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Abstract 
 

The awareness of having a good information quality (IQ) in organizations has been 

increasing in the past decades. Despite that the well-accepted definition of information 

quality emphasizes the fitness of information to its consumers, IQ itself is known as 

context sensitive (Wang and Strong, 1996). It may be perceived differently depending 

on different contexts. This thesis presents a study of investigating IQ under the lens of 

practice theory. Practice theory intends to reveal the very idea of how the nexuses of 

human activities are organized (Schatzki, 2001). In this thesis, IQ was interpreted 

under the lens of Swidler’s perspective on practice theory specifically (2001), who 

stresses culture as the core that lies behind every aspect of social causation. The 

purpose of this study is to gain an in-depth knowledge on information quality.   

 

The empirical setting in this study is the sibling support system in Sweden, which has a 

rather unique organizational context as they do not have a classic top-down 

organizational structure and standard working procedure. The inquiry of this study 

focuses on three aspects; how IQ is perceived under this particular organizational 

context and the reasons behind it, also whether IQ is context sensitive in this type of 

organization. A mixed methods research was performed as the research methodology. 

A questionnaire was firstly sent out to the participants, and then interviews were 

followed up in order to obtain more detailed information. 

 

The contribution includes an account on a new perception on IQ under this specific 

organizational setting, and why it is perceived in such a way. Also the answer to 

whether IQ is context sensitive in this kind of organization is argued. Further 

secondary findings on the issues raised from the applied questionnaire are presented, as 

they are unexpectedly uncovered but worth attention for future IQ studies. This study 

presents a new angle of perceiving IQ, which offers certain reference value to future 

relevant studies.    

 

Keywords: Information quality (IQ), Practice theory                  
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Chapter 1 

1. Introduction  

1.1. Problem Overview 

Information quality has gained its attention in the past decades and the awareness of 

information quality is significantly increasing (Ballou and Tayi, 1999; Lee et al, 2002 

and Michnik and Lo, 2007). A traditional perspective on information quality defines it 

as information fitness for its consumers (Wang and Strong, 1996), information fitness, 

i.e. whether information is fit for use. Information quality is greatly desired not only 

for helping decision-making but also failure avoidance, costs reduction and 

competitive-edge enhancement (Levis et al, 2007). Different researchers have 

emphasized the importance of having high information quality. Chaos can be created 

due to poor information quality (Strong et al, 1997). Poor information quality becomes 

the barrier to every area of a business and affects negatively all types of business; for 

instance, poor information quality can cost up to 20% of a typical company’s revenue 

(Redman, 2004). Organizations experience problematic issues such as missing 

information hunting, inaccurate information correction and etc. on a daily basis due to 

poor information quality (English, 1999). Not only business behaviors suffer from 

information quality issues, but also our daily life. The press reports the negative effect 

on health care organizations on a daily basis (Levis et al, 2007). A real-life example 

comes from an Australian hospital where a patient died because a piece of biopsy 

information was wrong (Pirani, 2004 cited in Ge and Helfert, 2013). Poor information 

quality can have great impacts on social and economic aspects (Wang and Strong, 

1996). Hence it could be said information quality has become one of the most 

important factors that affect organizational life.  

 

Many researchers attempt to define information quality. Whereas there is no unified 

definition of information quality (Wand and Wang, 1996; Wang and Strong, 1996; 
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Eppler, 2006; Michnik and Lo, 2007 and Stvilia et al, 2008), many empirical studies 

have found repeatedly that information quality is context sensitive. Information quality 

itself is known as context sensitive (Wang and Strong, 1996 and Klein, 2001) and how 

it is defined is strongly dependent on the information consumers’ own background, 

need, experience and etc. Moreover, researchers have been trying to capture 

dimensions/aspects that are important to information quality (see Chapter 2.1.2). Those 

researches do provide some insights on how information quality is perceived in the 

literature and in everyday life. Due to the diversity, it is not possible to describe, 

measure and assure information quality with a single model (Stvilia et al, 2008). Hence 

there is a need of systematic knowledge of information quality in order to gain better 

understanding of other context-specific information quality.  

