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CHAPTER 5.  INFORMATION CULTURE AND THE 
MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC RECORDS  

The results from the first three sub-studies in the Swedish municipalities 

revealed that there must be something other than regulative regimes and systems’ 

solutions that impacts on the organizations’ performance concerning information 

and records management. That inspired a study on cultural impacts on behaviour 

and compliance. This is also in line with the ECM framework’s emphasis on 

human factors. This study involved the previous two Swedish municipalities and a 

municipality in Belgium.  The Belgian municipality was added to improve the 

quality of the research data. The municipalities are referred to as A, B and C 

respectively. This chapter starts with an introduction of the Belgian context and 

legal framework. The Swedish context and legal framework has been treated in 

chapter 4 section 4.1. The chapter explored the concept of information culture by 

addressing the following questions: 

 

RQ3. Can the existing information culture in the municipalities be an obstacle to 

the implementation of a holistic and proactive approach?  

 

(a)  What type of information culture exists in the municipalities?  

(b) How does information culture influence factors that contribute to achieving 

effective records management and a functioning information 

infrastructure?  

(c) How does information culture impact the capture, management, 

organization and pluralization of public records? 

 

Oliver’s (2011) framework for assessing information culture was used, see. 2.2.5. 

Appendix 4 presents questions that were designed for this sub-study. The 

categories of people interviewed included heads of departments, heads of units, 

architects, environmental officers, GIS managers, secretaries, building permit 

granting officers, an archivist, archives assistants, registrars, a receptionist and 

social workers. A total of 54 interviews were conducted; 21 in Belgium and 33 in 

the two Swedish municipalities. The interviews were carried out between 

September and November 2012. The researcher used a qualitative interview guide 

with questions formulated according to Oliver’s information culture assessment 

framework. 
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Section 5.1 presents the Belgian context and legal framework. Section 5.2 is 

about respect for records – the records management environment and addresses 

RQ. 3(a). Section 5.3 focuses on records as sources of knowledge and tools of 

information sharing and section 5.4 is about the skills and experiences related to 

records management. Sections 5-2 and 5.3 address RQ. 3(b). Section 5.5 which 

presents the records governance models in the three municipalities and section 5.6 

which is about trust in the case and records management systems answer RQ. 3(c).  

 

5.1 The Belgian Context and Legal Framework 

Belgium is quite different from Sweden because it is a federal state and 

constitutes communities and regions. The powers of the state are with three 

political elements that is: the federal state, (the Kingdom of Belgium); the regions 

(Flanders, Wallonia and Brussels-capital); and three communities (the French 

community, the Flemish community and the Germany community) (Mareno, 

2012). The organization of the three constituent political elements is regulated in 

the constitution or by statutes adopted with a special parliamentary majority. The 

regions regulate all matters that concern the municipalities. The regulatory powers 

of the regions towards the municipalities include: 

 

(a) the municipalities’ composition, organization, competences and 

functioning; 

(b) the change or the rectification of their territorial limits; 

(c) the composition, organization, competences and functioning of the 

institutions of the agglomerations and federations of cities; 

(d) the election of the provincial, municipal and intra-municipal organs: and, 

(e) the disciplinary regime of the majors. 

 

There are 589 municipalities in Belgium; the Flemish region has 308 

municipalities, the Wallonia region has 262 while the Brussels-capital has 19. Each 

municipality is run by a council that holds the local legislative powers and the 

executive organ that is referred to as the collegiate body of the major and the 

aldermen. The competences of the collegiate body are exhibited in the running and 

management of the local administration. The collegiate of the mayor and aldermen 

is quite powerful because it can take its own initiative to local rules, which it can 

present to the city council. The fact that the central legislative or executive powers 

do not decide the organization and legal regime of the municipalities but the 

regions, has created a situation where there is no homogeneous regulation for local 

government in the country. As a result, the municipalities are organized and 

regulated differently in their respective regions. According to the current 
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constitutional arrangement, there are a couple of legal rules known as the new 

municipal laws. The legal force of these laws is said to be limited since they can 

only settle certain aspects of the management of the municipalities. Some of the 

aspects are regulated by the federal law.  

The municipalities have a right to adopt regulations except in the domains 

where the federal and regional authorities and the provinces have already taken 

measures. The rule making powers, however, can only be exercised in the domain 

of the management of municipal interest. They can also adopt administrative 

decisions concerning staff and assets of the municipality and impose sanctions on 

individuals or firms. They have to execute legislation made by the federal and 

regional parliament. The laws of both parliaments have equal powers.  

The municipalities deliver a varied number of services which are divided into 

compulsory and optional services. They have broad obligations of general 

administrative police, the healthiness and cleanliness of the local community, land 

use, and town planning and environment protection, and to a minimal level, 

education. They also engage in a series of initiatives and activities that are optional 

such as sports, economic activities, cultural events and social services.  

Access to municipal records is guaranteed by constitution. Article 32 of the 

Constitution was amended in 1993 to include a right of access to records held by 

the government:  

 

“Everyone has the right to consult any administrative document 

and to have a copy made, except in the cases and conditions 

stipulated by the laws, decrees, or rulings referred to in Article 

134” (Constitution of Belgium, 1994:1). 

 

There are different laws that govern the management of government 

information and these include: 

 

 Federal law 

 Flemish law 

 Laws on the protection of private information. 

 

The federal archival law and other laws stipulate rules and regulations on 

archival matters. All these laws have to be applied together. Every region has 

voted a regional archival law, called in the Flemish region the Decree on the 

politico-administrative archive operation (Decreet betreffende de bestuurlijk-

administratieve archiefwerking). The archive decree (archiefdecree) is the most 

elaborate of all archival laws in Belgium because; it for example has a definition of 

archival terminology. This law is applicable to the different institutions that fall 
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under the government of the Flemish region, for instance the municipalities. The 

law reinforces external audit to ensure that the institutions have good archival 

practices. It stipulates the appraisal procedure and stresses that the lifecycle of the 

records should be managed.  

 

5.2 Respect for Records as Evidence – the Records 
Management Environment 

According to Oliver’s (2011) assessment framework for information culture, 

respect for records is about the level to which the entire organization accepts that 

records must to be managed for purposes of accountability (Oliver, 2011). For this 

study, respect for records as evidence in the municipalities meant: establishing 

whether the management of public records was prioritized and integrated in the 

business processes; if there were professional staff employed to undertake records 

management; if the employees were actively informed about how they should 

handle public records; if the employees were aware of the consequences of bad 

records management and what efforts were being made to effectively capture; 

organize and to manage public records; and, if the municipality had a records 

management system where public records were captured, managed and preserved. 

 

5.2.1 Municipality A 

 

Based on the interviews that were conducted in Municipality A, the officers were 

very much aware of the necessity to manage public records effectively. This 

however did not mean that there were no challenges. The two departments 

handled both digital and paper records. The digital records were printed out on 

paper as a preservation strategy. The municipality had a case and records 

management system in which some of the public records were registered and 

which served as a common repository. The municipality also had a records 

management policy that laid out rules for the management of public records that 

was issued in 2008 by the Municipal Board. However, it was only two of the 

interviewed officers who confirmed that the municipality had such a policy. 

Previous interviews with the archivist had revealed that the organization had a 

records management policy. The quotes below demonstrate the fact that the policy 

was not known by some of the officers:  

 

“It for sure exists but I cannot say much about it. We can put it like 

this that ever since I started working here, nothing new has come 

out. I have not received any new instructions” (Unit Head A14). 
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“I think we have a retention plan. It has been under creation for 

many years and it never gets done but I think it exists” (Officer 

A10). 

 

The municipality had a progressive and experienced archivist whose expertise 

was not fully utilized to facilitate the daily management of information and 

records.  It was the registrars that also served as committee secretaries, who were 

responsible for the systematic management of active records. They offered support 

to the officers in records management issues and were also referred to by their 

head of unit as the records controllers. The registrars further ensured that the 

records were sent to the municipal archives for preservation and instituted the 

retention plan in collaboration with the units, revised it every year and even dealt 

with information requests. A retention plan details the type of records that exist in 

a department, the mode of preservation, the periods of preservation and when the 

records are supposed to be transferred to the central archives or disposed of. The 

retention plan was supposed to act as a tool to guide the officers in the 

management of public records. 

The officers expressed the consequences of bad records management as loss of 

information, not being able to deliver efficient service, subjecting individual 

citizens to unjust treatment and lack of respect for the legal framework that 

governs both public and private information.  

Some of the informants thought records management was integrated in their 

respective business processes but, there were a couple of others who thought it 

was not. Despite this anomaly, every one of those interviewed confirmed that the 

management of records was part of their overall responsibilities because they all 

created and received records. The following informants confirmed that records 

management was integrated in their business processes: 

 

“Since we are a public authority that handles building permit 

applications and we take decisions, it means that records 

management is an integrated part of our daily case management. 

Everything starts with a record here at our unit that is to say, we 

receive records, we send out records, we produce our own 

records” (Unit Head A11). 

 

“Spontaneously I would say that we are a public administration 

and everything that we receive, it is in my head, has to be 

registered and likewise when one writes an answer, it has to be 

registered. That way, I think it is integrated in our daily work. It is 

in our heads” (Officer A8). 
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There were also differing opinions about the prioritization and integration of 

records management in business processes. During the conduct of the interviews, 

there was a big re-organization that was due to take place in one of the 

departments and Officer A1 revealed that he had tried to pursue the records 

management issue without much success. He argued that the magnitude of the re-

organization could be the reason as to why not much attention was being paid to 

the impact it was due to have on the management of records. He was of the view 

that it was important to spell out responsibilities for managing records since 

private entrepreneurs were to soon take over some of the activities of their 

department.  He lamented that:  

 

“The entire social services department is going to be re-organized. 

