of focusing on 

more complex problems. At the same time problems faced by social welfare 

officers are expected to grow in complexity in the near future (SALAR). 
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A possible solution to this problem is to automate routine decisions based 

on information given by the citizen that applies for a service. This would 

increase transparency by allowing the individual citizen to take an active part 

in the decision-making process. To achieve this aim the utilization of e-

government technology can be used to automate routine decisions based on 

decision criteria decided upon by the local government and answered truth-

fully by the individual citizen. Thereby the vision to increase service access 

as well as transparency and inclusion while service administration costs de-

crease has the potential to be fulfilled. 

A three-year e-government project funded by Vinnova and by the name of 

“Open Social e-Services” was active between 2009 and 2012. The project 

involved representatives from the public sector, IT vendors as well as aca-

demics from the disciplines of information systems, social work and law. 

The purpose of the project was to develop open social e-services to improve 

citizen services and decrease authoritative barriers to assisted living services. 

The result of the project is a number of new e-services for assisted living, 

such as emergency help telephones, part-time successors and companions. 

Citizens apply for services online and if they meet the eligibility criteria they 

receive immediate approval for using the service. The open social e-services 

are integrated end-to-end with administrative systems used by the municipal-

ity as well as the service providers. 

Several types of evaluations have been conducted during the project life-

time: process verification tests, usability tests and benefit analysis. The re-

sults of the evaluations show that most of the goals set for the project are 

being met (Wohed, Truffet & Juell-Skielse, 2011). Examples of measures 

evaluated and met are that the administrative work time can be reduced by 

85% and the lead time from application submission to decision received has 

been reduced from seven working days to four minutes (Helfrich, 2011). 

After the project the goal has been to make the open social e-services availa-

ble to other local governments through a business model established by the 

supplier of the back-end system used in the project. However at present no 

other municipality has started to use the service, and the Swedish munici-

pality where the project took place does not yet have well functional routines 

for handling the open social e-services, instead a number of problems of 

getting the solution into use are still present to a large extent. 

 

 

Project Munizapp 
 

The open government movement is starting to happen but remains on a small 

scale (Millard, 2010). Services built in an open government fashion start 

from asking the question, “What do citizens need from public services to 

make their lives better?” One example is the FixMyStreet service (Millard, 
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2010) which is now in operation in several European countries. FixMyStreet 

is a service for reporting issues to any municipality, which in turned is 

forced to deal with incoming issues by legal instrument. The FixMyStreet 

service is designed as a web portal for PCs connected to the Internet. How-

ever, access to a PC may not be available to citizens where and when need-

ed, especially when they are on the move (Millard, 2010) as is the case when 

discovering problems in the environment. Instead people need to access such 

services through mobile phones, to satisfy their everyday personal needs. 

Mobile internet is arguably best placed to meet this demand now that band-

widths are rapidly increasing and it is becoming widely available and afford-

able (Millard, 2010). 

As already mentioned, a number of researchers have identified 

crowdsourcing as having great potential for developing e-government into 

government 2.0 (e.g. Kazman & Chen, 2009; Mergel et al., 2009; Bertot et 

al., 2010; Dutton, 2010; Ferro & Molinari, 2010; Nam, 2011). By utilizing 

citizen-sourcing as a tool governments can potentially adhere to the demands 

of government 2.0 on transparency, participation, availability, collaboration 

and responsiveness. Within this stream of research, a research project de-

signed to develop a solution for making complaints and reporting problem 

(issues) based on mobile technology was set up in 2010 at Stockholm Uni-

versity. The project is funded by Vinnova and aims to build and implement a 

new system for complaint and problem management (CPMS) for municipali-

ties in Scandinavia. Eight municipalities in Sweden of different size and 

demography represented the user side of the municipal systems in the pro-

ject. The solution itself was developed by two software development SMEs, 

one building the front-end app while the other developed the e-platform and 

integration towards the back-end at the municipality. Reference groups of 

future users, the citizens, were also part of the project. Both the research 

project and the solution built within it are named Munizapp.  

The Munizapp solution consists of a front-end app for mobile device, 

which is integrated with a municipality’s case management systems (CMS) 

through an e-platform. The CPMS system enables citizens to report issues 

and problems as they are on the move, e.g., the discovery of a broken street-

light found when walking the dog. Integration through the e-platform to-

wards municipal CMS systems enables two-way communication between 

citizen and municipality. When a municipality official gives an answer to a 

reported issue, the message is sent through the e-platform directly to the 

device that the issue was reported from. The solution also has social net-

working capabilities by enabling citizens to view and vote on already report-

ed issues as well as sharing of reports through Facebook. Within the project 

a business model for the continuing of the solution into a commercial phase 

is developed. The project ended in June 2013 and the solution is now com-

mercialized through one of the SME partners that participated in the project. 
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Two municipalities are live using the solution while another ten are testing 

and considering it.  

