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Abstract

User-centered design as a practice for digital
governments 

Isabelle Granlund

This thesis explores whether there are tensions between user-centered design and 
digital governmental services in Sweden through a case study of the work permit 
application process at the Swedish Migration Office. The case study included two 
unstructured interviews with designers, a contextual interview with an applicant of 
a work permit, a diary study with an applicant and two semi-structured interviews 
with case officers at the Migration Office. The study resulted in four hypotheses 
regarding the causes of tensions in the relationship between the user-centered 
design approach and the development of Swedish digital governmental services. 
The hypotheses found were; case officers and applicants have different views of 
the process, designing only for the end-user, complexity of the process is growing, 
and laws and regulations control the process. 
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Sammanfattning 
Denna uppsats ämnar utforska huruvida det finns spänningar i förhållandet mellan 

användarcentrerad design och digitala statliga tjänster i Sverige genom en fallstudie av 

ansökningsprocessen för arbetstillstånd vid Migrationsverket i Sverige. Fallstudien 

inkluderade två ostrukturerade intervjuer med designers, en kontextuell intervju med en 

sökande av arbetstillstånd, en dagboksstudie med en sökande och två semistrukturerade 

intervjuer med handläggare på Migrationsverket. Studien resulterade i fyra hypoteser 

angående orsaker till spänningar i förhållandet mellan användarcentrerad design och 

utvecklingen av svenska digitala statliga tjänster. De hypoteser som hittades var; handläggare 

och sökande har olika syn på processen, design utformas endast för slutanvändaren, 

processens komplexitet växer och lagar och förordningar styr processen. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. The state of Digital Government 

Sweden is one of the most digitalized countries in Europe according to the Digital Economy 

and Society Index (DESI). DESI (1) summarizes and tracks the countries in Europe’s digital 

performance and development by measuring the five different components; Connectivity; 

Human Capital; Use of Internet; Integration of Digital Technology and Digital Public 

Services. Sweden ranks second in DESI 2018 of a total of 29 countries and has a high score in 

all of the five categories. The lowest sub-rating for Sweden is in the category Digital Public 

Services, where Sweden places fifth.  

 

The population of Sweden has a high digital maturity i.e. Sweden has a good opportunity to 

advance the digitalization of public services (2). According to DESI (1), 99% of the 

households in Sweden has broadband connectivity and 95% of the population use the internet. 

Among the internet users, 90% use e-government, e.g. submitting administrative forms. The 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2) and Fishenden et al. 

(3) defines e-government as a way of improving efficiency in public services by adding 

technology with the goal to automate a process to increase speed and flexibility in the 

government. They also define a digital government as an interactive, smart and user-driven 

public sector which is not limited to technology but also includes organizational structures 

and practices. In the DESI report, it is not clear what is meant with “digital public services” 

but some of the measurements they use for the category are e.g. “eGovernment users” or “pre-

filled forms” which is in union with Fishenden et al.’s and OECD’s definition of e-

government (1–3). 

 

Already existing digital public services in Sweden are for example “1177 Vårdguiden”, which 

is a service for advice, information, and e-services for health care, with 12 million visitors per 

month (4). Another example is the Swedish Tax Agency, which lets Swedish citizens digitally 

submit a tax declaration with information pre-filled (5). At the same time, several successful 

digital services have arisen from the private sector e.g. “Kivra”, a digital mailbox, and 

“BankID”, an identifier that allows governmental agencies, banks, and companies to 

authenticate and make agreements with citizens digitally, with over 2 million respectively 7 

million users 2018 (6,7). “Kivra” has 20 times more users compared to the equivalent public 
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service “Min Myndighetspost”, from the Swedish Tax Agency (2,8). The successful digital 

private services raise concerns regarding the public sectors ability to keep up with the ongoing 

digitalization in Swedish society and the implications of the public sector’s increased 

dependency on the private sector (2). 

 

The citizens’ demands have shifted in today’s society and a digital change in the public 

sector, as well as in the rest of society, is necessary to be able to meet their demands. (1,2) In 

Fishenden et al.’s (3) review of the state of the United Kingdom’s digital government, they 

explain that there is a lack of understanding how the development of future government can 

go beyond adding technology to automate governmental services but instead foster a digital 

reformation. Their investigation showed that the limited success of the digital government in 

the UK partly was a result of technology being applied as a front-end solution, without 

changing or reforming the processes and structures beyond the technology. According to their 

report, the public sector gets overwhelmed by the depth of the changes public services will 

need to address in order to become digital. The public sector needs to support a new sort of 

relationship between the citizens and the government. Designing for a digital government 

demands a broader perspective that includes the citizens’ needs. 

 

1.2. User-Centered Design and the government 

User-centered design (UCD) is an approach for designing with a user focus, that goes under 

many different names and definitions. This thesis will use the definition of human-centered 

design from ISO 13407 (9), however, this thesis will refer to the approach as user-centered 

design and not human-centered design. According to ISO 13407, a design team that performs 

UCD should include a broad set of skills and perspectives and involve the users throughout 

the process of design. The practice aims to get an explicit understanding of the user, their 

tasks and environments, although, UCD does not specify exact steps or methods on how to 

obtain this knowledge. The process of UCD involves four different phases that iteratively will 

be done throughout the project; specifying the context of use, specifying business 

requirements and user goals, create design solutions and evaluate design solutions.  

 

By bringing the user into the center of the design process, it is more likely for that product or 

service to meet the users need (10). A UCD approach works against subjective assumptions 

about the user and the user’s behavior that can arise when having insufficient information 
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about the user. Instead, by taking the user into account in every step of the process, the design 

decisions are based on data from the actual user (11). In the book “Fundamentals of User-

Centered Design: A Practical Approach” by Still et al. (12), the importance of including users 

from the beginning of a design process and to get feedback in early idea-stages, as in the rest 

of the design process, is emphasized. In this way, problems can be noticed early, before they 

get too large and expensive. It is also possible to understand a broader more accurate 

presentation of the user, and how the service or product can be modified to the user’s 

psychological, situational, emotional and intellectual needs in the real world. 

 

Kotamraju et al. (13) did a case study of an integrated governmental agency in the 

Netherlands, where they studied the relationship between the digital government and the 

users. They found four areas where the user and the digital government collide in a user-

centered design process. They address these affections as tensions. The four areas they found 

were; 

• Government and citizens have different visions of what tasks need to be 

accomplished. 

• The government needs to design for everyone and not only the mainstream user group. 

• The government has another commitment level to the law than the citizens. 

• Government and users have conflicting desires in the relationship towards each other. 

 

This thesis will further explore the tensions described by Kotamraju et al. (13) from a 

Swedish perspective. As the Netherlands is ranked four in DESI (1), it can be assumed that 

the digital maturity in the Netherlands is similar to the digital maturity of Sweden. The 

findings from this thesis will be compared to the four areas of tensions described by 

Kotamraju et al. to see if there are similar tensions between UCD practices and digital 

government in Sweden as in the Netherlands. If tensions are found, they will be further 

analyzed and described.  
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2. Purpose 
The aim of this thesis is to explore whether tensions may exist between common user-

centered design practices and digital governmental services requirements, in Sweden. Should 

that be the case, the aim of this thesis is also to find in-depth hypotheses about the causes of 

these tensions.  