I have for example asked questions about what is going to happen 

to the metadata catalogue and how we are going to manage the 

records but I get no answers. These are not interesting questions 

and yet this concerns about 3000 employees and lots of issues. We 

are joining an area where there will be private entrepreneurs and 

therefore it is a complex process and may be records management 

is not equally as important” (Officer, A1). 

 

 “I do not think it is prioritized. I do not think that one works with 

the issue and I get my knowledge on my own most of the time. I 

have no one to turn to. I have a unit head here but it is only me 

who can all that concerns records and archives management in this 

building” (Officer A5). 

 

There were trained personnel who managed records but what they had in 

common was the fact that they had all attended elementary or no courses at all in 

records management. The following informants told that: 

 

“I cannot say that we have personnel that for example have 40 

university credit points in records and archives management but, 

we have experienced people who have worked with the same 

function for a number of years, with registration of public records, 

mail management and archiving for both other departments within 

the municipality and even other municipalities” (Officer A8). 

 

“We have C who has worked here for a long time and has attended 

some short courses and works with the registration of public 

records and when she is not around we get help from the 

department” (Unit Head A12). 
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Officer A3, who was soon to retire argued that in her department, the 

management of records was better prioritized before. She was of the view that 

these days, people with unsuitable qualifications were appointed as heads of 

departments. Some of them came from backgrounds where documentation was 

not that important and they therefore did not prioritize it, or thought it was just a 

cumbersome process. Unit Head A16, Unit Head A14 and Officer A5 argued that 

the management of records was not prioritized because it was not the core activity 

of their department, but that the focus is on service delivery and the people that 

they took care of.  Unit Head A14 confessed that he was not honestly interested in 

the management of records. It was noted that the majority of the officers managed 

records in order to meet with the provisions of the Public Access and Secrecy Acts 

and the specific laws that governed their respective areas of business. The issue of 

efficiency was not one of the reasons that were given for managing public records.  

Officer A5 expressed frustration over the fact that the classified analogue 

records were not equally as protected as the digital ones. She stated that:  

 

“When it comes to the physical archives the secrecy level is not 

equally as high as for electronic records. Therefore whoever wants 

among the employees, can access the classified files” (Officer A5). 

 

This was because she only worked half-time and therefore could not deal with the 

regulation of access to the physical files since she was busy with other archives 

management chores. The officers had to retrieve the records by themselves which 

at times caused disorder among the records since it occasionally happened that 

they put them in the wrong dossiers. 

 

5.2.2 Municipality B 

 

Municipality B operated a hybrid system of paper and electronic records and 

had a case and records management system in which some of the public records 

were registered. Most of the officers made reference to it as a place to turn when 

looking for records. Even though the officers were very much aware of the 

importance of managing public records, the records environment had some 

challenges. The records management policy that had been accessed during the 

earlier studies was not mentioned when asked for. There was even a hand book for 

the registration and management of public records but only one person out of 

those interviewed made reference to it. The majority of the informants referred to 

the retention plan and others did not know if a policy existed. The Unit Head 

below argued that: 
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 “What we have is an old retention plan that as soon as we came 

back from the holidays, we sat and went through and updated. It is 

now going to be sent to the committee for approval. It describes 

the different types of records we have, when they can be appraised 

and how they should be handled all the way to the archives” (Unit 

Head 8). 

 

The records management policy had been written by the municipal archivist 

and the chief registrar. The archivist was, however, not actively involved in the 

daily management of the records, but was consulted when people wanted access to 

old records or during the creation of the retention plan. The registry was 

centralized and therefore had its own unit. Dept. Head B18 revealed that he was 

not so happy about the centralization of the registry, because he missed the daily 

contact with the registry personnel. He was of the view that the fact that the 

registry is cut off from the departments, could clarify why records management 

issues are not so well articulated.  He further argued that since the registry was a 

centralized function, he did not even know what type of correspondence that came 

in and out of his department. The following quote demonstrates that even though 

the physical contact with the departments was expressed as lacking, the registry 

function was appreciated since the officers made reference to it all the time: 

 

”They receive incoming correspondence and what I produce and 

connect it together in their system and I have trust that it works. 

My contacts with them are positive but I do not meet them on a 

daily basis. I have difficulties in measuring the quality of their 

work but I am happy with the reception that I get. I would 

however like to have more physical contact with them.” (Dept. 

Head 18).   

 

Unit Head B12 who was relatively new said that he had heard that things were 

far much better before the centralization of the registry. Each department had a 

registrar which made things easier for the officers.  The majority of the informants 

confirmed that records management was prioritized and integrated in their way of 

executing their business processes. They expressed the consequences of bad 

records management as: loss of public trust; deletion of records that should have 

been preserved; confused and poor decision-making processes; lack of control and 

overview of the municipal activities; difficulties in retrieving records; lack of 

traceability and loss of history; and, poor documentation and poor service delivery 

to the citizens. Unit Head B16 argued that the management of records was an 
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absolute condition for them to be able to execute their activities. The following 

officers argued that: 

 

“It is very important to have the records in order. We have a lot of 

records that are supposed to be kept for long-term and we have 

not had a retention plan at the department.  We are working on it 

and this has meant that records are not appraised” (Officer B2). 

 

“I personally highly prioritize the management of public records. I 

am aware that once I create a public record I need to register it and 

also to mind the kind of language that I use and how I manage it. I 

have to think that everybody should be in a position to read it but I 

cannot say that I have received any training in how to manage 

public records.” (Dept. Head B18). 

 

“I think that public records are taken care of well but sometimes 

my colleagues are not so sure when it comes to determining 

whether a record is public and therefore needs to be registered and 

preserved” (Officer B1). 

 

“I work towards a political decision-making assembly for the 

social welfare department, and all the decisions must be 

documented because it is the basis for my actions. For me records 

are very important as background material upon which decisions 

are made and for the documentation of the decision itself” (Dept. 

Head B18). 

 

Head of Unit B13 had a different opinion and did not think that records 

management was something that was high up on the agenda.  

Each department had an archives assistant responsible for records management 

issues. Most of the officers referred to the two archives assistants and the registrars 

as the professionals responsible for records management issues. The municipal 

archivist was not referred to. This could be attributed to the fact that the registry 

keeps the intermediate archives that contain records that are active up to five years. 

It was therefore the registry that served the officers on a daily basis, even if the 

central archives were also consulted when need arose.  Officer B1 was of the 

following view: 

 

“According to my own understanding there is no interest in 

archives. When I say that archives are interesting to work with 
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people say, “Oh my God!” They think it is very boring work 

(Officer B1). 

 

However, those referred to as the experts at the departments, one of them told 

that she felt that she needed further training which was not accorded to her 

because of the nature of her work. She also lamented that the management of the 

archives is not prioritized and that her time is split between different 

responsibilities. She had regular contact with the municipal archivist when she felt 

unsure.  

Officer B8 argued that when one of the units was re-organized and a municipal 

company took over some of the responsibilities, the records (technical drawings) 

that showed the water system and the roads were also taken over by this company. 

This meant that the municipality did not have a complete archive over new road 

constructions and each time they needed to consult these records, they had to call 

the company that inherited the records. However, the company was a subsidiary to 

the municipality. 

The two departments also had intermediate archives. These archives had 

records that could have been disposed of a long time ago according to the retention 

plan or sent to the central archives, but this had not happened. This was because 

the person assigned to do this job in one of the departments was not given enough 

time to fully engage in the management of these records. In another instance 

records needed to be digitized in order to facilitate re-use. It was proving 

cumbersome to handle the records in the intermediate archives for reference 

purposes. Dept Head B17 argued that the current condition of storing the paper 

records as they are, was counterproductive and he that had plans for a digitization 

project. A lot of digital records were still being printed out on paper as a strategy to 

guarantee their long-term management. 

Unit Head B15 contended that lack of a support function to unit heads 

sometimes created the chaos that surrounded public records. There are no 

secretaries or assistants to assist with the different office duties and a unit head has 

to manage everything single handedly.  

 

5.2.3 Municipality C 

 

Municipality C’s records management environment constituted a hybrid 

system of paper and electronic records. The paper records were considered as 

official, while email correspondence was sometimes official and sometimes not. It 

was all upon the discretion of the officer and the nature of the case. It was up to 

each officer to judge whether an email had more than ephemeral value and 

whether it should be regarded as an official record.  Most emails were retained in 
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the officers’ private email boxes, or deleted without consultation with the archivist 

and therefore without appraisal. This was particularly so because the email boxes 

are by legislation private, and hence beyond the access of the function that is 

supposed to manage records on behalf of the organization. The archives service 

did not have a mandate from management to intervene in the management of 

active records.  

The responses regarding the integration of records management in business 

processes varied. A few of the informants said it was integrated while the majority 

confirmed that it was not. The informants gave different reasons as to why records 

management was not integrated in their business processes. Some of the reasons 

included the fact that as newly recruited officers, they were never informed about 

how they should handle records. The introductory course for newly recruited 

officers offered a lot of information but did not include records management 

issues. Officer C11 and Unit Head C18 argued that: 

 

“In our part of the government, records management is very 

important because we use records every day. We cannot work 

without records management. We need it every day” (Officer C11). 

 
“It is important that all the information is put in the system” (Unit 

Head C18). 

 

The following officers contended that it was not prioritized: 

 

“Records management is not a priority. Not at all. I have worked 

here for two years and it is not a long time but I have not been 

asked to archive my records” (Officer C5). 

 

 “It is not prioritized. I think there are no guidelines regarding how 

to work with, save or keep records. It’s not integrated” (Officer 

C9). 

 

“It is not prioritized and not integrated but in the last years we 

have made some improvements and this is thanks to the archives 

service. The archivist has tried to coach the services to archive” 

(Dept. Head C20). 