Compared with other existing solutions such as FixMyStreet, the Mu-

nizapp solution differs in five essential ways: (i) It allows two-way commu-

nication through apps. (ii) It is a complete solution offering both front-end 

(app), middleware (e-platform) and back-end (integration towards CMS 

systems) (see Figure 5). (iii) It provides municipalities with moderation 

functionality, which is important for citizen-sourcing solutions according to 

Nam (2011). (iv) It utilizes the unique ID of smart devices, which makes it 

possible for users to remain anonymous, and no registration is required prior 

to using the app. This is one of the key features for true mobile solutions, 

according to Trimi and Cheng (2008). (v) One app exists for all citizens but 

configurable on municipal level, which is a result of the solution being built 

in tight collaboration with municipalities. 

 

 

 

Figure 5: The Munizapp Architecture.   
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Research Contributions 
 

 

In this section, each of the five objectives and its contribution in relation to 

the research question How can local government use IT services to become 

more open and leverage the potential of public value co-creation? is de-

scribed. Also, the contributions made by the author to the research process 

and the writing of the four papers included in the thesis that helps communi-

cate the results of the work, is described.  

Objective I  

The objective was to design a goal model that contributes to the develop-

ment of open government. The goal model addresses the research question 

by supplying the following benefits: (i) Possible for requirements engineers 

to further develop the model into functional and technical goals for different 

domains without losing the main objectives.  (ii) Clarifies the need for es-

tablishing and maintaining distinct legal criteria for decision-making. (iii) 

Highlights the need for collaboration across different academic fields in the 

development of e-government services. (iv) Equally important to consider 

the internal issues and effective administrative as well as legal requirements 

present in a democratic society and the professional demands of different 

actors. 

The model can be transferred to and used by governments providing so-

cial services. The model consists of design goals for e-government services 

(e-services) in the social services area of public administration. Based on a 

three-year long municipal case study we propose a goal model for the design 

and evaluation of such open social e-services. The goal model can be used to 

establish design criteria for and as a foundation for evaluating open social e-

services. The goal model provides guidelines for practice and to decrease the 

risk of reinforcing established policies contradictory to open government. 

The goal model consists of four different aspects where a number of goals 

have been identified to create open social e-services.  

One research paper (paper I) was written to communicate the result of ob-

jective I, the paper is named Goal Model for Open Social e-Services. I con-

tributed by performing the analysis for identifying goals together with Gus-

taf Juell-Skielse and I also built the goal model itself. I wrote 80% of the 

paper with supervision from Gustaf Juell-Skielse and presented it alone at 

the e-Challenge conference.  
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Objective II  

The objective was to design and evaluate a configurable process model to 

capture the variability of a number of different processes. The configurable 

model addresses the research question by; (i) supporting the development of 

open e-services for the Swedish social services, (ii) serving as a basis for 

shared understanding by the stakeholders, (iii) offering support for individu-

alization, (iv) simplifying process change management and increasing pro-

cess applicability, and (v) providing a comprehensive process model describ-

ing the work routines associated with application handling for social ser-

vices. The results include a validated configurable process model for social 

services, a benefits analysis and directions for future development. Although 

municipal officials perceive the results as useful, there are several challenges 

to be met before the benefits of configurable process models are fully uti-

lized. Of the four envisioned benefits, three could be fulfilled.  

One research paper (paper II) was written to communicate the result of 

objective II, the paper is named “Configurable Process Models for the Swe-

dish Public Sector”. I contributed by performing the data collection together 

with Carl-Mikael Lönn, with supervision from Petia Wohed. Also I partici-

pated in modeling the processes in YAWL and I built the domain model for 

the configuration of the general model. I wrote 30% of the paper and pre-

sented it together with Carl-Mikael Lönn at the CAISE conference 2012. 

Objective III  

The objective was to demonstrate a value encounter model as a tool for 

modeling value co-creation. The demonstration addresses the research ques-

tion by highlighting benefits and difficulties. Benefits include; (i) focus on 

collaboration as it actually happens, (ii) a natural way to trace co-creation of 

value, (iii) suitable with a model aiming to also capture non-monetary values 

in a government-to-citizens context, (iii) a clear view of how different types 

of values are exchanged in an asynchronous manner, (iiii) provides a rich 

view of value-flows between involved stakeholders. Difficulties include; (i) 

failure to visualize the facilitating principle from IT, without the IT solution 

many of the encounters would not have taken place, and (ii) challenging to 

express “the right” non-monetary value when conducting the value activity 

analysis. 

The approach of modeling value encounters is demonstrated in an empiri-

cal setting. Building on the notion of value encounters – meetings between 

actors participating in co-creation – the paper investigates and aims to model 

co-creation of value in an e-government project. The value encounter ap-

proach is perceived as a feasible approach for identifying and modeling co-

creation in the case under study.  
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One research paper (paper III) was written to communicate the result of ob-

jective III, the paper is named “Modeling IT-mediated value encounters be-

tween citizens and local government”. I contributed by performing the main 

part of the data collection for the paper. I wrote 50% of the paper and pre-

sented it together with Andreas Nilsson at the ICSSME conference 2012. 