 

2.1. Delimitations 

The exploration of the tension between user-centered design practice and the digital 

government will be done through a case study on the work permit process at the Migration 

Office. The case study will focus on qualitative practices for the initial research phase of the 

UCD process.  
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3. Theory 

3.1. User-Centered Design 

Norman et al. (14) released the book “User Centered System Design” 1986, in which the 

UCD approach was first defined. They brought the user in focus of the design and not the 

technology, stating that the user needs to be studied at a variety of levels, from ergonomics 

concerns to organizational issues.  

 

The UCD process has its focus on the user and his/her behavior, from the beginning of an idea 

to the finalization of the product. UCD can be seen as a philosophy or theory and does not 

offer direct guidelines or tools on how to do design (14,15). If UCD is integrated into the 

design process it can both save time and cost, but since UCD is broad and general, there is a 

lack of knowledge on how to apply the approach successfully on an individual project. If 

UCD is applied to a project as an add-on, there is a risk that UCD will not inform the whole 

design process or be cut off because of time or budget-constraints (10,16).  

 

3.1.1. Practicing User-Centered Design 

As mentioned in the introduction, UCD goes through the four main phases; specifying the 

context of use, specifying business requirements and user goals, create design solutions and 

evaluate design solutions. Specifying context of use includes, among other things, specifying 

the target group and the target groups use of the service or product. Specifying business 

requirements and user goals means to identify the goals and requirements that the product or 

service must fulfill. Create design solutions can refer to any of the stages in a design process, 

from the first rough sketches to the finished product. Evaluate design solutions means e.g. 

usability testing. These phases are done iteratively in UCD (9).  

 

Gulliksen et al. (16) further explain the essential components that should be considered in the 

UCD process. A user-focused design process implies e.g. to specify who the users are, what 

their goals and tasks are, and their situation. It is of importance that all in the design team 

understand the users and are committed to the UCD process. The user involvement in UCD 

needs to actively be planned and specified at the beginning of a UCD process, together with 

defining how user participation will be applied to each phase. Further, design solutions should 

be evaluated by users early in the process, e.g. starting with low fidelity sketches which 
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evolve throughout the process. In order for the team to go through all the stages of UCD, it 

needs to consist of a multidisciplinary team that can work with analysis, design, and 

development. The UCD process also needs a holistic view, integrating other aspects besides 

the software alone. In a design team, one person should be responsible for integrating the 

process with other aspects as organizational or work environment. Each project needs a 

customized UCD approach that fits the individual needs and situation to a particular process.  

 

UCD can include a lot of different methods and practices. The scope of this thesis is regarding 

the initial research phase in a UCD process, further, some common methods and practices in 

the user research phase of a UCD process are described.  

 

Interviews 

Interviews are a common way to gather user data, and it can be used in a lot of different ways. 

Interviews can be done solely, or they can be done as a complement to other methods when 

the researcher wants more input from the user. Interviews can be structured, semi-structured 

or unstructured. Structured interviews strictly follow the prepared questions. Semi-structured 

interviews can be done when the researcher has some predefined questions but also are 

willing to explore and pick up on what the user is saying during the interview. Unstructured 

interviews can be done when the researcher wants complete freedom to explore the project 

with the user which could e.g. be when the researcher knows very little about the subject (17).  

 

Contextual inquiry 

Contextual inquiry integrates observations and interviews. This provides a richer 

understanding since the researcher can observe and at the same time give situated questions to 

the participant. There are many forms of observations, where the researcher watches a 

situation and notes what happens. In a contextual inquiry, the user is observed in the user’s 

real environment e.g. at home or at a workplace (18). 

Diary study 

Diary studies, or cultural probes, are a self-documentation study with a very open format and 

was originally developed by Gaver et al. (19) when they were trying to study elderly people in 

different countries. Diary study can be used to understand the user’s everyday life and create 

insights into a user’s individual problem. The data from a cultural probe tells a story and 

focus on the user’s everyday life (17). 
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Essential use cases 

Essential use cases are one way to define the data gathered in the user research. They are 

problem-oriented and based on the user’s needs and intentions and free from constraints from 

current technology. Conventional use cases, on the other hand, are solution-oriented and its 

focus is close to implementation, it can, e.g., include a user-action model together with a 

system-response model. In essential use cases, those models are instead formed as a user-

intention model and a system responsibility model. Based on collected data, essential use 

cases aim to understand the intentions of the user, the user’s perspective and describing the 

user’s need, and not, as in conventional use cases, include assumptions about the design or 

describe concrete steps of the user’s action (20). Essential use cases are a method for UCD 

discussed in the book “Software for Use: A Practical Guide to the Models and Methods of 

Usage-Centered Design” by Lockwood et al. (20) The book has a strong connection to the 

software development process RUP (rational unified process) which may not be relevant for 

this project, but the authors bring up some ideas and thoughts that could be interesting for this 

work, especially essential use cases.  

 

3.2. Related work 

As mentioned in the introduction, the study by Kotamraju et al. (13) brings up tensions 

between the government and the citizens in the Netherlands in four different areas; 

government and citizens vision of tasks, design for everyone, differences in governments and 

citizens commitment to law and government and users conflicting desires towards each other. 

Their study was made as a case study, where the authors participated as experts in user-

centered system design of an e-government website. The authors observed, explored and 

participated in the development of the website, by, for example, doing pre-studies with 

interviews, user acceptance studies and attending stakeholder meetings. The website was a 

part of a larger project that aimed to develop a governmental integrated service delivery. Such 

services often try to hide the number of different governmental agencies that are involved in a 

process and instead work around a scenario or life event the user is trying to solve. The case 

study focused on the case where people needed to move to the Netherlands to work, and the 

design process followed the principles of human-centered design by ISO 13407. The findings 

from their study resulted in the presented four areas of tension which are described more 

thoroughly below.  
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Government and citizens have different visions of what tasks need to be accomplished. 

There is a mismatch between what tasks the users and government think should be 

accomplished and their mental models of the process. One of the reasons for these 

contradictory tasks is that the government has other commitments than only satisfying the 

users’ needs, e.g. enable the user to fulfill legal requirements. Even if the government is 

dedicated to bringing the user into the design and development of governmental services, the 

government has to ignore a lot of the users’ needs (13). 

 

The government needs to design for everyone and not only the mainstream user group. 

The government is required to offer complete information for the entire population in their 

services. This means that the government must, often legally, guarantee availability and 

relevance of the service for theoretically everyone in the society and are obligated to design 

for not just the common situations and target group, but all possible users and scenarios. This 

is inefficient and expensive to design for, and often a quality loss for the user experience (13). 

 

The government has another commitment level to the law than the citizens.  

Kotamraju et al. (13) also mention users creating workarounds and bending the law to achieve 

their own goals. The government cannot design to support workarounds, in some rare cases, 

the government could adjust official policies. In other cases, the authors saw examples of the 

government helping the user by, e.g. call the employer to verify information that was 

insufficient, but exceptions like this cannot be presumed or be written out as instructions on a 

webpage. 