 

“May be it is not enough. They do prioritize it when we have a 

deadline to put together our archives. Then, it really becomes a hot 

item in our office. Everybody panics, oh my God, how am I going 

to do it? So then it is important but there are months when we do 
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not really hear anything about it and then one just forgets it 

because of other work and only keeps the records that one thinks 

she/he ought to keep” (Officer C3). 

 

Lack of respect for public records was exhibited by Unit Head C22 who argued 

that: 

“If I keep the records in my office it is better than if I give it to the 

archives because I think sometimes it is a waste of time.  I have a 

lot of work and when I hand over papers to the archives it is about 

the  selection list, you have to throw these things, no duplicates, it 

is a waste of time” (Unit Head C22). 

 

“I make an effort for myself and keep the records that are 

important in my office because I have a system for myself. I file 

everything very well but I keep it for the time I need and when a 

project is finished and two years later, I do not need it, I clean my 

office and I sometimes throw away the records, yes” (Unit Head 

C22). 

 
The officers expressed the consequences of bad records management as loss of 

organizational knowledge, difficulties in retrieving records, lack of transparency, 

loss of public trust, lack of trust in records, poor decision making process and poor 

service delivery and legal consequences. Officer C12 for example argued that: 

 

“The consequence of bad records management is that you will be 

seen as a fool. I can say I am a town planner but if I cannot find the 

report it is not very good. If I do not respect this law and archive 

the records, I cannot validate anything and they can build an 

industry by the market.” 

 

 All the informants confirmed that the municipality did not have a records 

management policy and this partly clarified the many personalized systems in the 

organization.  A few of the informants who had worked for the city long enough 

knew that there was an email policy, but the majority did not know that it existed. 

The email policy required all employees to take care of their emails by printing 

them out on paper and archiving them. Most employees maintained records in 

their offices and according to personalized structures. This was because the 

municipality did not have a well developed registry function. The officers were 

therefore left to manage their records until a call came from the archives services 

compelling them to submit them.  
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 The municipality had a records management system, but it only managed 

incoming records, which were passed on to the respective officers. The responses 

to incoming records were not captured in the same system.  The departments also 

had assistants who were links between the archives service and the rest of the 

officers, but they had no training in records management.  Officer C5 told that the 

lady in charge of the records at their department did not like the job, but that she 

had been asked by her boss to do it. Yet, the boss was of the view that they tried to 

choose a person who was interested in records management issues. Officers C5’s 

statement was further confirmed by officer C6, who contended that being 

responsible for records is seen as a punishment.  

The archives service made the selection lists in collaboration with the officers. 

Selection lists enumerated the different types of records that existed; described the 

context in which the records were created; the legal context; the procedures; the 

different kinds of formats; that is, whether paper or digital; the transfer date to the 

archives; the administrative date; he historical value; and further stated if a record 

could be accessed by the public or not. The lists were not made for entire 

department but on an individual basis. Since the municipality did not have a 

records management policy, the officers did not in most cases know how to handle 

the generated records. Lack of a records management policy also meant that the 

officers were in full control of their records without much intervention from the 

archives service. The following officers lamented that the handing over of records 

to the archives was very slow: 

 
“More communication about what we ought to do and more speed 

are needed. Now there are records in my unit that are 6 years old 

and that is too long. They have to take the records earlier” (Unit 

Head C19). 

 

Some units were co-operative during the handover process and others were not. 

This meant that the archives service wasted a lot of time trying to make the hand-

over process work. Some people in leading positions told the researcher that they 

did not create or handle records but managed people. Dept. Head C21 argued: 

 

“We have no time. I have a more coaching function here.” 

 

“I am a head of a service. I don’t have personnel dossiers” (Unit 

Head” (Unit Head C22). 

 

This could partly explain why it was so difficult to implement effective records 

management regimes, since records management requires the engagement and 

support of management. 
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There was a unit that had its archives kept in the basement, where there was no 

organized filing system and files were piled on top of each other. These records 

were actively used by the officers and were supposed to be sorted and handed 

over to the central archives.  

Officer C8 complained about the fact that citizens came to the municipality with 

complaints, but there was no system in place to manage the complaints. She 

further lamented that if the citizens were to come back a couple of years later, they 

would not know how they had solved their problems. The officer further 

complained that they did not note down important decisions that they made and 

could not prove some of the actions they took because they did not keep records. 

Another example demonstrating this phenomenon was Officer C4 who thought 

that because she was handling sensitive matters, the emails detailing her chain of 

actions to help a particular citizen had to be deleted for privacy reasons.  

 

5.3. Respect for Records as Knowledge, Information Sharing 
Tools and Trust in Records 

This level of Oliver’s (2011) framework explored respect for records as knowledge, 

willingness to share records and trust in records. This part of the study involved 

establishing whether the municipalities had a common system in place to facilitate 

the capture, management and re-use of records and whether records were 

trustworthy sources of information. It was further inquired whether there were 

any barriers to access records in information systems or to share information.  

5.3.1 Municipality A 

 

The registry function in Municipality A facilitated the capture of most public 

records and hence promoted access to records, information sharing and trust in 

records. Most officers knew this was the place to look for records. Information 

meant for the entire staff were also posted on to the Intranet where the members of 

staff could access them. Unit Head A17 complained that in order to effectively 

utilize the information on the intranet, one had to know what to search for and that 

it was not so easy to find. Unit Head A13, who was soon to retire, worried about 

the fact that she was the only one who had an overall view of all the information 

about her activities. She wondered how she was to tap her head of the tacit 

knowledge, in order to share it with the younger colleagues who were to take over 

after her. By the time of the interview she was working together with them to 

review the structure of the database with geographic information. She also 

mentioned that though they talked about the long-term preservation of the 

database, it was still very difficult to document its history. By the time of the 

interview, no copy of the database had been deposited with the central archives.  
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Unit Head A11 argued that they still had a long way as far as managing records 

in a manner that would facilitate re-use of accumulated knowledge was concerned. 

He missed a digital stamp that would have made his unit processes more effective. 

Instead, digital information was printed out on paper, stamped and then scanned. 

He argued:  

 

“I am convinced that 20 years ago this process was more effective 

than it is today because there were only papers. The digital 

systems that we now have and the way they are used, is 

ineffective. 20 years ago, less people worked here and they 

handled more cases with higher quality than today. It is 

complicated. We are just employing more and more people” (Unit 

Head A 11). 

 

Overall, most of the officers interviewed confirmed they consulted old records for 

reference purposes and there were no retrieval barriers. The case and records 

management system at the registry and the central archives were referred to as 

places to consult when one needed to access records. This was further reflective of 

the employees’ trust in records as sources of information. 

 

5.3.2 Municipality B 

 

All the officers referred to the central registry as a place to go to access records 

for reference purposes. The registry and the central archives were their trusted 

sources of information. They could also log on to the system from their own 

computers and directly access the records. Some of the information systems such 

as the environment and building permit information management systems were 

not integrated with the case and records management system. This meant that the 

unit in question also had to engage in the registration of the records in order to 

have access to them. This further meant that there was double registration; at the 

unit and at the central registry. Unit Head B16 expressed disappointment and 

frustration over the integration issue and information sharing as follows: 

 

“It makes me upset because in our area of work, we have to use  

information systems like all other municipalities do but we have 

had a problem that our systems cannot communicate with the case 

and records management system that the municipality decided to 

use. We have therefore had a task to get the system suppliers to try 

and solve these integration issues because it is possible to register 

records using our business systems. They can also act as a case and 

records management system. Right now, we cannot transfer 
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records between the systems. Therefore what is done is a double 

job in order to be able to access the registry numbers in the case 

and records management system and, in order to be able to use our 

own information system. This has been a vicious circle of 

complications and the worst challenge and it has made my co-

workers so angry and tired because, we do not have good working 

technical solutions. This is an internal municipal problem” (Unit 

Head B16) 

 

Discussions regarding integration problems had been pursued for over a period 

of 5 years and a solution had finally been reached to establish how this could be 

technically solved. The environment and building permit systems had to be 

integrated with the case and records management system in order to facilitate 

records access and information sharing. Officer B8 said that in her work they used 

project spaces and web-based solutions to share records and information. The 

departments also had an Intranet website where most common information could 

be accessed. The majority of the informants did not experience any barriers in 

accessing records. Officer B7 however was of a different view since the updates 

that had been done on the information system in which she stored her building 

plans, had made the old building plans inaccessible. Dept. Head B18 was of the 

view that there was no well developed system to facilitate access to each other’s 

records. What was in place was a system with a folder structure on a common 

server, but it was not a good and secure system.  

 

5.3.3 Municipality C 

 

Municipality C lacked a proper registry function which made it hard to access 

records. This meant that officers handled records according to their own systems. 

It further made information sharing and trust in records difficult. The folder 

structure meant to facilitate information sharing had grown out of control since 

everybody created a folder and gave it a name. The naming of the folders was not 

co-ordinated, and therefore it was only the colleagues that one closely worked with 

who could understand and hence access the records in the folders. Officer C12 

lamented that the folder structure was logical to him but hell for another person. 

He argued that since there was no standardized way of naming the folders and 

everyone could create a folder, the folder structure meant to enhance information 

sharing and access had instead become a confusing jungle, full of all types of 

records without proper metadata to facilitate retrieval. It was also hard to trust the 

versions of the records found in the different folders. Unit Head C19 was of the 

view that there have been attempts to promote information sharing. She stated 

that: 
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“The Intranet did not work well and so the organization created 

SharePoint, to share the information about flexible working time 

and to share the rules that have to be followed.” 

 

However Officer C6 argued that the municipality has no culture of information 

sharing. He was of the view that: 

 

“Lack of information sharing leads to duplication of work. At the 

moment people are doing the same work as a result of lack of 

information sharing” (Officer 6). 