Objective IV  

The objective was to evaluate a mobile complaint and problem-reporting 

solution made for Swedish municipalities and their citizens to assess the 

appropriateness of the solution as a citizen-sourcing solution. The results 

show that although the promise of the crowd is very prominent in the tech-

nical platform, municipalities are not prepared to fully utilize the citizen-

sourcing solution. The main contribution to the research question includes; 

(i) a widening of the body of knowledge regarding citizen-sourcing by an 

empirical application of a previously developed theoretical citizen-sourcing 

framework, and (ii) enlightenment of society and practitioners through high-

lighting difficulties that can be expected when realizing the promise of the 

crowd. 

One research paper (paper IV) was written to communicate the result of 

objective IV, the paper is named “The Promise of a Crowd”. I contributed by 

performing the data collection for the paper. Together with Carl-Mikael 

Lönn. Also I participated in performing modeling activities to capture the 

processes for complaint and problem management. I performed ti secondary 

analysis for the evaluation alone and I wrote 80% of the paper and presented 

it together with Carl-Mikael Lönn at the AMICIS conference 2013. 

Objective V 

The objective was to identify inhibitors of public value co-creation. The 

main contribution to the research question is providing a categorized list of 

inhibitors of public value co-creation.  

The categories are based on previous work published in this field, and 

consist of technical, organizational, business and compliance. The technical 

category was decided due to technical issues being a challenge for e-

government, open government and public value. The organizational was 

chosen due to organizational issues being an identified obstacle for e-

government and open government. Another reason is because institutional 

settings within government are described as a challenge in the public value 

literature. The reason for including a business category is that value is close-

ly related to business but this category is not visible within e-government 

and open government inhibitors. The compliance category includes the envi-

ronmental challenges category from e-government as well as institutional 

challenges with regard to policies and laws present in a public setting. The 



48 

 

categorization of inhibitors contributes with a template for identifying new 

inhibitors and to support comparisons. 

Technical inhibitor  

The IT architecture within the studied municipalities still mainly consists of 

old legacy systems that are not process oriented. Thereby the IT environment 

does not provide a platform for collaborative initiatives within or outside 

municipalities with a potential to co-create value with the help of IT. This is 

somewhat in conflict with the view of the literature. Regarding open gov-

ernment, technology is mostly mentioned as an enabler. It is interesting to 

note that the inability to utilize new technology is not connected to technolo-

gy as an inhibitor although old legacy systems and lack of integration are 

pointed out as inhibitors.  

Organizational inhibitor  

Municipalities are still internally focused and have troubles identifying the 

need to incorporate both the private sector and citizens in their work. IT 

vendors are using lock-in effects to force municipalities to engage the com-

mercial IT vendors in order to implement e-government systems. Also mu-

nicipalities are not externally communicative; they do not collaborate well 

internally, or between municipalities. The whole mindset is the opposite of 

open and collaborative. This is in line with earlier research on value co-

creation in the private sector where imbalance in power and conflicts be-

tween stakeholders are identified as inhibitors.  

Business inhibitor  

Municipalities do not have business models in place that visualize the pros 

and cons of initiatives. No collaborative business models exist that include 

citizens and IT vendors. Thereby it is difficult for municipalities to see the 

possibilities that can come with openness and collaboration. There are also 

power imbalances present between different stakeholders. 

Compliance inhibitors  

Visible in the result is the digital divide: municipalities are afraid of exclud-

ing people when moving towards e-government. Another important aspect is 

transparency versus privacy. There are uncertainties and fear on how to en-

sure the privacy of citizens and at the same time comply with demands of 

openness and collaboration. Swedish laws have not been updated and do not 

support open and collaborative government. Although policies exist on a 

higher level the laws do not reflect them.   
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Table 5: Categorization of inhibitors for public value co-creation  

CATEGORY INHIBITOR 

Technical  Available information systems impose time consuming and 

functionally organized work processes (Paper I) 
 Conflicting requirements from municipalities and citizens 

regarding the functional design of the app (Paper IV) 
 Integration towards existing systems (Paper IV) 
 Lack of business process management software to support 

the work processes (Paper II) 
 Lack of effective management of rules (Paper I) 
 Lack of software support that enables the use of executable 

processes. (Paper II) 
 Low degree of process innovation (Paper I) 
 Old legacy systems an obstacle in making the social ser-

vices enabled for e-government (Paper II) 
 Technological incompatibility with new demands (Paper I) 

Organiza-

tional 

 A consciousness within municipalities about not being 

ready to change (Paper IV) 

 Difficult to get an understanding of the software support 

that a business process management system offers to a local 

government (Paper II) 
 Fear of receiving a large number of rubbish issues and 

dogmatist (Paper IV) 
 Fear of how to handle a large amount of issues from new 

groups of citizens (Paper IV) 
 Fear of publishing anything personal or sensitive (Paper IV) 
 Municipalities are not committed to openness (Paper IV) 
 Municipalities do not consider themselves as having the 

capability to be responsive towards citizens (Paper IV) 
 No simple ways for citizens to communicate with the mu-

nicipality. (Paper III) 
 Old IT systems work as a hurdle against the understanding 

of how IT can be a support for local government (Paper II) 
 Resistance to change within municipalities (Paper IV) 
 Lack of research collaboration (Paper I) 
 