 

Government and users have conflicting desires in the relationship towards each other. 

The government wants its users to be active and long-term, and they need data and history 

from the user. On the other hand, when users were doing information-seeking, they prefer to 

be anonymous since the users often seeking information that will have a huge impact on their 

lives and therefore want a distant relationship with the government (13). 

 

Kotamraju et al. (13) concluded that there is a conflict between the government and the 

citizens in almost every aspect of the design process, however, even if UCD and digital 

government has a tense relationship it does not mean that users should not be involved in the 

design process. Kotamraju et al. instead proposes that the relationship needs to be in focus 
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and studied thoroughly. The understanding and performing of UCD in digital government 

need to be refined and sharpened. UCD should be used to acknowledge the tensions and 

provide a more accurate picture of the situation and the expectations of the process.  

 

Some strategies of how to include users in the development of digital governmental services 

are described by Bertot et al. (21). Their suggestions are e.g. to create a comprehensive plan 

that explains how to perform user-centered design and how users will be incorporated into the 

process. Bertot et al. also state that bringing users into the design process of digital 

governmental services will demand a costly and cultural shift in the government but that in 

the long-term it will be beneficial for the government to be citizen-centered. 

 

Previous studies have observed user-centered design being applied to the development of 

governmental services with the goal to evaluate how digital government can adapt to UCD, 

often with a specific focus on the process as, e.g., user participation or specific method 

application. Holgersson et al. (22) explored user participation by observing the development 

of three digital public services. They discovered two attempts of how user participation is 

used in their observations, veneered and ad-hoc participation. Veneered participation means 

that the organization feels forced to bring users into the design process, but the understanding 

of why user participation is needed is not clear, or the method is not believed in. Having this 

kind of user participation tend to leave user research as a checkmark rather than informing 

and leading design. Ad-hoc participation means the users are brought into the design process 

without a clear aim or direction. Holgersson et al. mean that these two ways of including users 

in the process are showing a lack of understanding of how and why user participation should 

be used, even though there was a general awareness that bringing users into the process are 

positive for the design (22). 

 

Trischler et al. (23) tried out different methods of obtaining user input in public services. In 

their study, methods as personas from in-depth interviews and mapping technique in 

collaborative workshops were done. The authors concluded that the methods they used turned 

out to be complementary and that multiple methods should be used in order to get a clear 

understanding of a complex public service.  

 

A lot of different aspects need to be taken into account when designing for a digital 

government. Legal, organizational and technology aspects play a big role when designing for 
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public services. (22,24) In the paper “Developing e-government systems – legal, technology 

and organizational aspects” by Schartum (24), he concludes that an integrated approach is 

needed to deal with all the different aspects of e-government. Schartum mentions that laws 

and regulations can be used as a framework for design, but it needs to be more available and 

understandable to designers. He also suggests that a team should have a person that is 

responsible for questions regarding laws and regulations in the design team. An analysis of 

legal preconditions is needed early in the development process according to Axelsson et al. 

(25) since problems regarding regulations and laws will be a time-consuming problem if 

noticed late in the project.  
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4. Method  
This thesis aims to investigate if there are tensions between a user-centered design process 

and the digital government in Sweden, by performing a case study. The case study allows an 

in-depth investigation of UCD practices applied to a specific project, which in this case will 

be the work permit process at the Migration Office in Sweden. As in a regular UCD process, 

multiple methods and user studies will be examined and analyzed. The case study will cover 

common qualitative UCD methods suitable for the user research phase. The goal is to gather a 

realistic picture and understanding of the situation. Therefore, the methods will be chosen 

based on the current situation and participant, together with what kind of data that is aimed to 

be gathered. The specific motivation for each study will be described in the sections below.  

 

This case study will be done as a single instrumental case study (26). The result will be 

analyzed in order to find tensions between the different participants and their situations, if 

tensions can be found they will be described as hypotheses. 

 

4.1. Introduction to Itch and the case 

This work is on behalf of the design company Itch who currently is working on an integrated 

public service that will digitalize different tasks a citizen might need to do in Sweden, called 

life events, e.g. applying for a personal identity number. The current focus of their service is 

life events related to the Migration Office. In the future, it is supposed to also connect other 

governmental agencies since a citizen often need support from several agencies while doing 

one specific task.  

Itch work with a user-centered design approach in their projects and has already done user 

studies regarding the Migration Office.  

 

4.2. Case Study 

This case study includes two unstructured interviews with designers at Itch, one contextual 

interview with an applicant of a work permit, a diary study with an applicant of a work permit 

and two semi-structured interviews with case officers at migration office.  

 

All participants received an introduction and were asked for consent.  
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4.2.1. Introduction 

The introduction was similar for every study. The aim of the study and the intentions with the 

result was explained to the participants. It was also explained that the study was a thesis work 

for the master program Human-Computer Interaction at Uppsala University, in collaboration 

with the company Itch. Since the study regarded sensitive and personal data, the consent form 

was thoroughly explained to the participants. The introduction aimed to make sure that the 

participant felt comfortable to share his or her experiences and make sure that there were no 

questions regarding how the data would be treated. 

 

4.2.2. Consent form 

The consent form informed the participants that their answers would be treated anonymously 

and secure and that they could leave the study or withdraw their data if they wanted, the form 

is available in Appendix 1. The consent form was essentially the same for each study but 

differed in the details about what information it said would be collected and saved, e.g. for the 

diary study, photographs and notes from the notebook would be stored and for the interviews, 

an audio recording along with the researcher’s notes.  

 

4.2.3. Participants  

The designers that were interviewed were reached through contacts at the company Itch. The 

participants for the interview and diary study with applicants were reached through social 

media and word of mouth. To find people who had applied or were applying for a work 

permit, a question was sent out in social media groups of international students. The two 

applicants of work permit were found via people in the social media groups who had 

friends/partners who applied for a work permit. The participant for the contextual interview 

was a former student in Sweden and had applied for a work permit using a third party. The 

participant for the diary study had previous stayed on his/her partner’s student visa but was 

now about to apply for a work permit for the first time by him/herself. The participants were 

asked to participate in this study because of the differences in their situations. 

 

The two case officers from the Migration Office was working in Stockholm and was reached 

by contacts through Itch. The interviews were also approved by the regional office in 

Stockholm.  
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4.2.4. Unstructured interviews with designers 

The case study started with two unstructured interviews with designers at Itch who had been 

working with projects related to the Migration Office. The goal with the interviews was to get 

a clearer view of, e.g. current struggles of their projects. In the beginning, little was known 

about the state of this project at the same time as the designers had experience in this case and 

wanted to share their ideas and thoughts. Therefore, the interviews were unstructured. The 

interviews discussed both the aim of this case study as the general process of a complex 

design process. The interviews lasted one hour each and notes were taken on the computer 

during the interviews. 

 

4.2.5. Contextual interview with applicant 

The contextual interview with the applicant was made in the participant’s home in Stockholm. 