 

There was awareness to maintain records, but this was not from a perspective 

of knowledge management and information sharing, but for the sake of managing 

one’s own business process. The officers did not have in mind enterprise-wide 

access to their records. The following officer for example contended that: 

 

“Well I know that it is important to keep records of everything and 

so in that sense I am very organized. I keep everything I do and 

may be too much but that is for my own purpose but it is not for 

the purpose of the municipality or for archiving the records” 

(Officer C1). 

 

Dept. Head C20 was of view that there is a problem in not re-using existing 

records. He argued that: 

 

“One big problem I think is that new workers do not use the 

records that already exist and so they start all over. Sometimes 

they search for the same solutions because they do not know that 

there are examples of projects which we did in the past. So we lose 

a lot of knowledge and experience and that is a great pity.” 

 

The municipality had developed an information management plan and strategies 

to start managing its knowledge, but by the time of the interviews it had not been 

implemented.  

 

5.4 Skills and Experience Related to Records Management 

This level of information culture assessment framework focused on employee 

skills, knowledge and experience related to records management. In order to 

investigate the skills and experiences of the employees that is related to records 

management, it was necessary to establish: the municipal employees’ 
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understanding of records management; whether they received training in records 

management and if they considered training important; how they perceived their 

records management skills to be; how the way the employees’ management of 

public records affected their preservation; whether records management issues 

were discussed at meetings; and, knowledge about the legislative framework 

governing the management of public records. 

 

5.4.1 Municipality A 
 

The officers gave a variety of answers regarding their understanding of records 

management. Their definitions included a system, structured rules for managing 

public records, manual or electronic system, preservation for retrieval and for 

future generation, accessibility, registration and classification of information, 

sending the records to the archives and documentation. There were varied 

opinions as to whether training in records management was considered important 

by management. Some of the informants said it was not prioritized, but the 

majority confirmed that it was considered important. The following informants 

argued that management considered training in records management important: 

 

“I think they consider it important and that one has conducive 

conditions to do his/her job regardless of whether it is records 

management or accounting but it is up to us to tell if we need 

training” (Officer A8). 

 

However, despite the fact that the majority of those interviewed confirmed that 

management considered training in records management important, not many of 

the officers had been offered training as the following officers expressed: 

 

“What should I say? Not really. At the heads of units’  training 

session I can say that it took 1 ½ hours to go through which 

records we needed to maintain but we also get instructions via 

email and we have attachments with instructions about what one 

is supposed to do and maybe it is not a very good system” (Unit 

Head A14). 

 

“No. I do not know what to say. I am my own teacher. I have not 

attended any records management course but I have learnt from 

my experience as a case processing officer and I have had to ask. I 

have had to ask my boss a lot ”(Officer A5). 
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“I have no memory that I have ever received training. I would 

appreciate it and I think it would be good. Some form of basic 

training about how one should handle different things” (Unit 

Head A17). 

 

“I would not say so but on the other hand it is taken for granted 

that one has the basic knowledge about it” (Officer A10). 

 

The records management skills that most of the municipal employees had were 

acquired through work experience. Training in the management of records was not 

systematic and even newly recruited staff members were assumed to know how to 

handle public records. Records management training course were only offered to a 

few officers such as the registrars who were responsible for the systematic 

management of public records. They attended for example “an experienced 

registrar” course and some had attended a 7 credit points university course. Where 

training took place it did not particularly focus on the management of public 

records. It had to do with the implementation of updates in the laws governing a 

particular area of work or during the implementation of new systems.  Officer A6 

who had attended a course in records management argued that management 

should give them time off to concentrate on the course content. She complained 

that when she attended the course that had been offered to her, she worked on the 

side and therefore had very little time to read on the course literature in order to 

cultivate a deeper understanding of what she was learning. 

Unit Head A16 lamented the fact that it was not easy for a big organization to 

make things work as per the established routines. Information about how records 

should be handled was on the Intranet. Most of those interviewed had worked for 

the municipality for a long time and were doing things as a matter of routine. The 

following interviewee told that: 

 

“I think that I have worked at the municipality for a long time and 

therefore I know what to do” (Officer A3). 

 

Unit Head A13 expressed difficulties in managing email correspondence as 

expressed in the quote below:  

 

“I cannot say that I am good because I would be lying. The truth is 

that one is a little bit unsure but we try to be good but….” 

 

Email management was still a gray area where some of the officers still felt it 

was a challenge to judge if an email was a public record. Some of the officers 
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confessed that it was difficult to manage email correspondence as demonstrated by 

the quotes below: 

 

“I have already said it, especially the e-mail, I think it is difficult. 

One gets certain emails and wonders if they are supposed to be 

registered as public records or not. I think it is very difficult” 

(Officer B7). 

 

“Like I said earlier, I will not sit here and guarantee that it is not 

the case because I surely think that email management is difficult 

given the new conditions we work in” (Unit Head B16). 

 

“All records are supposed to be in the case and records 

management system but even here the problem is email 

correspondence. I do not know if everything is registered in the 

system” (Officer B1). 

 

Even though there was a general feeling that most of the public records were 

registered and managed, the following officers worried that some members of staff 

never registered their records. This was because they lacked the knowledge to 

establish whether what they had at hand was a public record to be registered or 

not:  

“Sometimes one finds stuff that could have been registered but 

that is not. We register such records when we find them. All the 

records that come here are registered in one way or another if they 

are public records” (Officer A6). 

 

The officers were quite confident when it came to ranking their records 

management skills. Skills were acquired through consultation with the “experts” 

and unsure officers were encouraged to ask the registry function or the immediate 

bosses for guidance. Skills in handling public records did not however mean that 

all officers understood the current information and records landscape. The 

following officer for example argued: 

 

“The challenge today is that everything is in the long run going to 

be digitized. I wonder if it is really good. I do not know what the 

archival law says. Does it say that everything should be digitized 

or how is it being handled? An archive is an archive” (Officer A9). 

 

In the above officer’s mind an archive had to be made of paper records. The 

officer in question had worked with the municipality for over 30 years and was 
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experienced at what she was doing. This also demonstrates the need for training as 

the information landscape changes. 

 One of the key people leading the records management function confirmed 

that they needed to identify weaknesses, and reach out to the different units with 

information regarding the management of records. She further argued that there 

was need for constant engagement with the units. Officer A10, who preferred to 

talk about information management than records management, was of the view 

that there is very little information management competence in the municipality. 

She argued that it was only a few people who understood what information 

management was and were trying to work with it, but it was very hard to preach it 

and win support. She further argued that information is valuable but that we still 

lack methods to demonstrate its value.  

The archives Act was only known by the records management personnel. There 

were officers however who did not know the laws governing public records quite 

well, but nevertheless knew how public records should be handled. The following 

quotes demonstrate this:  

 

 “That they have to be registered but since I do not have everything 

in my head I have to get my file” (Officer A3). 

 

“It could be better. I cannot tell you of any laws” (Officer A2). 

 

“I know that they exist but I cannot tell which ones” (Unit Head 

A17). 

 

“I am partly aware” (Unit Head A13). 

 

“I cannot not list them” (Officer A10). 

 

The officers were also aware that the way they managed the records, 

determined whether they got captured in the archives or not, and they hence 

emphasized the need to capture the records in the registry.  

 

5.4.2 Municipality B 

 

The officers in Municipality B perceived records management as creating order 

among records, security so that records do not disappear, classification of records, 

the management of all information regardless of whether it was in digital form or 

paper for preservation, systematic maintenance of records, maintenance of records 

for posterity and for reference purposes.  Responding to the question as to whether 
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the officers were offered training in records management the following officer who 

had received training argued: 

 

“I received training in records management but I do not believe 

that I know everything. I have an idea about how to handle public 

records but I also consult with colleagues who are better than me” 

(Unit Head 1). 

 

However there were other officers who had a different view as shown 

below: 

 

“I cannot say that someone actively comes and gives an input 

regarding the management of records” (Unit Head B16). 

 

“It has not been important before but I think they have started 

thinking about it” (Unit Head B13).  

 

Unit Head B 16 was of the view that within the departments, the officers knew 

how to handle public records, but that the problem was with the political 

organization. She posited that the municipality was a complex organization and 

the politicians also needed to understand that the records that they receive under 

its auspices have to be registered. She confirmed that she did not have evidence, 

but was not sure if this was clear to the politicians. She was of the view that it 

could be that the politicians were not equally as well educated in the management 

of public records, as the municipal officers were. She thought this was an issue that 

should be addressed so that public records can be handled rightly regardless of 

where they were sent or received.  

She further argued that her department was relatively new and had many units 

that had been merged a year ago. This meant that there were different cultures 

depending on the area of work. They had to try to find ways of managing public 

records. Areas that were highly regulated had a different culture towards records 

management and it was hence more developed. Others that were less regulated 

had a different attitude and as a result, the records management culture was less 

developed. Examples of units where the records management culture was not 

developed involved units that delivered voluntary activities, such as the 

recreational activities and culture. She was of the view that skills had to be 

constantly updated and that they needed to strive to become better since 

conditions of work keep on changing. This meant that they constantly had to think 

about whether they were doing things rightly and in a rational manner.  
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Unit Head B13 confirmed that information regarding the records management 

policy was sometimes sent via email. He was of the view that there ought to be 

constant communication in order to remind people of records management 

responsibilities. Especially when it came to the management of emails whereby 

depending on how busy one is, the risk of forgetting to send the correspondence 

for registration is high.  He emphasized the need to freshen up people’s knowledge 

about the management of public records. Most of the officers confirmed that 

management considered training in records management important, despite the 

fact that there was no systematic training. Unit Head B15 contented that: 

 

“May be it is us at the leading level that have to shout and say that 

we do not actually have a full understanding of these things and 

therefore feel a bit insecure. Sometimes it requires a negative 

happening before action can be taken” (Unit Head B15). 