Business 

 

 Lock-in relationship with suppliers of IT systems (Paper I) 

 Conflicting interests between stakeholders in the project 

(Paper I) 

 Difficult to visualize the value provided by the technical 

platform itself (Paper III) 
 Challenging to express “the right” non-monetary value 

(Paper III) 
 Difficult to visualize and model the facilitating principle 
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CATEGORY INHIBITOR 

from IT to co-create value. (Paper III) 

Compliance  Restricting legal requirements (Paper I) 
 Lack of distinct legal criteria for automated decision mak-

ing (Paper I) 
 Conflicts regarding the collaborative and transparency fea-

tures and the need to protect the privacy of citizens (Paper 

IV) 
 No open government policy design (Paper IV) 
 Fear of excluding parts of the population (Paper IV) 

 



51 

 

Conclusion and Future Work 
 

 

This thesis set out to address the research question; How can local govern-

ment use IT services to become more open and leverage the potential of pub-

lic value co-creation? Specifically it contributes to solving the question 

posed with goals for how to develop open social e-services based on deci-

sion criteria, a shared understanding and simplification of process analysis, 

highlighting difficulties that can be expected within municipalities when 

utilizing citizen-sourcing technology for open government. The thesis also 

contributes in highlighting the necessity for municipalities to consider what 

value they and other stakeholders actually receive when engaging in collabo-

rative efforts.  

The thesis contributes to practice by showing examples of how to develop 

solutions supporting open government and public value co-creation. Contri-

butions include; (i) an artifact in the form of a goal model for open social e-

services, (ii) an artifact in the form of a model for supporting process varia-

bility in open social e-services, (iii) the demonstration of a model (artifact) 

for capturing value co-creation in a public setting, (iv) the evaluation of a 

solution (artifact) for complaint and problem management from a citizen-

sourcing perspective, and (v) a theoretical contribution identifying inhibitors 

preventing local government from co-creating value with citizens and busi-

ness.  

Future work could focus on utilizing methods other than qualitative, such 

as surveys, to confirm and evaluate the inhibitors described in the thesis on a 

larger scale. Also investigating inhibitors for value co-creation in settings 

other than Swedish municipalities could be a way forward to create compa-

rable examples.  

Future work should also focus on investigating means to overcome some 

of the identified inhibitors. Therefore I propose possible future work within 

three main fields of IS research in order to pursue the goal of finding means 

to overcome identified inhibitors.  

 

 First, take on a holistic perspective and investigate platform strate-

gies as a possible way to address the inhibitors in all categories.  

 

 Second, a more technical domain of research that could be pursued 

is to find solutions to the technological inhibitors where integration 

remains an unsolved issue. Integration includes both technical and 

organizational integration and remains an unsolved issue for gov-

ernments.  
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 Third, the use of business models within the public sector, especially 

collaborative business models, is something that could also be used 

as a holistic solution to address issues in all categories. A possible 

combination of business models and platform strategies could be a 

way forward; an example of research performed within this area is 

Ladhe, Magnusson and Nilsson (2013). Future research could focus 

on providing insights into this area.   
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Discussion  
 

 

This section presents a discussion of strategies for validating the findings as 

well as social and ethical considerations of the methodology and the contri-

butions.  

 

 

Strategies for Validating Findings 
 
Any research method has fundamental flaws that will limit the conclusions 

that may be drawn (Scandura & Williams, 2000). If I had started the empiri-

cal data collection knowing what I know today, when compiling this thesis I 

would probably have performed it in a different way. Many of the questions 

that have arisen during the work were not present at the beginning and there-

fore the empirical data collection has mostly been addressing issues other 

than public value co-creation. With the benefit of hindsight I have taken the 

stance that value co-creation is a key factor in open government but this 

knowledge was not there in the beginning. However, I do argue that it would 

have been very difficult to obtain primary empirical data regarding public 

value co-creation since the municipalities participating in the different case 

studies are not ready to comprehend and draw conclusions in regard to the 

concept of public value co-creation. Instead I have been forced to approach 

this subject by a roundabout route. This might affect the validity and reliabil-

ity of this thesis since a researcher with a different background would proba-

bly interpret situations differently. By giving an in-depth description of the 

projects I have tried to overcome some of these issues.  

The quality of research in an interpretive paradigm depends on how data 

is collected and how the analysis of collected data is conducted. To judge the 

quality of qualitative research Lincoln and Guba (1985) propose the follow-

ing criteria: credibility, dependability, transferability and confirmability. 

Credibility refers to the results of the inquiry being believable and under-

standable from the eyes of the participants. Dependability means that the 

researcher shows that the process of research is logical and clearly docu-

mented. Transferability refers to the degree to which results can be general-

ized and transferred to other contexts. Confirmability relates to how well the 

results can be confirmed by others.  

According to Hevner et al. (2004), design science is mainly judged by 

utility but also the contribution to an existing body of knowledge throughout 

the design process. In line with this, Cleven, Gubler and H ner (2009:2) 

point out that  
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In order to actually achieve utility when developing a DSR artifact two fun-
damental requirements must be fulfilled: relevance and rigor. Relevance is 
achieved when the artifact actually addresses a real business need. Rigor, in 
contrast, is assured by appropriately applying the existing body of knowledge, 
i.e. theoretical foundations and methodologies. 