The interview was made in this participant’s home to be able to understand the participant 

current life situation better and make the participant feel comfortable. Also, the participant 

could access his/her computer or documents that might have been used in the process. The 

interview was semi-structured, i.e. pre-prepared questions was made (see Appendix 2), but the 

interview was also based around the answers of the participant. The interview took around 30 

minutes, notes were taken on paper during the interview.  

 

4.2.6. Diary study with applicant 

The applicant for the diary study was about to start the work permit process, therefore a diary 

study was chosen to understand a detailed view of the applicant’s process. It allowed the 

participant to share his/her experience directly, i.e. more details of the process could 

potentially be documented. The diary study also provided a detailed view of the time and 

duration of the work permit process.  

 

The diary study lasted for five weeks and ended when the participant was almost done with 

submitting the application. Approximately one week after the diary study was finished the 

participant sent an update of how the submission of the work permit had ended. The diary 

study covered the phase of submitting a work permit in the work permit application process. 

After considering the time-limitation of this thesis project, and how much time could be 
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expected of a voluntary participant; a five-week time limit was set to be plentiful in regard to 

gathering data of the process. 

 

The participant was given a notebook, two pencils, a disposable camera, instructions 

(Appendix 3) and a consent form (Appendix 1) (Picture 4.1). The participant was told to write 

down and take photos of events related to the application. Since the diary study is remote and 

the researcher is absent during the process, it demands a high commitment of the participant. 

To control this, the instructions that were given was thoroughly explaining how the study 

should go, and the participant was encouraged to contact the researcher if needed. There was 

also a check-in with the participant after two weeks within the study, to evaluate the progress 

and to provide more materials if needed. In that way, the participant would be reminded of the 

study and hopefully be encouraged to continue the second half of the study.  

 

 
Picture 4.1. Material for the diary study 
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4.2.7. Interviews with case officers at the Migration Office 

The interviews with the case officers were semi-structured, the prepared questions can be seen 

in Appendix 4, areas and subjects that were presented by the case officers during the 

interviews were also included. Since the area of their work is very broad, interviews were 

considered to be a good fit since it would allow the participants to talk about a lot of different 

scenarios. One of the interviews were held at the office of the Migration Office which allowed 

a contextual understanding of the workplace and let the case officer be in the same context as 

when regularly doing his/her work. The second interview was done over the phone due to 

time constraints of the case officer.  
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5. Results 

5.1. Unstructured interviews with designers 

Designer 1 (D1) and Designer 2 (D2) both had experience working with projects related to the 

Migration Office and had performed several user studies already, not only regarding the work 

permit process but also about other application processes. The interviews covered both 

working with the specific design process for the Migration Office and for complex processes 

in general.  

 

D1 shared some of the insights from the user studies performed at Itch. One insight was e.g. 

that information should be available in the applicant’s language, not only English and 

Swedish. Another insight was that many people, especially non-Swedish citizens, are not 

comfortable to share personal information e.g. a passport. Another insight was that the 

applicants felt that they did not have anyone to contact regarding questions surrounding the 

application process. D2 shared the insights that a lot of the information that comes into the 

Migration Office is wrongly filled in and how the applicants possess fragile information they 

need to bring with them all the time. The Migration Office, in some cases, need documents 

from a few years back, which can be hard for the user to collect. 

 

Regarding working with complex projects, a lot of information gathering is demanded of the 

design team in order to understand the logic of the service, e.g. what documents and forms are 

needed from the user. The design team needs to understand the structure behind this 

information, and how to manage it in an organized way. The information must also be able to 

present in an understandable way, both in overview and in detail-view. D1 said that they 

currently store this information in flow charts and logic maps in Excel and Word but 

expressed the need for having something that can be updated more easily along with the 

project. Services like this must handle complexity, i.e. that there has to be a clear strategy for 

the process. The design team needs to learn about the complexity from the users, but also 

from laws and regulations, employers, etc.  

 

D1 expressed the need for balance in a complex design process. The team needs to know what 

they should do and when and the designers need to be confident in when to move on to 

another phase in the process. In the beginning, the focus should be about exploring and trying 

out different thoughts, only towards the end, they should want to test if a specific font is 
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working or not. Exactly what needs to be examined and when needs to be clear at the 

beginning of the process, however, it is easy to rush towards a finished design. This process 

does not only need to be clear for the design team but also for stakeholders, who often push to 

see a finished design early. If a design team would know when to move on and how, they can 

also know how to distribute the work tasks in the design team and when to bring in other 

roles, e.g. a copywriter. The further down the process they are, the narrower questions they 

should have. D2 similarly discussed how to validate that they are designing the right thing 

when it comes to these complex processes. Often one method is not enough, but each method 

has its strengths and limitations. Therefore, methods need to complement each other. D1 also 

explained that the process for e.g. the Migration Office, contains a lot of different applicants 

with a variety of backgrounds, and they all need to be understood.  

 

5.2. Contextual interview with an applicant 

Participant 1 (P1) came to Sweden to study for one year i.e. resided with a study permit. After 

the studies, P1 got a job and applied for a work permit. P1 started looking for jobs about 6 

months before graduation and was able to get one before graduation. P1’s company offered to 

help with the work permit process by hiring a third party i.e. a private consulting firm. The 

participant started the process in September 2018 and had finished the whole process in 

February 2019. This was the first time the participant had applied for a work permit. P1 had 

an overall positive experience when applying for a work permit.  
 

P1’s company helped with establishing contact with the firm, which set up an email contact. 

The consultant was available to P1 for questions during the process. The consultant always 

answered emails in about 2 days which made P1 feel comfortable. The firm gave a list of the 

documents that were needed and described the steps that the participant needed to go through 

during the process. P1 had two weeks to hand in the documents the third party had listed.  

 

Most of the documents were filled in at P1’s workplace. When P1 had submitted all the 

documents to the firm, the firm informed P1 that power of attorney and pay slips were 

missing. P1 commented that the missing power of attorney was a mistake by P1 since it was 

clear in the instructions what documents were needed. Regarding the pay slips P1 had not 

submitted them because, at that time, P1 barely had any pay slips, thus thought they were not 

of importance. When P1 had sent in the missing documents, the consultant said they looked 
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fine and that they had them sent to the migration office. P1 thought that the worst part of the 

process was waiting for the approval, which took a couple of months, but that it also felt 

reassuring that the consultant had said that the presented documents looked fine. P1 thought 

that the consultant would not have submitted them if anything was missing. There was also 

some time left on P1’s study permit which made it feel less stressful. During the months 

waiting for the approval, P1 did not get any information about the process. In December, P1 

got the approval, however, since P1 was on vacation it was not possible to book an 

appointment to Biometrics, to take picture and fingerprint, until January and when P1 could 

book the appointment it was one-month waiting time. In February it was possible for P1 to get 

the complete residence permit at Biometrics. During the whole process, P1 never talked to the 

Migration Office directly. P1 got the advice from the consultant firm to contact them a couple 

of months before the renewal of the permit, in order to get the documentation ready in time.  

 

P1 said that it felt secure to use a third party for this process and did not consider if they were 

reliable or not. P1 also thought that the process was clear since the instructions and checklists 

provided guidance. 