 

Even though officers knew by routine how to handle public records, there were 

those who felt insecure about what constituted a record and whether a particular 

record had to be sent to the registry. Dept. Head B17 confessed here below that his 

skills were good as a head of a department, but not for records management: 

 

“To be a head of a department, I think they are good. But to work 

with records management issues they are not that good but I know 

how to manage my records and I know what I ought to do.”  

 

Officer B1 and B13 below expressed the fact that they would appreciate 

freshening up their knowledge in records management: 

 

”Some of the officers are not so sure about what constitutes a 

public record. They therefore expressed a wish that they wanted 

the municipal archivist to come and explain to them what a public 

record is. I have also tried to make them discover the retention 

plan as a working tool” (Officer B1). 

 

”Those who have worked here for some time already know what 

to do and they feel secure but if a person is new and does not 

know who to turn to or what to do, maybe it is here that we need 

freshen up our knowledge in records management” (Unit Head 

B13). 

 

Even though email correspondence is recognized as official correspondence in 

Sweden, its management was still a big challenge in both departments. Some of the 
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informants argued that it was not a problem, because they could detect a public 

record from the headings of the emails. However, the majority of the informants 

were humble enough to admit that it was difficult as illustrated by the following 

Unit Head: 

 

”Most of us cannot believe that we are expected to register may be 

half of the email correspondence. It would take enormous time” 

(Unit Head B15). 

 

The officers were quite confident when it came to ranking their records 

management skills. Skills were acquired through consultation with the “experts” 

and unsure officers were encouraged to ask the registry function or the immediate 

managers for guidance. There were also informants who were over confident and 

claimed they managed public records by routine. Some officers contended that 

they did not need any training in records management because they had worked 

for the municipality for a long time or had worked at other local government 

administrations before. There was however little understanding for the technical 

issues related to records management. Officer B3 revealed to the researcher that 

she had all her information in a system, but that she did not know if there was any 

back-up done on it. When the researcher probed further and asked her whether she 

was not worried that the information could be lost due to system failure, she 

referred her to the person who was responsible for the system. She confirmed that 

she did not understand the technical aspects of it.  

For new recruits it was taken for granted that they could manage public 

records. Officer B2 was of the opinion that it was up to the head of the unit to see 

to it that newly recruited staff members got a proper introduction to the 

management of public records. However, there were however no organized 

courses directed at the management of public records for newly recruited members 

of staff. Training was directed at the archives assistants. Most officers had never 

been offered training in records management. The type of training that took place 

was in conjunction with the implementation of a new system that facilitated the 

management of certain processes and how records would be handled in that 

system. By the time of the interviews, the registrars were involved in the education 

of officers regarding a new system that was to give support in the handling of 

business cases.  

Records management issues were discussed during the revision of the retention 

plan. The officers were also aware that the way they managed the records 

determined whether they got captured in the archives or not and they hence 

emphasized the need to capture the records in the case and records management 

system.  
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A few of the informants were not aware of the particular laws that governed the 

management of the records that they received or generated. A good majority made 

reference to the Public Access and Secrecy Act and the Administrative Act, but the 

archival law that in detail regulates the management of public records was only 

known by the archives assistants. Officers mostly cited laws that governed their 

business process like for example the Planning and Building Act or the Health Act. 

 

5.4.3 Municipality C 

 

Some of the officers could not say what records management was. Officer C15 

related it to the archive and information that one needs about the history of certain 

elements. Another informant argued that it was keeping of information that is 

important. Officer C13 confessed that her understanding of records management 

was not much. Others gave answers such as; a person who works in the archives;  

keeping of all important records; records as data; increasing the possibility for 

people to have access to information; filing everything; all the papers one needs to 

save in a system; everything concerning the archives; keeping records in an 

organized way; keeping information and storing it in a big hall with all the papers 

so that one can retrieve it easily; saving records that are important but not a letter 

to an inhabitant; and, recording steps taken in an organization so that one can see 

what happened from an administrative and legal point of view.  

Some of the informants did not know whether the information and records they 

generated or produced were governed by law while a few knew about the right for 

the public to access public records and that classified information needs to be 

protected. However, in departments where business processes were highly steered 

by specific laws, the officers were more aware of those particular laws that dictated 

the type of records they had to maintain on file.  The archival law was not known 

to the majority of the informants other than the archives service unit. Dept Head C 

20 argued that: 

 

“I think that everybody knows about the laws governing public 

records but the awareness and the cultural thinking about it is not 

integrated. We need a vision about it so that all the workers who 

have worked here long and new workers who do not know the 

laws are informed. I could compare it with other issues like safety 

in organizations. You have lots of rules about the safety, 

ergonomics but it is a cultural element, you have to regularly 

repeat it especially coaching is needed.” 

 

 All the informants confirmed that they had never been offered a course, 

training or briefing in records management. Three officers out of those that had 
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been interviewed had worked for the city for more than 12 years. These officers 

confirmed that during their time as new members of staff at the municipality, they 

had attended an obligatory course on legislation. The only training that was 

offered regarding the management of records was in connection with the 

implementation of new systems or applications. A head of department expressed 

the fact that training is important because: 

  

“They start and they produce records and when they leave very 

suddenly it is a problem. Everything stays in the computer systems 

and the next worker has to search for it. They have their own 

systems sometimes when they start” (Dept Head C20). 

 

Despite lack of training in records management, the officers were expected to 

know how to manage public records. It was not therefore strange to discover that 

some of those interviewed did not particularly understand the role of records and 

archives management in facilitating the pursuit of the municipality’s activities. 

They did not consider the fact that they were handling public records and therefore 

needed to handle them according to certain criteria. Some of the officers 

interviewed looked at the archives purely as a repository to maintain records for 

future generations and historical purposes, but not an information bank to be 

readily used. There were however two units that confirmed that they had regular 

contact with the archives in order to re-use old records. While most of the 

informants admitted that records management was part of their responsibilities, 

they confessed that it was time consuming. They argued that undertaking 

archiving without exactly knowing how to do it was frustrating, and they hence 

did not feel motivated and hated doing it. One of the informants confessed that all 

her fellow employees at the unit hated it.  

The following quotes however demonstrate a lack of understanding of the role 

of maintaining records: 

 

“I think the archives service exaggerates with the obligation to 

handle records in the register. It is difficult to motivate people” 

(Dept. Head C21). 

 

“The archives service has to inform me very well why I have to 

keep these records. These records are in my computer. I keep them 

for a long time. Why do I have to give them to the archives service? 

I have them in my computer. If I write a letter to an inhabitant, 

why do I have to keep it for 10 years?” (Unit Head C 22). 
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Lack of training in records management meant that officers did not exactly 

understand why they had to take care of the records, and some of the informants 

confessed that their records management skills were not good. They wished for 

training courses or sessions that could direct them in their records management 

work.  The officers described their skills as follows: 

 

“Not good at all. It takes energy to collect everything and to do it 

in the right way” (Officer C9). 

 

“Do we have any skills? We just do what the archives tell us to do. 

I do not think we really have skills” (Officer C3). 

 

“I keep everything. I keep most of the things but may be then I 

throw away things that are important. I try to keep everything on 

the computer and on paper too” (Officer C8). 

 

“We try but what I do is not always logical. I still have work to do. 

It would be easier if I could get ideas about what I should do.” 

(Officer C5). 

 

“I always keep my files very orderly but I do not know what I have 

to keep and so I keep everything, one copy of everything” (Officer 

C10). 

 

The expression “I keep everything” was mentioned by the majority of the 

informants. This must translate into information overload. Those who maintained 

that their skills were good thought so because they kept everything. They also 

confirmed that the way they managed their records was good for them but not for 

the organization since it was a personalized way of managing records. 

Records management issues were not discussed but a few people had started 

getting interested in seeing it work. The officers were also aware that the way they 

managed the records, determined whether they got captured in the archives. Lack 

of training and a records management policy made it difficult to manage records 

well. 

The officers were expected to know the different laws governing their 

respective areas of work and hence the administrative value of the records that 

they generated. They could get help from the archives service, but this was their 

responsibility. This however was not clear to most employees since, they saw it as 

the area of the archives service and they expected to get guidelines about how long 

they should keep the records. For the departments that were highly regulated the 

officers referred to the laws that governed their business areas. Very few people 
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mentioned the Public Access and Secrecy Acts and the archival law was only 

known by the archives service personnel. 

 

5.5 Records Governance Model 

The records governance model is reflected in the degree of coherence of the 

overall information architecture. This part of the study aimed to establish how 

management dealt with the records management issue in the departments. It was 

clarified to the informants during the course of the interview what was meant with 

management, and that was the heads of departments. The intent was to establish if 

management explicitly asked the employees to handle public records according to 

the legal framework, whether there was a records management policy and 

retention plan, and if the personnel adhered to them. 

 

5.5.1 Municipality A 

 

Some members of the management group in Municipality A considered records 

management important and therefore took every opportunity to bring it up on the 

agenda during the management meetings. Unit Head A11 contended that 

management had realized the importance of good records management, but they 

are not so engaged. He further posited that: 

 

“Management is not interested in working with the archives 

despite the fact that we had a very good and progressive archivist. 

Archival issues have never had a high status. Archives are still 

looked upon as museums.” 

 

Officer A6 further confirmed that: 

 

“I do not think it is considered important by management. It is in 

the walls. I cannot answer why. The administrative boss cares 

much more than management.” 

 

Unit Head A13 was of the view that since management gave the responsibility 

of managing records to a specific group of people then it surely cared about it. 