  

Practices, according to Schatzki (2001, p.2), are “embodied, materially, mediate arrays 

of human activity centrally organized around shared practical understanding.” Practice 

theory therefore “seeks to explain the relationship(s) that obtain between human action 

on the one hand, and some global entity which we may call ‘the system’ on the other 

(Ortner, 1984, p.148).” Hence by investigating information quality under the lens of 

practice theory, we are able to obtain the very possibility of gaining in-depth 

knowledge on how information quality is perceived in an on-going organizational life. 

Based on the literature survey that was conducted for this study, so far no one has 

investigated how information quality is perceived under the lens of practice theory. 

The literature survey was conducted through Google Scholar, IEEE Xplore, JSTOR 

and other academic databases by using different combinations of keywords such as 

“information quality” and “practice theory”. Specifically, Swidler’s perspective on 

practice theory is adopted as the analytical lens in this study. An analytical model is 

developed based on her ideas in order to provide a better understanding why our 

empirical setting perceive information quality in a particular way.   

 

In this study, we investigate information quality under a specific organizational context: 

the sibling support system of Barncancerfonden (The Swedish Childhood Cancer 

Foundation) in Sweden. The sibling support system consists of eight sibling supporters 

and they are located at six regional childhood cancer centers in Sweden. They work to 
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support children/youth whose sibling is diagnosed with cancer. Unlike most of the 

organizations that have the strict top-down hierarchy organizational structure, the 

sibling supporters work independently from each other and have a high degree of 

freedom of decision-making. This unique constitution of this organization motivates 

this study, as so far no one has looked into what information quality entails under such 

an empirical setting. More importantly, this study will contribute in providing insights 

not only on a new perception of information quality and how such a perception is 

generated in an on-going organizational life, but also whether information quality is 

context sensitive to this type of organization since defining information quality is 

known as context sensitive. A comparison between the sibling support system and an 

organization with traditional top-down organizational structure is presented later in 

order to provide a clear view on answering this question. In the next section we 

propose the research questions regarding this theme, which manifest the purpose of 

this study. Through this study, a new angle of looking at information quality will be 

provided.   

1.2.  Research Questions 

1. How information quality is perceived under the lens of practice theory, and what 

are the practices that constitute it in an organization that has no standard working 

procedure and no hierarchy organizational structure, such as the sibling support 

system? 

2. Why information quality is perceived in such a way? 

3. Is information quality context sensitive? 

1.3.  Delimitation 

In the field of information quality, both “data” and “information” are used depending 

on what literature you are referring to. Data usually refers to raw and simple facts that 

need to be processed. Miller et al (2001) describes data as “a representation of an 

object(s). Data provide the building blocks of information.” On the other hand, 

information usually refers to the processed data. “Information is the aggregation of 

data into something that has meaning (semantics) through interpretation by human or 
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automated processes (Miller et al, 2001, p.365).” However, rather than switching 

between data and information, both terms are interchangeable in this study as Strong et 

al (1997, p.1) argued, “the notion of data or information quality depends on the actual 

use of data.” 

1.4.  Thesis Structure 

This section presents an outline of the whole thesis. This thesis is divided into five 

chapters, and references and appendix section in the end. 

 

Chapter 1 provides an overview of this thesis. In this section, the motivation of 

conducting this study, the delimitation and the research questions are discussed. 

 

Chapter 2 offers a background with all relevant concepts, theories and models. This 

chapter is divided into four main sections: information quality, practice theory, an 

introduction of the sibling support system and a discussion of the analytical model that 

is applied in this study. In section 2.1, the contemporary definitions of information 

quality and its relevant dimensions are presented. The next section presents an 

introduction to the framework that is applied in our study. In section 2.3, firstly the 

general idea of practice theory is introduced, followed by the idea of Swidler’s 

perspective on practice theory (the idea that we choose to use in our case) is presented. 