 

The methods used for collecting data in this thesis are with one exception 

(the utilization of the YAWL environment to ensure soundness of process 

models) exclusively qualitative. The transferability of qualitative research is 

questionable. Also the studies have been performed at six different munici-

palities in Sweden. This implies that the results cannot be regarded as a 

probability sample considering that Sweden consists of 290 municipalities. It 

is also not possible to generalize the result onto a population. As already 

mentioned, this is not a goal when performing interpretive research (Or-

likowski & Barudi, 1991). 

Swedish municipalities are autonomous and although all have to conform 

to the same laws and regulations, big differences exist in how their work is 

performed. Also differences of population size and demography among citi-

zens exist between municipalities. Thus, it is not possible to make any statis-

tical generalizations (Yin, 2003) from the qualitative studies performed in 

the six municipalities represented in our two research projects. However, 

statistical generalization and analytical generalization are two different 

things (Gummesson, 2000). The empirical contexts of these six municipali-

ties might not be very different from other municipalities, at least not in 

Sweden and possibly in other countries with a similar legal administration. 

Therefore, the transferability of the results to other similar contexts can be 

argued for. Also the findings might be analytically generalized into theory 

creation and pattern finding, and to use earlier theories as a reference with 

which to compare the empirical results (Yin, 2003). Also when designing the 

artifacts presented in the thesis, considerations has been given to the ap-

plicability of the solution in other municipalities and other domains. There-

fore I would argue that the potential utility of the artifacts is high in Swedish 

municipalities, which also implies transferability of the results of the thesis.  

With regard to credibility, I argue that to some extent it is comparable to 

the utility judgment made in design science. The participating municipalities 

regarded the artifacts developed as “good” and thereby I argue that the re-

sults are believable and understandable from the viewpoint of the partici-

pants. Also, since the research is carried out in an iterative design cycle there 

have been several opportunities for the participants to reflect on the results 

and provide feedback. On the negative side, it should be noted that the par-

ticipants have not evaluated all artifacts developed and therefore their credi-

bility could be questionable. The confirmability issue is mainly dealt with 

because of the thesis being constructed of a number of peer-reviewed arti-

cles, published in different academic outlets. Each of the articles comprising 
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the thesis has therefore been scrutinized and judged to be sound and to con-

form to academic standards.  

 

In-depth description of the research process helps in strengthening the de-

pendability criterion by making it easier for another researcher to perform 

the same work (Shenton, 2004). It is notable, however, that the same re-

search cannot be expected to produce the same result, since both the data 

collection and analysis is very dependent on the researcher’s personal attrib-

utes and agenda (Butler, 1998). Fellow research colleagues participated in 

the data collection, analysis and write-up of the results to minimize the risk 

of the researcher’s personal opinions having too much effect on the results. 

This also strengthens the confirmability of the thesis.  

Regarding utility, which is an important requirement when performing 

design science (Hevner et al., 2004; Peffers et al., 2007), I have already men-

tioned that the participants regard the proposed solutions as “good” and also 

that these solutions offer great opportunities for improvement of the munici-

palities’ work. However, visible in the result are also remaining difficulties 

in utilizing the offered potential and thereby the utility is weakened. Re-

search rigor, which is another demand of design science, is partly addressed 

by addressing the four criteria stated by Lincoln and Guba (1985). Also, 

according to Shenton (2004), it is desirable to use well-established methods 

that have been previously used in similar situations. This thesis conforms to 

a large extent to techniques assumed to promote confidence in accurate re-

cording of studied phenomena, including using different methods for collect-

ing data, and also to build the knowledge contribution on theoretical 

knowledge from relevant research fields.  
Two of the objectives (I and IV) are fulfilled by performing secondary 

analysis and content analysis on all documents and data collected within the 

two research projects represented in the thesis (Open Social e-service and 

Munizapp). The primary concern when working with secondary data, ac-

cording to Seale (2010), is that the researcher doing the secondary analysis 

might not have the required contextual knowledge about the data collection. 

Another disadvantage is the evaluation of the quality of the secondary data 

when the researcher has no insight into the process and the research rigor of 

the data collection. In this case the researchers have participated in planning 

and scheduling and participated in the data collection to a large extent. Ac-

cording to Magnusson (2010), this is positive because of increased interpre-

tive ability. 

A notable shortcoming is that the output of the fifth objective has not 

been peer reviewed at the time of writing. Evaluations of the produced arti-

facts also need to be more deeply investigated in future research.   

The analysis of inhibitors of public value co-creation has not been the 

main focus in any of the included papers and public value co-creation is in 

itself  quite a loose term, which is difficult to describe and relate to. There-
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fore the results that are based on a secondary analysis depend on interpreta-

tions made by the author. It should be made clear that in this account of the 

inhibitors of public value co-creation I am referring to examples of inhibitors 

found in the present research context. I make no claim to have captured all 

the inhibitors that might exist in similar projects although I would argue that 

those presented here can be considered as typical and representative at least 

in a Swedish setting. 