 The departments had retention plans that facilitated the management of public 

records before their creation. This meant that people knew how the created records 

were to be handled thereafter. Some people used the retention plan, others did not. 

Yet it was referred to as the records management policy by the majority of the 

officers.  
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The registry function also played an indispensable role towards the governance 

of public records. Every officer knew that public records had to be sent to the 

registry and this included both incoming and outgoing records.  

Regarding the question as to whether management demanded that officers 

should handle public records according to the legal framework, the answers 

varied. Those working with records management like the registrars posited that 

they are expected to know the laws and to even inform management. They argued 

that:  

 

“It is the opposite because it is us who inform them about the laws. 

Here one trusts that we have the knowledge and where we are not 

so sure we contact the municipal lawyer and therefore one trusts 

that we can or that we can find information that helps us in our 

work” (Officer A7). 

 

“I think that there is general knowledge about it. I do not think 

they sit and discuss records management but I think that one 

assumes that those who handle records do it rightly” (Officer A1). 

 

Some officers confirmed that they were informed about the laws governing 

public records and others gave answers such as having been informed during the 

creation of the retention plan, or during sessions where common information was 

presented. Officer A1 and Unit Head A16 posited that they were specialists at the 

laws but that they have known them by finding out themselves. Two of the officers 

who were working with the registration of the public records further argued that 

they also found out about the laws by themselves. Officer A6 had attended a 7 

credit points university course which enlightened her about the laws, but before 

that, she was copying how the other registrars were handling public records. 

Officer A4 said she was informed by the central archives since she co-operated a lot 

with them. Officer A3 had worked at the municipality for a long time and therefore 

knew what was required of her, when it came to the management of public 

records. The following Head of a Unit argued that: 

 

“It is assumed that one knows. From time to time it is mentioned 

but I think it could be better especially at the beginning. I came 

here 7 years ago and I came from another municipality. I think that 

they believe that we know that we are a public administration and 

deal with public records. I think that there is an attitude that 

everybody knows the rules and regulations” (Unit Head A17). 

 

The following unit head confirmed that they were somehow informed: 
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 “If I may refresh my memory it has been quite a while. The issues 

come up now and then but not so often and therefore, it is such a 

long time we were last informed or a training session on the issue 

took place” (Unit Head A13). 

 

Officer A10 argued that some units were highly regulated, like the building 

permit unit, and required to have proper documentation due to the legal 

implications that could accrue, while others like the free time and culture unit were 

not equally as regulated. This created a difference in culture. Some of the officers 

who had worked for the municipality for over 20 years could not cite any laws 

governing information and records management but did things by routine. The 

officers interviewed except for one, thought that the municipality lived up to the 

laws governing public records. Unit Head A16 however argued that: 

 

“I cannot say that we do. There are always people that get records 

that they do not manage in the right way etc. We are a big 

organization and therefore one can always find loop holes” (Unit 

Head A16). 

 

It was also expressed that the fact that the different units were located in 

different places was a challenge to the registration of public records. Where letters 

were sent to a particular unit, it was up to the discretion of the officer who received 

the records to see to it that they were sent for registration.  

 

5.5.2 Municipality B 

 

The management group in Municipality B considered records management 

important for their business transactions. However, the responses as to how 

management handled the records management issue varied. Unit Head B10 opined 

that management assumed that things worked out well and that the officers knew 

what to do. Unit Head 2 also confirmed this view and argued that management 

expected them to keep themselves updated and to know what they were supposed 

to do. Officer B1 who worked directly with records management issues, confessed 

that management does not look at records management as a priority. However, the 

Head of the Department argued that management handled records management 

issues according to its best capacity. On the contrary, Unit Head B14 argued that: 

 

“I think he trusts the archives assistant and if he has something he 

is wondering about he asks her. He also attends courses that are 

organized centrally. He is supposed to join the training session due 
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to take place now since we are supposed to start registering 

records by ourselves but, records management is not something he 

takes up on the agenda during the management meeting.” 

 

Records management was a centralized function even though everyone was 

engaged in it. The departmental heads did not therefore decide on the courses in 

records management, but they were centrally organized. Department Head B18 

argued that he considered records management training important but that: 

 

“No, these issues are rarely taken up” (Dept. Head B18). 

 

The municipality had a registry function and this was where most of the public 

records were captured. There was also great awareness that this was the place one 

had to turn to look for records. Officers were equally aware of their obligation to 

send public records for registration. By the time of the interviews, attempts were 

being made to even include the officers in the business units in the registration of 

public records, so that it was not only the responsibility of the registrars.  

The majority of the officers confirmed that they were not actively informed 

about the laws governing public information but were expected to know them. 

They were aware of the specific laws that governed their areas of work for example 

when it came to the type of documentation they had to maintain on file. The 

information about the laws governing public information came from the registry 

personnel. The following officers expressed the need to be more informed about 

the legislation: 

 

“The knowledge that I need to execute my work is okay but when 

it comes to the laws governing public information, I think it is 

important to know them so that one can handle the records in the 

right way” (Officer B5). 

 

“I know what a public record is and how I should handle it. That it 

has to be sent to the registry and that I should not keep the original 

and such stuff but of course if I had received training I would have 

a better ground to stand on while creating records in my unit. It 

could also enable me to develop a better understanding and a 

more modern way of handling these types of records and not 

depend on old retention plans” (Officer B8). 

 

The two departments had retention plans. One of the departments was still 

working on its retention plan and this process had taken a long time. It had started 

causing irritations among certain members of staff. A retention plan has to be 
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approved and adopted by the political committee before it can qualify as an official 

tool and applied on the management of public records. Officer B4 wondered why 

the Swedish Association for Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR) could not 

come up with a template of a retention plan, since that would facilitate its creation 

and establish a standard to be followed by all municipalities. The retention plan 

steers the appraisal of records. The fact that one of the departments was still 

struggling with its approval, meant that they could not get rid of any ephemeral 

records but were forced to keep all records. This irritated some of the officers since 

important information was getting overshadowed. Some of the officers argued that 

they did not use the retention plan. Yet, Officer B1 contended that she tried to 

direct those who asked her questions about how they should handle records to it. 

She argued that it was a good tool to guide the officers in the management of 

records but, they did not want to use it. Unit Head B15 opined that she did not 

know how one should encourage the use of the retention plan. She expressed the 

fact that whenever she asked the unit heads under her, they claimed they used it. 

Others did not even remember that they had a retention plan.  

 

5.5.3 Municipality C 
 

The management group considered records management to be an important 

function, but no one had time to fully engage in the issues related to it. Some of 

those interviewed officers responded that management dealt with the records 

management issues well, others thought it did not and a few did not know. The 

following Unit Head and officer argued that: 

 

“I think it is something that is important but nobody has time to do 

it. I think it is the time” (Unit Head C19). 

“They think records management is important but they do not 

really undertake action” (Officer C5). 

Dept. Head C21 thought they dealt with it well. Officer C3 argued that 

management was aware that the management of records was a problem and that 

they needed to deal with it, but they did not have time to seriously engage and 

commit themselves to finding a solution. Dept. Head C20 was of the view that 

there were a few people in the organization who would like to improve the records 

management environment, but they did not have time. He further argued that: 

 

“In the 8 years I have worked here the discussion on records 

management has been once or twice on the agenda. That is too 

little. It is also the responsibility of the management team with two 
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directors, the secretary of the municipality here; it should be of 

concern to them also. These interviews should be on the 

management agenda and again on the agenda of the heads of 

departments (Dept. Head C20). 

The interviews revealed that public records were partly registered. There were 

complaints that though incoming correspondence was registered and distributed 

to the different officers, the replies were not captured and hence not held together 

with the incoming correspondence. This made the registration process incomplete, 

because the replies should be sent back to the registry if a full record of a case is to 

be captured in the system.  

The archives service invested a lot of time in the creation of selection lists. This 

was done in collaboration with the municipal officers concerned. The interviews 

revealed that some of the units did not want to co-operate with the archives 

services, and therefore failed to give information about the types of records that 

could be found in their units. A lot of time was lost trying to convince people to co-

operate, and of course the archives service prioritized the units that were willing to 

co-operate and to hand in their records. This partly explained why there were units 

that had never transferred records to the archives, and why some units had their 

archives organized. Changes in leadership of the departments and units also 

affected this work, because sometimes the archives service managed to build up a 

relationship with a particular department or unit, and when there was a change in 

leadership they had to start afresh. The new leader sometimes did not consider 

records and archival issues important.  

 

5.6 Trust in the Organizational Records Management Systems 

Oliver argues that this is an area that must be investigated if one is to 

understand an organization’s information culture because it is about finding out if 

the employees trust existing in-house information management systems. This 

aspect of information was explored by establishing if the officers used the common 

system, put in place to capture records, whether records were withheld from the 

system, and if informants trusted the organizational systems.  

As indicated in 5.2 the Swedish municipalities had trust in the registry function 

which enhanced the use of the organizational systems put in place to capture 

records. In the Belgian municipality, where the registry function was under-

developed, there was less trust in the organizational systems. 

 

5.6.1 Municipality A 

 

The majority of the officers used the common systems put in place to manage 

public records. The system however which was implemented in 2009 had not met 
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with the expectations of the municipality. Most of the municipal systems were 

supposed to be integrated, with the case and records management system. The 

registries of the different systems were integrated but most of the processes were 

not. The implementers of the system promised much more than what the system 

had so far delivered and not every officer was satisfied with it. The registry 

captured most of the public records and it therefore facilitated access to and 

retrieval of records. Officer A8 was very satisfied with the search function of the 

case and records management system. She argued that the system was a “gold 

mine” to her because she could access all the records she needed. This also 

demonstrated the trust she had in the system.  She argued that:  

 

“We have a search function on both the case and the record, I think 

it works superb and I look at it as a gold mine because I can always 

find the records that I am looking for but, like with all newly 

implemented systems there is always a lot of negativity and 

resistance to change the working routine” (Officer A8). 