In section 2.4, the general information of the sibling support system is introduced, 

which is the organization we are conducting this study with. Section 2.5 introduces the 

applied analytical model, and theorise the empirical setting through the lens of practice 

theory. 

 

Chapter 3 offers a justification of the chosen research methodology in order to provide 

a better understanding of how this study is conducted. 

 

Chapter 4 presents the empirical findings and the analysis of the results. The empirical 

findings are divided into two parts: first, the findings regarding how information 

quality is defined. Then the findings regarding the issues that we found during the 

research conducting process are presented. 
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Chapter 5 concludes this study. The research questions are answered. Also limitations 

of this study and recommendations for future improvement are provided.               
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Chapter 2 

2. Background 

This chapter provides a background to related concepts and theories. The aim of this 

thesis is to investigate how information quality is perceived in practice. Hence a 

traditional definition “information quality (IQ)” is firstly introduced. Subsequently the 

dimensions of IQ that are considered to be important and how it is perceived in both 

academic and practitioners’ view are presented. Section 2.1 provides an overview of 

how IQ is perceived in the contemporary heterogeneous fields of IQ study. Section 2.2 

introduces the theoretical framework that is used in this study. Section 2.3 introduces 

the relevant ideas of practice theory and Swidler’s view on practice theory, which is 

adopted as the lens for conducting this research. Section 2.4 introduces our empirical 

setting: the sibling support system. Section 2.5 presents the analytical model that is 

applied in this study.      

2.1. Information Quality 

 Definition of Information Quality 2.1.1.

A classic problem within the field of IQ study has been how IQ can be defined.  

Generally, information quality refers to the degree of how accurate the information is 

(Michnik and Lo, 2007). However, researchers hold different views of defining 

information quality. Wang and Strong (1996) state information quality is context 

sensitive. Stvilia et al (2008) also state that information can be judged differently 

depending on the context. Information quality itself is a multi-dimensional concept and 

it is context sensitive depending on different point of views (Klein, 2001). 

 

A widely-adopted concept of IQ defines it as “data that are fit for use by data 

consumers” (Wang and Strong, 1996). Data consumers are the ones who use the data. 
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This concept emphasizes the significance of taking the data consumers’ view into 

account. Because data consumers are the ones who will judge whether the data is fit for 

use eventually (Wang and Strong, 1996). In addition, English (1999) argues that in 

order to define information quality, two terms must be identified. One is “customers” 

of the data. The other is ‘knowledge workers”. On this basis, English (1999) lists two 

definitions of information quality: 

1. Information quality is “consistently meeting knowledge worker and 

end-customer expectations through information and information services, 

enabling them to perform their jobs efficiently and effectively. (English, 1996, 

cited in English, 1999)”  

2. “Information quality describes the attributes of the information that result in 

user (customer) satisfaction. (Nayar, 1996, cited in English, 1999)” 

 

The definitions that English presents of information quality also stress on consumers of 

information. Moreover, the first definition of information quality reveals the idea that 

information quality is not static, rather as an ongoing process. As he states information 

quality consistently needs to satisfy the consumers’ need, and then the consumers are 

able to perform well continuously. Hence rather than saying information quality is only 

a starting point, it is also the outcome of a well-performing system. 

 Dimensions of Information Quality 2.1.2.

Many empirical studies have presented their opinion of information quality. Academic 

researchers attempt to capture all aspects of information quality that matters to its 

consumers. Table 1 summarizes the academic view of IQ dimensions as discussed in 

the literatures.  
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Table 1 - The academics’ view of information quality (Source: Lee et al, 2002) 

 

 

The first row in Table 1 is Wang and Strong’s research in 1996; they determined the 

important dimensions of information quality by using a market research approach. 