 

 

Ethical and Social Considerations  

 

Any practice you might want to undertake that does not consider how the situ-
ation affects the individual would be unethical. (Polonsky, 2010: 68).   

 

In Regards to Methodology 

According to Mitchell (1998), there are four principles that a researcher has 

to consider when doing research in public administration; truthfulness, ob-

jectivity, thoroughness and relevance. It could be questioned whether objec-

tivity as an ethical consideration should be included in an interpretive and 

critical study, since objectivity is not considered a goal, but rather the oppo-

site when performing interpretive research (Walsham, 1995). However, it is 

of the utmost importance to discuss the author and his or her experiences. 

Also how an interpretive researcher affects the research only by being pre-

sent is an important factor of qualitative research.  

The truthfulness of the researcher can be assured by ways that are similar 

to the confirmability issue, i.e. letting other people participate in different 

steps of the research. Fellow doctoral students and senior researchers have 

participated in both projects represented and can thereby ensure the truthful-

ness of the thesis. It should be noted however, that truth, according to inter-

pretive assumptions, is subjective and value-free data cannot be attained 

since the researcher is always interpreting the reality using his or her earlier 

concepts and understanding as tools (Walsham, 1995).  

The principle of thoroughness deals with the use of research methodology 

and can therefore be compared to research rigor, which is covered in the 

previous section. According to Mitchell (1998), thoroughness also belongs in 

the ethical considerations when performing public sector research due to the 

outcomes of the research having moral implications for society. Therefore 

the way research is carried out in a public setting is of ethical importance 

because of its consequences for public policy.  
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The last principle, relevance, states that research should never be carried 

out in order to punish people or groups and neither should it be frivolous 

(Mitchell, 1998). When performing research in a democracy there is a moral 

responsibility to make the research understandable and useful. This is very 

much in line with the reasoning of utility in design science and I argue, as in 

the previous section, that the result of my research presented in this thesis 

has been proven to be both understandable and useful. 

 

The Swedish Council of Science has four main principles to which social 

science researchers should adhere. These are; information, consent, confi-

dentiality and usage. All persons participating in a study have the right to 

decide about their participation and also get information about the purpose of 

the research. The first two deal with being honest and asking about participa-

tion on an individual level. The other two deal with handling the gathered 

data and using it in an ethical way, i.e. only for research purposes (Veten-

skapsrådet, 2002). Also, according to Meyers (2009), informed consent is 

one of the most important ethical principles.  

§I have been honest when describing the research purpose and goals when 

performing data collection and all participants have participated by free will.  

Also the aims of the research projects have been decided in collaboration 

with participating municipalities.  

To comply with the confidentiality principle, all material has been 

stripped of any personal references that might lead to recognition. It is, how-

ever, possible that persons working within the projects might recognize 

someone based on their opinions displayed in the interviews and workshops. 

The gathered materials, including transcriptions of recordings and docu-

ments from the projects, has been kept in a safe location and when analysing 

the material codes have been used to denote different persons to avoid 

recognition.  

Along with protecting the identity of the subjects, ethical considerations 

due to choice of research method concern the risk of misinterpretation during 

fieldwork. To address this issue there have always been more than one re-

searcher participating in all activities. As already mentioned, fellow research 

colleagues have participated in the data collection, and analysis and writing-

up of the results to minimize the risk of misinterpretation. The iterative fash-

ion of design science also contributes to minimize the risk of misinterpreta-

tion since all participants have had several opportunities to voice their opin-

ions about different subjects. When conducting focus group research, there 

are several people present and this means the information disclosed within 

the group becomes mutual knowledge among all those in attendance 

(Polonsky, 2010). Therefore it is important that the participants can be as-

sured that no harm will come to them because of knowledge shared. Howev-

er, to actually ensure this, as a researcher, is very difficult, since the re-

searcher’s knowledge about what happens within the organization after the 
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research project is finished is limited or non-existent. The shared knowledge 

might also affect the honesty of the answers and limit the depth of the dis-

cussions, which might affect the soundness of the research.  

 

 

In Regards to Contributions 

 

Effective use of social research within the public sector might work to im-

prove public policy, increase quality of public services and contribute to the 

quality of the public debate (Davies, Nutley and Walter, 2005).  

According to Polonsky (2010), social research should not have a negative 

impact with regard to three main areas; social, financial and psychological. It 

is a researcher’s obligation to consider these aspects and take them into con-

sideration to ensure that the risks of negative social and ethical implications 

of the research are minimized (ibid.). The potential harm that can arise from 

either methodology or result should therefore be carefully evaluated and the 

researcher is obliged to consider ways to avoid any harm that may come 

from the research either to subjects affected by the results or to the academic 

institution where the research is carried out. Also the communication of the 

research should adhere to three main principles; plagiarism, academic fraud 

and misinterpretation of the result (ibid). To ensure that all three principles 

are covered, a plagiarism analysis using the “turnitin” tool 

(www.turnitin.com) has been carried out. Academic fraud would include 

deliberately misinterpreting data to come up with the result, which makes it 

similar to the methodological trustworthiness issues addressed in previous 

sections. Also the misinterpretation of the result is discussed above and 

therefore I will not raise these issues again here.  