 

5.3. Diary study with an applicant 

Participant 2 (P2) started with the application for a work permit on the 7th of March 2019 and 

had collected and submitted all the needed documents on the 22nd of May 2019. P2 wrote in 

the diary 11 times took 8 photos (Picture 5.1). P2 applied for the permit without using a third 

party and P2’s company did not have any experience of having employees that needed to 

apply for a work permit.  

 

P2 started the process on the 7th of March by trying to apply at the Migration Office website 

but did not understand what to do. P2 instead tried to email and call the Migration Office 

without success. P2 then visited the Migration Office service center and received help from an 

office clerk who printed out the forms and explained how to apply, which was relieving for 

P2 who by now felt frustrated. P2 also received some forms to fill in with the employer, 

which P2 did at the company the day after (8th). After filling out the forms together with the 

employer, P2 noticed that the union option in the form was not marked and proceeded to 

contact the employer, who sent the documents to P2 again. The next day (9th) P2 read the 

document that the employer had sent and saw that the company was not a member of the 
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union, which P2 was told during the job interview. The insurance from the company was also 

missing. P2 talked to the employer again who said that the union membership should not 

matter, but P2 felt distrust towards the employer. The next day (10th) P2 checked the 

Migration Office’s website again and tried to understand how much the union membership 

mattered. P2 also understood that the insurance was needed for the application, which P2 

wanted to show the employer. Therefore, P2 tried to translate the Migration Office’s webpage 

so the employer could read the information in Swedish. The website was hard for P2 to 

translate, P2 got to the homepage every time P2 tried to translate it, which made it hard to 

navigate back to the right page in Swedish. In the end, the participant used Google to translate 

the information and sent it to the employer. Now P2 contemplated if to stay in Sweden at all. 

The next day (11th) P2 visited the Migration Office again and asked about the union 

membership. P2 got the answer that the Migration Office just wanted to make sure that the 

company is treating P2 correctly. P2 also received the contact info to a case officer who knew 

more about this question. At home, P2 called this contact and received the information that 

the employer can write a letter and explain about the non-existing insurance and the non-

agreement with the union. P2 felt relieved after talking with the Migration Office. Two days 

later (13th), P2 talked to the employer again, who explained that they would help in any way 

they could.  
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Picture 5.1 Pictures from P2’s camera 

 

A couple of days later (20th) the employer called and explained that he had talked to the 

accountant at the company and that they actually did have insurance for the employees. P2’s 

hope started to rise. A week after (28th) the employer sent a text saying he had started the 

application process again. Some days went (3rd of April) and P2 tried to continue with the 

application again, but there was a lot of information P2 was missing e.g. the details about the 

employee insurance. P2 could not continue with the application and felt confused. Later the 

same day, P2 received the insurance information from the employer. The day after (4th), P2 
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filled in the application with the help of P2’s partner. Both had a hard time understanding 

some questions but managed to fill everything in. They did not know what information they 

needed to prepare before they were to fill in the application and now noticed that they were 

missing some documents. The documents would take a while for them to obtain, which 

resulted in frustration. Ten days later (14th – 15th) P2 was trying to get the last document 

needed for the application, which was an income statement from the Swedish Tax agency. P2 

tried to obtain it on the Tax agency’s website but was unsuccessful, instead, P2 sent an email 

to them and in the end, called. After 20 minutes of queuing on the phone, P2 spoke to a clerk 

that would send the income statement. However, the address the Tax agency had was an old 

one. P2 had recently moved and the Tax agency, for an unknown reason, could not change the 

current address. P2, who had good contact with the landlord, asked the Tax agency to send the 

income statement to the old address. P2 then talked to the previous landlord, who currently 

was in London, about how to obtain the mail. The landlord said that a relative could assist, but 

this made P2 worried. About five days later (20th) the document arrived and two days after 

that (28th) P2 managed to send in all documents needed for the work permit application.  

 

5.4. Interviews with case officers 

Case officer 1 (O1) had a background in social science and case officer 2 (O2) had a 

background in law. Both had been working at the Migration Office in a little more than three 

years and worked solely with work permit applications. 

 

The process for how to handle work permit applications depends on each individual case 

since different cases need to be treated differently and different regulations apply. The 

different cases could be, e.g. a first-time applier outside of Sweden, an extension application 

for a person who is already in Sweden, someone who has applied for asylum and got denied, 

someone who has finished studies in Sweden, or someone is applying for an EU blue card. 

For all applications, the process starts with a case officer opens an application in their 

systems. Even if an application has been sent in by mail in paper form, the case officers 

received them in the system since they have been scanned and digitalized earlier. The case 

officers work in two systems, in both systems the application can be viewed, but the first 

system is commonly used by the case officers for viewing the information about the applicant. 

The other system is used to verify that all information has been reviewed properly in the 

application, with e.g. checklists and questions. If the application fulfills the requirements, the 
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application can be approved, if not, the case officer sends a request to the applicant for 

supplemental information. If the applicant has applied digitally or added an email address, the 

request is sent to his or her email, otherwise, it will be sent by mail. The decision if the 

applicant is approved for a work permit or not is based on regulations and the information that 

has been sent in. If supplemental information is requested but not handed in, the case officers 

need to make a decision on the material they have. When a decision is made, the case officer 

signs it and sends it by mail to the applicant. The first page of the decision is also sent to the 

employer. The applicant also gets an email saying that a decision has been made and sent out. 

He or she can also call or email the Migration Office and ask what result it was but details 

about the decision the user can only obtain from the mail s/he has received. Both O1 and O2 

occasionally contact the employer of the applicant as well. It could partly be to answer 

questions the employer has, or the case officers calling the employer to check information and 

ask questions to facilitate the process. 

 

How long the process for approval takes for the case officers are individual and depends on 

what kind of case it is and also what kind of supplemental information might be requested. 

Common supplemental requests are e.g. missing signatures, information missing in the forms 

and information regarding the passport. First-time applicants are usually faster to manage 

since the documents that are required only need to prove that the stipulated employment will 

abide by Swedish requirements and verification from the employer. A common supplemental 

request on a first-time application is that the employer has not announced the work publicly. 

The applicants for the extension permit need to provide proof that the agreed requirements for 

the previous application have been fulfilled, as well as verification of future employment. It is 

common that the applicants of the extension permit need to hand in supplemental information. 

Supplemental information requested for an extension permit is often due to missing details of 

the previous/current employment e.g. how much salary. If an application is denied, and the 

person is in Sweden, which is the case for a person that applies for an extension, it is also 

needed to communicate about expulsion and give the person a chance to answer. For a first-

time applicant that has provided all the requested documents, the approval process takes 

approximately half an hour for the case officer, more complicated cases can take longer time. 

Some applicants apply with a third party, and they are also faster to handle since they already 

have been reviewed once by the third party. Regarding the source of common supplemental 

information requests, O2 said that the website provides clear information, but states that the 

language could be a source of confusion/misunderstanding. O2 states that some applicants can 
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send in an unfinished application in order to gain time since some applicants know that an 

application that is missing information and needs to supplement will take time to review. 