 

 Regardless of the complications that the case and records management system 

posed, the informants confirmed that they all used it and regarded the registry 

where the system was located as the place to look for records in addition to the 

central archives. 

 

5.6.2 Municipality B 

 

All the officers confirmed that they used the records management systems put 

in place to manage records. They did not have personalized systems and 

forwarded the public records to the registry as a matter of routine. The officers had 

a lot of trust in the case and records management system in the registry, since 

everybody referred to it as a place to turn to when one is looking for records. The 

physical archives were also referred to as a system to consult when there was need 

to make reference to old records. The following officers confirmed: 

 

 “If the records are in the registry then I can always contact the 

registrars. There are no obstacles to access records.” 

 

The municipality experienced a problem of systems integration. Unit Head B16 

argued the system suppliers were more interested of selling their products, but 

that  they were not talking to each other in order to find a solution. She argued: 

 

“We are almost close to a solution and we have to because at the 

moment, we are ineffective. We get support for our business 
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systems but the problem is that the system suppliers have not 

succeeded in communicating with each other because they each 

want to sell their own application. We have paid so that they can 

look at how we can transfer records between systems and the 

integration of systems but, they have failed to technically solve the 

issue. If it cannot solve the issue or if they do not want is hard to 

tell but, it is a big problem for us and it has taken a lot of energy. 

One wonders why things become like this. It is clear that there are 

organizational problems because we sit in different parts of the 

municipality, with different responsibilities. The challenge is to 

find a way of talking about these things and creating an 

understanding for the different needs" (Unit Head B16). 

 

Despite the challenges the officers did not devise other means of handling public 

records, but they still struggled with the double registration of records, which 

could have been avoided had the suppliers enabled the systems to “talk” to each 

other. 

 

5.6.3 Municipality C 

 

The municipality had a case and records management system meant to facilitate 

the capture, organization, management and preservation of records. The system was 

not user-friendly and it lacked records security functionality. Most of those 

interviewed complained that the system was difficult to use. This compelled them to 

establish their own personalized records management structures in order to readily 

retrieve the records they wanted to access. Access to the information in this system 

was not controlled, and one of the informants lamented seeing all types of records 

she was not supposed to access. The following informants expressed fear of not 

being able to retrieve the records they registered in the system because of a 

complicated user interface. The following quotes demonstrate what people felt 

about the common system:  

 

“There is a common system and everybody knows where the 

folders can be found etc. It is not  on the contrary fully developed 

for example, the most asked question is, “where can I find that 

record?” and then someone will say; it is easy, you go to folder L, 

then record, then public, and one will  have 25 other folders and it 

is not easy to find records. So that is something that we need to 

deal with. We have no overview of the existing records and where 

we can find them. That is a difficult problem because we to access 

records every day” (Dept Head C21). 
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“The case and records management system and the other systems 

we have they are not user-friendly and not of good quality. I do 

not make any effort to put my records in them because nobody 

uses them” (Officer C8), 

 

“It is not user-friendly and it is very difficult to retrieve 

information. If I put a record in the system, it is very difficult to 

find it” (Officer C1). 

 

“To say nobody uses it is not true but there are a lot of colleagues 

who do not use it. They say they never use it and then one just 

does not do it. We have a lot of discussions about it because one of 

our colleagues uses it all the time” (Officer C6). 

 

A few of those who used the system on a regular basis, also confirmed that it 

was not at all user-friendly and that it was insufficient for the management of 

records. The personalized records management systems were therefore a result of 

lack of trust in the case and records management system put in place to manage 

organizational records. It was also observed that most of those who managed their 

own systems towards the management of records were convinced that they were 

doing it to facilitate their work. Others did it because they did not trust that the 

central archives would maintain the structure of their records as it was in their 

offices or on their computers. One officer was for example wary of the fact that his 

records would be appraised or thrown away, and yet he was the one who 

understood the value and logic behind the them and not the archives personnel. 

The following quotes demonstrate both the confidence people had in their own 

systems:  

 
“I think they are quite good (the records) for me because I always 

find what I need. I can easily in some seconds look up what I need 

and if somebody or a colleague asks for information, I can find it 

very easily” (Officer C2). 

 

“Now it is ok for me because I can find everything I want but I do 

not think it is an ideal situation for the organization. This is 

because somebody else will not be able to find the records in my 

digital archives since they do not know my system. So it is not 

ideal” (Officer C1). 

 



118 

 

The people who had confidence in their own systems were, however, also 

aware that they personalized organizational knowledge and that was not good for 

the organization. Some of the informants claimed they had very good systems that 

could only be understood by them. They also confirmed that if they fell sick or left 

the municipality, very few people would be able to understand what had been 

going on in their particular areas of work. Some of these personalized systems 

became insufficient as the volume of records grew, and without sufficient search 

functions, the retrieval of records became very time consuming. One of the 

informants confessed that she literally had to go through all the electronic or 

physical folders to find the record she needed to consult. The above quotes also 

clearly demonstrate lack of understanding to manage records as a common 

resource or knowledge.  

 Officer C16 argued that there were so many information silos in the organization 

which were caused by lack of system integration. He further complained that there 

was no standardized procurement procedure of information systems or applications 

and hence the information silos continued to develop.  

 

5.7 Discussion and Conclusion 

In conclusion, this chapter set out to establish if existing information culture in 

the municipalities could be an obstacle to the implementation of a holistic and 

proactive approach. The three municipalities deployed information and records 

management systems (technology) to capture records. However, to facilitate the 

capture and management of records, the Swedish municipalities had a registry 

function. The same function facilitated the pluralisation of records, since they were 

in an organized state and could be retrieved and made available upon requests 

from different stakeholders. In the Belgian case study the capture, management, 

organization and the pluralisation of records was problematic since the registry 

function was under-developed.  

Municipalities A and B were sensitive to the management of public records and 

they exhibited respect for records. They had a culture that endeavoured to take 

care of public records and the Swedish officers knew the laws governing public 

access to government records, and the specific laws that governed their respective 

areas of work. The archives Act which in detail describes and explains how 

government institutions should manage their records, was only known to the 

registrars and archives assistants, who acted as a link between the rest of the 

officers and the central archives.  

The fact that the Swedish municipalities had a well developed registry also 

meant that there was a systematic management of public records. This however 

did not mean that there were no challenges. Email management was still 

problematic, and it was expressed that some officers had problems in determining 
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what emails constituted public records. In Sweden, email correspondence is not 

differentiated from traditional correspondence and hence should be managed in a 

similar manner (Gränström et al., 2000). The number of emails received a day also 

increased the risk of neglecting or deleting public records. However, email 

correspondence that was identified as public records was sent for registration. 

There were also paper records that were supposed to have been submitted to the 

central archives, but were still being kept at the departments. Municipality B 

experienced that the bulk of paper records had become difficult to use as a 

reference source.  

The Swedish municipalities had qualified archivists, who were not so much 

involved in the management of current records. The registrars, who did not have 

the same education level in records management and a holistic understanding of 

the entire records continuum like the archivists, were more involved in the 

management of current records. They were hence in constant contact with the rest 

of the officers. The registrars had attended courses in the registration of public 

records and were said to be good at their work. 

In Municipality C, the respect shown towards the management of public 

records depended on how highly regulated a department was. This is a conclusion 

drawn since informants from one of the departments emphasized that they could 

not afford to make mistakes and that there were a series of records that they had to 

maintain on file. This meant that lack of proper documentation could have legal 

repercussions. However, lack of a fully developed registry function compromised 

the effective management of public records and made them difficult to trace. This 

further resulted in loss of time, since a good number of the employees especially 

the newly recruited ones spent most of their precious time looking for records. 

European governments are embracing e-Government development and so is the 

Belgian government. However, the officers’ email boxes were according to the law 

private and hence beyond the records management function that took care of the 

municipality’s records. Municipality C was however planning to develop e-

services, which raises questions regarding the privatized email boxes. Most people 

communicate using email, but the informants confirmed that it was the paper 

record that was considered official.  

In Municipality C it was people who did not have records management training 

who were in charge of the active management of the records. The municipality had 

staff members who registered incoming public records, but they were not trained 

registrars. The archivist was again responsible for the management of the records 

that had to be sent to the archives. He was not actively involved in the 

management of the active records. This evidently caused problems as people 

instituted their own ways of managing their records, and the fact that there was no 

records management policy made the situation worse. The informants expressed 

frustration over the fact that they did not know what to with the records. Lack of a 



120 

 

records management policy made it hard to create, capture, organize and to 

manage the generated records.  Lack of records management guidelines meant that 

important records were destroyed without consultation with the archivist. This 

kind of environment promoted inadequate records management behaviour where 

some members of staff did have respect for records.  

Managing records for knowledge and information sharing was not fully 

developed in either of the three cases. The registries in municipalities A and B 

facilitated access, use and re-use of records. A folder structure was also used to 

share information or the Intranet. Some of the information systems intended to 

facilitate knowledge management and information sharing posed integration 

challenges and instead created information islands. In municipality A, despite 

efforts to invest in an expensive system to create a common repository that would 

facilitate records management and hence foster knowledge and information 

sharing, some of the employees expressed frustration about the system. The intent 

was to integrate most of the information systems with the case and records 

management system, but this was not feasible. The system was to manage as many 

business processes as possible, but it had so far only facilitated the inclusion of one 

process. Municipality B had an integration problem too, which resulted in the 

double registration of public records and frustrated employees. Yet, the system 

suppliers were not being very helpful.  