The research carried out in this thesis has, as mentioned above, followed 

the ethical guidelines proposed by the Swedish Council of Science. There-

fore I would argue that measures have been taken to assure that no harm 

might come from the results or the methodologies of the research. The one 

questionable issue arises from objective V. Since value co-creation was not 

an original part of the research, the results are, as already mentioned, to a 

large extent dependent on the interpretations made by myself. The subjects 

participating in the empirical research were aware of the interest in investi-

gating values during the data collection but the explicit investigation of in-

hibitors for value co-creation was not communicated from the beginning.  

The ethical considerations with regard to the contributions of the five ob-

jectives presented in the thesis are also discussed from the perspective of the 

ethical impacts of new IT systems, proposed by Flodén (2012). The main 

reason is that although the objectives differ they are all part of two research 

projects aiming to develop new IT services (systems). Also the overall re-
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search question presented is concerned with helping local government to use 

IT services to become more open and to leverage the potential of public val-

ue co-creation.   

 

Flodén presents “four general principles for evaluating the ethical impact of 

a new IT system” (Flodén, 2012:132). The four principles are; proportionali-

ty, informed consent, justice and minimized risk. The proportionality princi-

ple implies that the benefits of the system must be greater than the potential 

harm it might cause. Informed consent emphasizes the need to inform people 

affected by the system about possible risks connected with the system. Ap-

proval about acceptance of the risks is also needed. Justice requires that the 

risks and benefits of a system should be evenly distributed between the peo-

ple that are affected by the system. Lastly, potential risks with the system 

should be minimized in the design and implementation of the system (Flo-

dén, 2012). The contributions from this thesis all address different aspects of 

these four principles. There were some difficulties in adhering to these as-

pects while pursuing the five objectives.  

The proportionality principle is addressed in objectives I, III, IV and V, 

both with regard to open social e-services and the m-service developed in the 

Munizapp project. Attention has been given to the need for collaboration and 

also the necessity to focus on several different aspects, both internal and 

external. The artifacts provide a greater understanding and evaluation of the 

systems developed which thereby addresses all four ethical aspects defined 

by Flodén (2012). A shortcoming of objective II is that it was challenging to 

reach an understanding of potential benefits in utilizing a process-centric 

tool beyond that of being able to conceptualize and make the work processes 

visible to the municipal officials. The same difficulty has been observed 

regarding the specification of requirements for e-services. Thereby some 

aspects of the ethical principles remain unsolved to an extent. It is difficult to 

assess if the benefits and risks are fairly distributed among citizens and mu-

nicipalities and thereby assure that the justice principle is acceptable alt-

hough both user groups consider the proposed solutions beneficial according 

to evaluations.  

A social implication for local government in Sweden might be that the re-

sults from this thesis give a somewhat negative impression with regard to the 

evolution of e-government and open government in Sweden. To reap the 

benefits of value co-creation together with citizens and businesses a lot of 

work needs to be done as well as fundamental changes in how local govern-

ment authorities perceive their mission.  
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Appendix 
 

 

I Mapping Statements to Goals 
 

No. State-

ment 

Refer-

ences 

Goal Verb Target Direction Benefi-

ciary 
Way 

A1 44,48,5

0,77,80
,84,85 

 

 

Efficient 

adminis-
trative 

process-

es. 

Design 

efficient 
administra-

tive process 

Efficient 

administra-
tive process 

From 

manual to 
automat-

ed ad-

ministra-
tive 

process 

Munici-

pality 

Effective use 

of e-service 
and process 

innovation 

techniques 

A2 78,79 Flexible 

adminis-

trative 
process 

model. 

Manage 

administra-

tive process 
efficiently 

Efficient 

manage-

ment of 
administra-

tive process 

From 

tailored 

to stand-
ard 

process 

Munici-

pality 

Generic pro-

cess model 

with rule 
based deci-

sions 

A3 45,75  

 

Use process 

innovation 

techniques 
effectively 

Effective 

use of 

process 
innovation 

techniques 

From 

passive to 

active 
process 

design 

Munici-

pality 

Re-design of 

administrative 

process 

A4 65,63,5
9,64 

Dynamic 
manage-

ment of 
decision 

criteria. 

Manage 
decision 

criteria 
dynamical-

ly 

Dynamic 
manage-

ment of 
decision 

criteria 

From 
embed-

ded 
decision 

criteria to 

separa-
tion of 

concern 

Munici-
pality 

Rule based 
management 

A5 69,70,6
6,67,68 

Generic 
and 

configu-

rable 
process 

models. 

Design 
generic 

processes 

Generic and 
configura-

ble admin-

istrative 
process 

From 
tailored 

processes 

to stand-
ard 

processes 

Munici-
pality 

Standardized 
and configura-

ble processes 

D1 1, 4, 

56,57, 

97,91,8
6,93,94

,43 

Citizens 

have 

influence 
over and 

responsi-

bility for 
their own 

situation. 