When e.g. the Migration Office had a waiting time for 1-2 years for work permits, the 

applicants could take advantage of that to stay in Sweden longer.  

 

Complicated and diffuse cases can take weeks or even months to process as laws may need to 

be interpreted, which can require legal advice. In those cases, the case officers can talk to 

each other, use guidelines or take help from executive officers or institutions that have expert 

knowledge in the area. When a case is complicated and has a lengthy process, it might be 

reviewed by different case officers, which also is time-consuming as the case officers 

interpret the information differently and sometimes request different supplemental 

information.  

 

The waiting time for the work permit creates a lot of questions, e.g., “how long will it take?” 

or “will I need to hand in a supplement?”. This can interfere with the case officers’ 

operational work. Often, if an application is in queue, no case officer has yet been assigned to 

it, i.e. it is not possible to answer questions about the details of the application. If there is a 

case officer who has already started the process of an application, the questions will be 

transferred to that particular case officer, but if not, the question will be transferred to any 

case officer. This is demanding for the case officers’ work. Last year, updates were done in 

the system and now it is not possible to submit an application on the website without the 

complete information. 

 

O1 said that the Migration Office has goals on how many applications they need to finish, 

which leads to that the case officers tend to take the easy applications first so they can fill the 

quota in order to fulfill the goal. Depending on what case and wherein the process an 

application is, both O1 and O2 do around 10 applications per day, but it could be more. O2 

says that if it is a complicated case, it is not uncommon to work on a single case the whole 

day.  

 

Both O1 and O2 talked about automatization as improvements in their work. Currently, a lot 

of information is written manually, for example, the MSZ-code from the passport needs to be 

written by hand, in the Stockholm region, they do around 18 000 applications a year. O1 said 

that a bigger part of their work should be possible to automate, and if everything is filled in 
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correctly the system can make a decision. The case officers would instead be in charge of 

quality control and handle applications that are denied. O2 also talked about automatization 

but mentioned that the system should not be trusted fully and wanted to check through 

everything by him/herself. Further, on questions regarding possible improvements of the case 

officers’ work, a single integrated system was mentioned, instead of the current two.  
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6. Analysis 
By reviewing the data collected from each role (designer, applicant and case officer), the main 

concerns regarding the permit process were pinpointed. The areas of concern for each 

subgroup were explored in regard to the other subgroups’ perception of the process. Using 

this data, four recurring instances of tensions, i.e. conflicts between the user-centered design 

approach and digital government services were theorized. These areas of tension were also 

compared with the areas of tensions described by Kotamraju et al. (13)  

 

Hypothesis 1 - Case officers and applicants have different views of the process  

The differences between the case officer’s and the applicant’s understanding of the permit 

process was a recurring source of tension. In the diary study, the applicant needed help from 

the Migration Office several times, at the same time the case officers expressed in the 

interviews that the information already given to the applicants were sufficient.  

 

The long waiting time for a decision regarding the permit created a lot of questions and 

worries for the applicants. However, since the actual reviewing process was rather quick for 

most permits, the waiting time was usually caused by the Migration Office’s backlog of cases. 

The case officers were unable to answer questions about the details of most cases as they had 

yet to be reviewed, causing frustration for both parties. Instead, the applicants’ questions 

increased the waiting time, considering that the case officer was required to allocate time for 

these questions.  

 

One of the tensions found between the digital government and UCD by Kotamraju et al. (13) 

was “government and citizens have different visions of what tasks need to be accomplished”. 

Their findings suggested that the government and citizens had different mental models of the 

same process, which also could be observed between the various roles in this study. Further, 

Kotamraju et al.’s (13) tension, “government and users have conflicting desires in the 

relationship towards each other”, also applies to this hypothesis. Kotamraju et al. describe that 

information-seekers in their study, tried to be anonymous as long as possible since the 

information they were searching for could have a huge impact on their life. Similarly, in the 

diary study, the applicant expressed concerns about asking specific questions since the 

applicant was afraid that it could affect the decision of the work permit.  
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Hypothesis 2 - Designing only for the end-user 

The data collected from the interviews with the designers implied that their work with the 

Migration Office mainly was focused toward solving problems of the end-user e.g. having 

more language options on the Migration Office’s website. The designers mentioned that other 

aspects than the end-user should be studied as well, as the employers or legal regulations, but 

there was ambiguity in how to involve those aspects in the process.  

 

As mentioned in Hypothesis 1, it is not enough to focus only on the end user as e.g. some of 

the problems related to the applicant are regarding how the case officers’ process is 

progressing. To understand the cause of a problem, different users need to be studied.  

The tensions “government and citizens have different visions of what tasks need to be 

accomplished” and “government and users have conflicting desires in the relationship towards 

each other” by Kotamraju et al. (13) both suggest that different roles in the design process 

need to be taken into account. Different perspectives and desires need to be addressed in order 

to understand why a problem occurs.  

 

Hypothesis 3 - Complexity of the process is growing  

The number of details, situations and different users involved in the process grew along with 

the information gathering, e.g. by interviewing the case officers, it was understood that 

employers of the applicants also were a big part of the process. Furthermore, the case officers 

presented examples of different groups of applicants with different evidentiary requirements, 

causing the complexity of the work permit process to grow, which created a longer and more 

complex design process.  

 

Similarly, it became apparent that a great amount of information is needed to be available for 

all types of different users and scenarios in the tension “the government needs to design for 

everyone and not only the mainstream user group” by Kotamraju et al. (13). They state that 

the government is obligated to design for all possible users and scenarios, not just the most 

common situations, which incidentally was mentioned by e.g. the case officers during the 

interviews. 

 

Hypotheses 4 - Laws and regulations control the process 

The fourth and last hypothesis found was that laws and regulations control the design process. 

The interviews with the designers suggested that the designers were unable to incorporate 
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laws and regulations in the design process. The applicants at the same time had trouble 

understanding why and how the law applied to them and their application. The case officers, 

on the other hand, needed to prioritize laws and regulations.  

 

Such conflicts between the UCD process and laws and regulations were also found by 

Kotamraju et al. (13) in their tension “the government has another commitment level to the 

law than the citizens”. They stated that it is problematic for the government to adjust to the 

users’ needs and at the same time adhere to current laws. Kotamraju et al. also witnessed that 

users created workarounds in order to bend the law. This was also mentioned by the case 

officers who witnessed situations where the users tried to take advantage of the system in 

order to e.g. stay longer in Sweden. Kotamraju et al. also found examples where the 

government tried to help the citizens achieve the requirements by e.g. finding out some 

information about the user on their own. This was also mentioned by the case officers, who 

explained that they sometimes can help the applicant by e.g. checking missing information 

with the employer directly instead of sending out a supplemental information request, all in 

the effort to save time.  
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7. Conclusion and Discussion 
Four different hypotheses were formulated based on the results of the case study; differences 

in the case officers and the applicants’ view of the process, the designers focused mainly on 

the end-user, the complexity grew through-out the process, and laws and regulations control 

the process. These hypotheses aim to represent the main tensions occurring when a UCD 

process is used in the development of digital governmental services. The tensions described 

by Kotamraju et al. (13) resembled these hypotheses, which suggests that the findings of their 

study on the digital government in the Netherlands also might be applicable on the digital 

government in Sweden. However, Kotamraju et al.’s study and this study share a similar 

context i.e. the results could be limited to this specific type of governmental agency and 

situation. Although, related studies suggested that the UCD process generally is problematic 

to apply when developing a digital governmental service (3,21,22).  