Municipality C also faced systems integration problems and these were caused 

by the procurement process that was not co-ordinated. This all resulted in 

frustration of staff that neglected the use of the records management system put in 

place to facilitate knowledge and information sharing. The system that had been 

implemented to capture records and to act as a common repository was 

insufficient in functionality. The majority of those interviewed had developed a 

culture of not using it because they claimed it was not user-friendly. 

Lack of consultation and collaboration around the procurement of information 

management systems in the three case studies led to an IT-infrastructure with 

disparate information systems. This did not promote information access but 

hindered the effective use of information.  

As regards the management of records most of the interviewed officers shared 

their experiences with each other. Consultations were made with those officers 

who were seen as “experts” in records management in the departments. However, 

the conclusion was that the so called experts were not experts in records 

management, but they knew the laws that governed their specific areas of work 

and the type of documentation that was required to be maintained. However, they 

did not have a holistic view of records management issues and easily brushed off 

whatever was beyond their understanding as the responsibility of the archives. A 

Head of Unit in Municipality A also argued that archives were still seen as a 

“museum” in his municipality, instead of regarding them as information banks to 
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be actively used as per the continuum model. This kind of view was also prevalent 

in all the three case studies even though some of the participants consulted the 

archives on a regular basis to access old records for reference purposes. The 

majority of the participants looked at archives as a place to preserve records for 

historical purposes only.  

It was discovered that in the Swedish cases, despite the many years some of the 

officers had spent at their jobs, that the management of public records was routine 

bound. This is to say that most of the interviewed officers had worked for the 

municipalities for several years and handled records as a matter of routine. There 

was a feeling that people knew what to do with public records. One of the archives 

assistants in Municipality B however wondered if, some of the officers understood 

why they managed records the way they did. In other words, the management of 

records was something a person did because the law dictated so. Except in one 

case of a Unit Head, officers were not making reference to the fact that records 

were a tool for knowledge management, information sharing and efficiency. Some 

of the experts were excluded from the beginning of the records management 

continuum and this is why improvements directed at the information management 

environment were fragmentary. Some of the studies confirmed that the focus was 

only on the management of current information and records, which excluded plans 

for its long-term preservation.   

The registrars in Municipality A had been offered a course for registrars and 

they also had attended courses for experienced registrars. Their head of unit 

confirmed that they were people who were experts in their area and had long 

experience because they had worked at other departments. However, they were 

not people with substantial university studies. They had mostly received internal 

training. In case study B, it was the archival assistants and the registry staff who 

were referred to as the professionally trained records management officers, and 

they were the ones referred to as the experts. However, one of them confirmed that 

she did not feel so confident when it came to the laws or other records 

management issues. Her educational background was what one would call basic 

education. The second archival assistant did not even know whether she still 

played that role, because everybody was now engaged in the registration of public 

records. She had too been given a 7 points university course in records 

management.  

In Municipality C, the assistants who worked as the link between the rest of the 

officers and the archives service were not qualified records assistants or managers. 

They had no records management background. The archives service took care of 

the records at the end of the continuum. There was such a big delay between the 

time of creation and the time when the archives service claimed the records. This 

created a state of anarchy where officers created their own systems. Most officers 
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kept everything which also created an information overload and made the search 

and use of records difficult.  

Some of the informants in Municipalities A and B confessed that they could 

always become better, and that they would appreciate records management 

courses or sessions that would give them a deeper understanding of the laws 

governing the area. Doing things by routine is good, but in a changing world even 

those who have several years’ experience can be challenged by the changes that 

sometimes take place in organizations. Some of the officers did not think they 

needed any records management training because they had worked for the 

municipalities for such a long time and knew the procedures. However, they felt 

unsure when it came to the management of email correspondence. Further, the 

courses that were given to the staff responsible for records management were quite 

elementary in comparison with the current complex environment.  

In the Belgian case, the informants lacked motivation to manage public records. 

Records were managed according to personalized systems and to facilitate the 

execution of one’s work. This of course was not good for the organization, 

especially since the municipality recruited young people who moved on without 

structuring up the knowledge they that they created. This meant that newcomers 

had to sometimes start from the scratch or waste a lot of their initial time figuring 

out what their predecessors had done.  The informants confirmed that they were 

never offered any courses in records management. They expressed interest in a 

course that would foster a full understanding of records management. The 

informants felt very unsure when managing public records since the municipality 

did not have a records management policy and there were no guidelines to 

facilitate the management of public records. They expressed frustration over not 

knowing what they should do with the records.  

The findings again confirmed that records management was not regarded as a 

function that needed fully qualified personnel. Training was not prioritized and 

when it took place, it was often in conjunction with the implementation of a new 

system. This was the case in all the three case studies. Records management was 

mostly done by routine and the officers confirmed that they consulted their fellow 

colleagues or immediate managers whom they looked upon as “experts”.  

Though some informants were of the view that the management groups of the 

Swedish case studies did not prioritize records management there was a good 

majority that confirmed that they did.  

In Municipality B, the departments had retention plans but one of them had not 

by the time of the interviews, managed to get it approved by the specialized 

committee. The fact that some of those interviewed officers were frustrated 

because it had not been approved was a sign that, it was regarded as an important 

tool. However, since a good majority of the informants in the Swedish 

municipalities managed records by routine, the retention plan was not either 
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utilized as it ought to be. Both municipalities had well developed records and 

archives policies, but these were not known to some of the officers except in one 

case in Municipality B where a head of unit made reference to a handbook. There 

was a strong adherence to the legal framework that governs public records even 

though the Archives Act was not known. However, those working with records 

management confirmed that management trusted that they knew their job and that 

it was their responsibility to ensure that the legal framework was followed. There 

was also high trust in the use of the common systems put in place to manage 

records. The case and records management systems were seen as common 

repositories where one could access records.  

In Municipality C the records governance model had many weaknesses. The 

structures that could have facilitated the capture and management of public 

records were not fully developed. The records management system that was in 

place to manage the registration of public records did not capture the entire 

records flow. The officers did not show trust in their registry. Records management 

was not a prioritized issue by management and no courses were offered to the 

municipal employees. One of the departmental heads, however, argued that 

improvements were being made and these were mostly being pushed by the 

archives service. He further opined that records management should be an issue 

on the management agenda. The legal framework governing public records was 

only known to a few of the interviewed officers. The officers were expected to 

know the laws that governed the records that they generated. They however 

expected the archives service to let them know how long public records had to be 

maintained. This enormously impacted the entire records management 

environment, since the insecurity felt by the officers made them keep “everything.” 

“We keep everything” was a common phrase among the officers that the 

researcher interviewed. This automatically led to an information overload in the 

systems and hence overshadowed important information. It also made retrieval of 

records problematic. There was no records management policy except for the email 

policy which was old and not known to the majority of the officers.  

The officers in Municipality C did not have trust in the common system that 

had been put in place to capture the records and that was meant to be a common 

repository. This is where they could register and also access the records. They 

instead created personalized systems for fear of not being able to readily access 

their records since the system was not user-friendly. Others did not use the system 

because they had heard from fellow colleagues that they also did not use it. In 

Municipality C where the records governance did not include a well developed 

registry, public records were not being effectively captured. This also led to a 

culture where officers could choose not to use the records management system. 

The Swedish municipalities had to a certain extent a more developed 

information culture even though it was not free from challenges. The biggest 
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challenge was the management of electronic records which requires a change in the 

paper-mindset that still dominates, especially among personnel who have worked 

for the municipalities for several decades. The over confidence displayed by the 

Swedish officers towards the management of public records could also hinder, the 

open mind required to understand the current information landscape and its 

complexities.  

In the Belgian case, lack of structures that ought to facilitate for the personnel to 

respect the records management architecture was a big challenge. The municipality 

had many challenges in its records management environment and these included: 

lack of a fully developed registry, system integration, a records management 

policy, electronic archives and the creation of personalized systems that led to the 

neglect of the common system. Documentation is of crucial importance in a 

democratic society and therefore not documenting the actions that some of the 

Belgian officers took could compromise the rights of the citizens and work against 

the intent of the Public Access and Secrecy Acts. 

Where there was lack of respect for records, the records were not effectively 

captured. Lack of respect for records as sources of knowledge and information 

sharing tools, meant that it was difficult to share knowledge and information. 

Where skills to manage records were insufficient, the employees had negative 

experiences about records management. An under-developed records governance 

model also meant lack of trust in the case and records management system put in 

place to manage records. In such an environment, the employees did not embrace 

the solutions that were meant to achieve a mature information culture. Information 

culture therefore affects the factors that contribute to achieving effective records 

management and a functioning information and records management infrastructure 

and impacts the capture, management, organization and pluralization of public 

records.  

In conclusion, information culture influenced the factors that contributed to 

achieving effective records management because the attitudes of the employees and 

the way they understood and valued public records impacted their management. 

This conclusion was based on the following: 

 

 Where there were no formulated records management policies, the 

attitudes towards the management of public records were more 

relaxed. This created an anarchistic environment where employees 

created their own systems and managed the records as personal 

property. This made the capture, organization, management and 

use of public records difficult. 
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 Lack of training in records management led to lack of an 

understanding as to why public records had to be managed 

according to certain criteria. 

 

 Lack of collaboration affected information planning and led to the 

procurement of disparate information systems which caused 

integration problems. Lack of collaboration led to lack of a 

proactive and holistic records management approach since the 

expertise of the archivists and IT personnel were often disregarded. 

This also led to lack of long-term preservation strategies for digital 

records. 

 

The outlined issues are people related and they have to do with the information 

culture of the organizations that the researcher has researched. These are issues 

that can be dealt with in order to achieve a well functioning information 

management infrastructure.  

The chapter that follows presents the Records Continuum Perspective and the 

Information Culture Assessment Framework that was applied to the analysis of the 

information activities of the municipalities and the information culture that they 

espoused. 

 