Take 

responsibil-

ity over 
own situa-

tion 

Citizens 

have influ-

ence over 
and respon-

sibility for 

their own 
situation 

From 

social 

welfare 
official to 

citizen 

 
 

Citizen Re-locate 

control from 

social welfare 
official to 

citizen 
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No. State-

ment 

Refer-

ences 

Goal Verb Target Direction Benefi-

ciary 

Way 

D2 27,81,9
2,87 

Legal 
security. 

Ensure 
legal secu-

rity 

Legal 
security in 

provision-

ing of 
social 

services 

Maintain 
legal 

security 

Citizen, 
society 

Individual and 
documented 

decisions and 

ensured identi-
ty 

D3 16,47,1
2,76,39 

Transpar-
ency in 

govern-
ment 

decision 

making. 

Take 
transparent 

decisions 

Transparent 
decisions 

From 
closed to 

open 
decision 

process 

Citizen, 
society 

Citizen con-
tribute to 

social docu-
mentation, 

monitor own 

cases 

D4 60,90 Citizen’s 

identity is 

ensured 
/authentic

ated. 

Ensure 

citizen’s 

identity 

Ensured 

citizen 

identity 

From 

manual 

signa-
tures to 

electronic 

identifi-
cation 

Society Electronic Id 

D5 51,52,6
1 

Individu-
al and 

docu-

mented 
decisions. 

Take 
individual 

decisions 

and docu-
ment them 

Individual 
and docu-

mented 

decisions 

Maintain Citizen Automated 
routine deci-

sions 

D6 36,62,5
8 

 
 

Contribute 
to own 

social 

documenta-
tion 

Citizens 
contribute 

to their own 

social 
documenta-

tion 

Re-locate 
control 

from 

social 
welfare 

official to 

citizen 

Citizen, 
munici-

pality 

Clear decision 
criteria 

D7 22 Citizens 

can 
monitor 

their own 

cases. 

Monitor 

own cases 

Citizens 

can monitor 
their own 

cases 

From 

closed to 
open 

decision 

process 

Citizen, 

society 

My pages and 

digital infor-
mation 

P1 30,42 Social 

welfare 
officials 

focus on 

complex 
decisions. 

Focus on 

complex 
decisions 

Social 

welfare 
officials 

focus on 

complex 
decisions 

From all 

decisions 
to com-

plex 

decisions 

Social 

welfare 
officials, 

society 

Routine deci-

sions automat-
ed 

P2 37 Digital 
commu-

nication 

as im-
portant as 

Value 
digital 

communi-

cation 

Digital 
communi-

cation as 

important 
as oral or 

From 
manual to 

digital 

commu-
nication 

Citizen Pay attention 
to new com-

munication 

channels 
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No. State-

ment 

Refer-

ences 

Goal Verb Target Direction Benefi-

ciary 

Way 

oral or 
manual 

commu-

nication. 

manual 
communi-

cation 

P3 32 Clear 

decision 

criteria. 

Establish 

clear deci-

sion criteria 

Clear 

decision 

criteria 

From 

individu-

al judg-
ment to 

standard 
criteria 

Citizen, 

society, 

munici-
pality, 

social 
welfare 

official 

Establish and 

maintain clear 

decision 
criteria 

S1 21,17,4
0,13,46

,73,6,8

9 

Service 
available 

24-7. 

Offer 
service 24-

7 

Service 
available 

24-7 

From 
office 

hours to 

24-7 
availabil-

ity 

Citizen Self-service 

S2 2 Service 

content is 

easy to 
under-

stand. 

Make 

service 

content 
easy to 

understand 

Service 

content is 

easy to 
understand 

N/A Citizen Service inter-

face with high 

usability 

S3 3,98 Short 

lead 

times for 
decisions. 

Make quick 

decisions 

Short lead 

times for 

decisions 

From 

days to 

minutes 

Citizen, 

munici-

pality 

Routine deci-

sions automat-

ed 

S4 10 Immedi-
ate 

feedback 

for 
positive 

decisions. 

Inform 
immediate-

ly about 

positive 
decisions 

Immediate 
feedback 

for positive 

decisions 

From 
days to 

minutes 

Citizen Routine deci-
sions automat-

ed 

S5 7,25  

 

Treat 

citizens 

nicely 

Citizens are 

nicely 

treated 

Maintain 

nice 

approach 
in new 

channel 

Citizen Service inter-

face usability 

S6 34,35,5

5 

Personal 

contact is 

available 
as a 

service 

comple-
ment 

Comple-

ment 

service with 
personal 

contact 

Personal 

contact is 

available as 
a comple-

ment 

Maintain 

manual 

process 

Citizen Complement 

self service 

with manual 
process 

S7 53,49 Routine Automate Materially From Citizen, Clear decision 
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Goal Verb Target Direction Benefi-

ciary 

Way 

decisions 
automat-

ed. 

routine 
decisions 

correct 
decisions 

manual to 
automat-

ed deci-

sions 

society, 
munici-

pality, 

social 
welfare 

official 

criteria and 
process inno-

vation tech-

niques 
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