 

Kotamraju et al. (13) stated that the expectations of the user-centered design process need to 

be adapted to the specific context of use. Public services do not have a culture of using UCD 

and are missing an understanding of why users should be involved in the process (13,16,22). 

The results of this study suggest that in order for UCD to bring value, UCD needs to be able 

to manage the tensions that can occur between the government and the citizens.  

 

Holgersson et al. (22) suggested that bringing users into the development of a service does not 

per se create a successful service. This study suggests that a predefined structure for user 

participation could prevent veneered and ad-hoc participation, described by Holgersson et al. 

as a counterproductive form of user participation. Even in this case study, where the designers 

understood the overall aim and were used to work with UCD, confusion remained on how to 

apply it on a large scaled and complex process. Therefore, this thesis suggests, in accordance 

with Gulliksen et al. (16), that UCD should start with a clear goal and a team that is aware of 

how to apply UCD process in this specific context.  

 

This study observed that laws and regulations increased the complexity of the process, e.g. 

making it more difficult for the designers to meet the users’ needs. This was also observed by 

Bertot et al. (21)  and Schartum (24), which implies that a user-centered design process is 

difficult to implement in a digital government. The result of this thesis suggests that initial 
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studies can be made in order to get an overview of the specific project’s needs in terms of 

time and resources.  

 

When studying different user groups in this thesis, it was possible to gain information 

regarding different aspects of the permit process. If this study would continue, the data 

collected could be used to inform what to include in a research plan. In particular, legal 

aspects should be prioritized early in the design process, which was also stated by Axelsson et 

al. (25) and Schartum (24), i.e. laws may influence the design at the start of the process rather 

than adjusting the design towards the end.  

 

In the case study, tensions were in particular observed when something was apparent for the 

case officer at the Migration Office but not for the user. By reviewing multiple sources and 

using different methods, it is possible to find where tension occurs in the relationship between 

the citizens and the government (13,23). One way of illustrating what is causing these 

tensions could be to use essential use cases, which would capture the situation without 

creating assumptions about the design or system (20). Essential use cases could then be 

evaluated with quick early sketches (16), to understand how the users’ and government’s 

needs can be addressed from an organizational, legal and technological standpoint (24).  
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8. Future Work 
In this case study, some methods for user-centered design have been observed, each with its 

own strengths and limitations. Other methods and practices could be applied and analyzed e.g. 

essential use cases could be of interest in this particular context. In order to create in-depth 

knowledge about digital public services, further work should go beyond the work permit 

process and e.g. explore how laws and regulations should be handled in UCD and digital 

governmental services. 
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10. Appendix 1 – Consent form 

Research study of work permit application process 

– Consent form  

You are invited to participate in a research study for with the aim of understanding the 
work permit application process in Sweden.  

The study will take approximately 60 minutes. Participation in this study is voluntary. 
You are free to choose whether or not you will take part in the study. You have the 
right to withdraw from the study at any time, including withdrawal of any information 
provided.  

The following material will be collected during the study for further analysis: 
1. An audio recording 
2. Interview observations/notes 

 

The researcher will be recording you on audio. Audios will be used by the 
researchers to analyze the process of applying for a work permit in Sweden. After 
taking part in the study, you are free to withdraw your data, by emailing the 
researcher within seven days from when the diary and camera have been handed 
back to the researcher. If you decide to withdraw, your data will be removed and 
destroyed.  
 

All collected data will be treated as confidential and stored securely. Recordings, 
written notes, and audios will not contain any identifying information about you. Only 
the researcher of the study will be granted access to the data for legitimate research 
purposes. The researcher may show quotes from the audio recordings in scientific 
papers, conferences, and events, with anonymity preserved, but only if you agree on 
this by giving your consent on the next page.  
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Statements of Understanding and Consent 

- I have read and understood the consent form, and I have had the opportunity to ask 
questions if necessary and have had these answered satisfactorily 

- I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any 
time during the study without giving any reason, and that I can do that within seven 
days of completion of the study, by emailing the researcher. If I withdraw my data 
will be removed and destroyed 

- I understand that the data collected in this study will be used as detailed above 
- I agree to participate in this study, and I consent to the publication of the results of 

the study with the understanding that anonymity will be preserved 
 

Name (Print name) _______________________  

Signature _______________________  

Date __________  

 

Additionally, by signing below I agree that data collected during my participation in 
the study can be used in scientific papers, conferences, and events. 

Signature ...................................................................................  

Date.......................................... 

Researcher 

A copy of the signed and dated consent form and the participant information leaflet 
should be given to the participant and the original should be retained by the 
researcher to be kept securely on file. 

Name of Researcher ...................................................................................  

Date.......................................... 

Signature .....................................................  
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11. Appendix 2 – Questions for Applicant 
 

Background 

• For how long have you been in Sweden?  

• how old are you? 

• What do you do in Sweden?  

• When was the first time you applied for a work permit? 

o  Have you ever been declined when applying for a work permit? 

o Did you have another permit before your work permit?  

• When was the last time you renewed your work permit?  

• How many times have you renewed your work permit?  

• How often does the work permit need to be renewed?  

• When will you need to renew your work permit next time?  

Process 

• When you renewed your work permit last time? 

o How did you know that you had to renew it? 

o What was the first thing you did?  

o Were you sure of what to do?  

o Can you go through the steps you did to apply for the work permit after this? 

o What was easy in this process 

o What was hard?  

o How long time did the process take, from when you started with your 

application until you got your answer 

• Did you use a third party to help you with your application?  

o Why? 

o How did it work? 

o What did you have to do?  

• Do you prefer to use a third party? 

o Why? 

o What is the difference between doing it yourself and having a third party to 

help you? 
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o Did it feel secure to have someone else help you with this?  

• when you applied for work permit the first time, did you use a third party then as well?  

*if yes 

o Was the process the same as the last time? (how) 

*if no  

o How did they differ?  

• How long was the process for the first application? 

o Can you explain how you got your first job in Sweden and how they helped 

you with your work permit process? 

o When you applied for the first time, were you sure that you would be 

approved? 

o Did you think about what to do if you would not get approved? 

o Can you compare the first time you applied with your last application - for 

example how smooth went, how long time it took, how it felt? 

• What has been your overall feeling about this?  

• Has the feeling changed since the first time you a work permit?  

• What have you done if you need help with your applications?  

o Where do you go to seek answers?  

• How has your workplace and employer helped you with your application?  

• have any problems occurred during your different applications?  

*if yes, 

o which ones? 

o How did you solve them?  

• What has been hardest when you have applied for work permit? 

• Is there something you worry about for the next time you will renew your work 

permit?  

Information and documents 

• In your applications - have you ever been asked to submit more information in order 

to be approved?  

* if yes 

o What information and why?  

• Do you think it has been clear of what information you need to submit and why?  
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• What documents and papers have you submitted when you applied for the work 

permit? (everything, from insurance, pay slips to forms from MiO) 

o  Did you submit same documents for each application?  

• Did you need any documents/papers from your home country?  

• When you renewed your application, is there information saved or do you need to 

write in everything again? 

* if yes 

o Was is saved by MiO or the third party? Or someone else?  

• Do you think it has been clear what documents you need to submit? Why/how? 

• Do you have any documents at home that you have or will submit for your work 

permit that I can take a look at? 

Finishing 

• Do you have any other comments?  

• If you could redo this process however you want in order to make it a better 

experience for you a people that comes to Sweden and work - what would you do?  
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12. Appendix 3 – Diary study introduction 
Diary study  
 

Thank you for being a part of this diary study. This study aims to understand the 
process of applying for a work permit at the Migration Office in Sweden.  
 
To be clear, all personal and sensitive information will not be shared with anyone, 
and your data will be treated anonymously. There is a consent form along with this 
letter which you are asked to sign and hand back with the diary and the camera 
when the study is over.  
 

Instructions 
 
The study will take place along with your process of applying for a work permit, but 
no longer than 4 weeks, this means that the study can end before the process of 
your work permit is finished.  
 

1. Diary 
Fill in the notebook you got when you are doing something related to the process of 
applying for your work permit. This could be anything, from going to the migration 
office to receiving an email from your employer regarding your work permit.  
 
Begin each post by writing date and time and some description of what is 

happening, then you can fill out anything you want. Here are some tips: 

 
• Feelings and spontaneous thoughts 

• What questions/struggles/problems arise? 

• Positive/negative experience? 
• Improvements for the process? 
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2. Disposable Camera 
When you are writing something in the notebook, take a picture with the camera you 
got. It could be of whatever, a form you have to fill in, where you work, your 
surroundings, anything to create some context to your application process.  
 
 
If you have any questions, email Isabelle Granlund 
Email: isabelle.granlund.9507@student.uu.se 
 
 
 
 
Once again, thank you for your participation!  
Isabelle Granlund 
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13. Appendix 4 – Questions for interviews with Officers 

in Swedish 

Bakgrund 

- Vad är din roll? 

- Vad är dina huvudsakliga arbetsuppgifter?  

o Har du endast hand om arbetstillstånd eller flera typer av tillstånd? 

- Hur länge har du arbetat på migrationsverket? 

- Vad har du för bakgrund?  

o Utbildning 

o tidigare jobb? 

 

Processen 

- Kan du gå igenom i stora drag hur processen för att handlägga en 

arbetstillståndsansökan går till?  

o Vilka steg ingår? 

o hur lång tid brukar detta ta?  

o Vad tar längst tid i handläggningen?  

• varför?  

- Vad för information önskar du att den sökande visste innan hen påbörjade processen?  

- Har du hand om en ansökan själv eller är flera handläggare involverade? 

o Om en person som söker arbetstillstånd besöker er eller ringer och har frågor 

angående processen – kommer hen till den som har hand om ansökan eller kan 

frågor besvaras av någon annan handläggare också? 

- Händer det att ni har kontakt med någon annan än den arbetssökande, t.ex. den 

arbetssökandes arbetsgivare? 

o I vilka situationer då?  

- Hur informeras den sökande om hen fått arbetstillstånd eller inte?  

o Finns det flera sätt att bli informerad på? Varför/varför inte? 

- Uppdateras den sökande under handläggning?  
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System 

- Kan du berätta hur arbetet går till i systemen när du handlägger en ansökan? 

- Systemen som ni handläggare använder - hur används det för att ta emot ansökningar? 

o Lägger ni upp ärenden manuellt i systemet eller dyker de upp automatiskt? 

- Har den sökande insyn i ärendet på något sätt via sin egen inlogg?  

- Vad är bra med de nuvarande systemen? 

- Vad är dåligt med de nuvarande systemen?  

- Skapas det någon tidsfördröjning för handläggningen av en ansökan enbart på grund 

av systemet? 

o Varför/vad? 

- Vilken information kan du se om ett ärende i systemet? 

- Hjälper systemet er att se om någon information saknas i en ansökan innan ni påbörjat 

granskning av den? 

 

Ansökan 

- För dig som handläggare, vad är det för skillnad mellan första och t.ex. en 

andragångsansökan? 

o Är det någon skillnad i den information ni behöver för de olika ansökningarna?  

- Är det någon skillnad i hur det är att hantera en process för en enskild arbetssökande 

kontra om en arbetssökande söker via en tredje parts organisation (ex human 

entrence)? 

o Vad är positivt/negativt med att en sökande tar hjälp av tredje part? 

- Vad är vanligaste felet en sökande gör vid ansökan? 

o Hur hanterar du dessa fel? 

- Vad för typ av kompletteringar är vanligast att en sökande behöver göra? 

- Vad är de vanligaste frågorna ni får från sökande?  

- Vad för anledningar finns till att det blir ett avslag på en ansökan?  

o Vad är vanligaste anledningen? 

- Hur fungerar det för en sökande att ansöka via er webb?  

o Loggar dem in någonstans?  

o Identifierar dem sig på något sätt? 

o Sparas deras sökning där?  
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o Vad kan de se för information? 

 

Handläggarens roll 

- Hur många gånger har du kontakt med en sökande under en process generellt? 

- Hur många ansökningar hanterar du under en dag?  

- Hur många ansökningar har du pågående?  

 

Dokument 

- Vilka typer av dokument behövs i en ansökan (i ett ”vanligt” fall)?  

- Hur säkerställer ni att blanketter och formulär innehåller rätt information? 

- Hur skiljer sig hanteringen av webbansökningar vs pappers ansökningar?  

o Vad är vanligast att söka med? 

o Vad är föredrar ni?  

§ Varför? 

- Hanterar ni dokument som ej är på engelska i denna process?  

• Hur verifieras dem?  

• Hur översätts dem? 

- Vad är vanligaste misstaget en sökande gör när det kommer till att lämna in 

dokument? 

- Vad styr vilka dokument ni behöver?  

o Har de dokument ni behöver ändrats någon gång under årens gång? T.ex. har 

dokument-krav tagits bort eller lagts till? Vilka isåfall? 

- Hur sparas dokument?  

o Finns dokumenten kvar tills nästa ansökan?  

- hur lång tid bak behöver ni dokument från den sökande?  

o Finns det några riktlinjer eller är det fall till fall? 

 

Framtid 

- Vad skulle underlätta ditt jobb? 

o Göra ditt arbete mer effektivt?  

o underlätta kommunikation med sökande?  
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- Om vi bortser från saker som egentligen är oundvikliga, som att du behöver förhålla 

sig till säkerhetsrutiner, lagar, tekniska faktorer, språk – Hur skulle du då önska att ditt 

arbete utvecklades i framtiden för att underlätta ditt arbete?  

o Tex spara uppgifter, dela dokument etc. 

o (om något togs upp som problem i processen – hur kan det underlättas?) 

 

- Finns det något annat du vill tillägga? 

 

 

 