They collected the data by letting information consumers determine the dimensions of 

importance. Zmud’s research in 1978 listed the dimensions that were considered to be 

important to the information users. Both studies show that they tried to capture all 

dimensions that are important to information consumers. Lee et al (2002) point out that 

the next three studies were developed based on literature studies. Delone and McLean 

(1992) presented 23 IQ measures by reviewing the MIS (management information 

system) literature. The study by Jarke and Vassiliou in 1997 was based on Wang and 

Strong’s study by modifying the dimension in Wang and Strong’s results. Goodhue’s 

(1995) study focused on the dimensions that were found important to managers who 

use computer systems to store quantitative data. The researches by Ballou and Pazer 

(1985) and Wand and Wang (1996) focused on less dimensions than the others. Instead 

of having all dimensions that are important to information consumers, they tried to 

Intrinsic IQ Contextual IQ Representational IQ Accessibility IQ

Accuracy, Value-added, relevance,

believability, completeness, timeliness
reputation,
objectivity

appropriate amount

Accuracy, precision,

reliability,
freedom from bias

Understandability,
interpretability, concise
representation,
consistent
representation

Accessibility, !ease of
operations, security

Accurate, factual Quantity, reliable/timely Arrangement, readable,
reasonable

Believability,
accuracy, credibility,
consistency,
completeness

Relevance, usage, timeliness,
source currency, data
warehouse currency, non-
volatility

Interpretability, syntax,
version control,
semantics, aliases,
origin

Accessibility, system
availability, transaction
availability, privileges

Importance, relevance,
usefulness, informativeness,
content, sufficiency,
completeness, currency,
timeliness

Understandability,
readability, clarity,
format, appearance,
conciseness, uniqueness,
comparability

Usableness,
quantitativeness,
convenience of access

Meaningfulness

Zmud (1978)

Wang and Strong
(1996)

Jarke and Vassiliou
(1997)

Accuracy, reliability Currency, level of detail
Compatibility, meaning,
presentation, lack of
confusion

Accessibility,
assistance, ease of
use!(of h/w, s/w),
locatability

Accuracy,
consistency

Delone and McLean
(1992)

Goodhue (1995)

Ballou and Pazer
(1985)

Wand and Wang
(1996)

Correctness,
unambiguous Completeness

Completeness, timeliness
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capture the dimensions that can be objectively defined and measured (Lee et al, 2002). 

For instance, Bollou and Pazer (1985) focused on the dimensions of intrinsic IQ and 

contextual IQ, which frequently appear in IQ studies. Wand and Wang’s study in 1996 

defined four IQ dimensions; correctness, unambiguous, completeness and 

meaningfulness. These studies provide insights on information quality from 

academic’s point of view. 

 

On the other hand, practitioners view IQ from a different angle than the academic’s. 

Academic researchers intend to provide a comprehensive view of all information 

quality dimensions. However, usually practitioners have their specific contexts where 

they see IQ since they have to deliver information quality. Thus rather than rigorously 

perceiving information quality in an academic perspective; practitioners stress on 

where it is important to them. For instance, specialists within organizations focus on 

organizational problems. Hence, instead of having a comprehensive coverage of IQ 

aspects, practitioners are more likely to only concentrate on specific aspects that fit 

their own needs (Lee et al, 2002). Table 2 provides an insight of the practitioners’ view 

of IQ dimensions.        
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Table 2 - The practitioner’s view of information quality (Source: Lee et al, 2002) 

 
 

All practitioners have their own context where they only focus on specific aspects of 

IQ that are important to them. For instance, Cykana et al present their study on 

information quality within the United States Department of Defense (DoD) in 1996. 

This study has focused on the following dimensions on information quality: accuracy, 

completeness, consistency, validity, timeliness and uniqueness. The foundation of 

mission success in this department is to maintain high information quality, because it 

plays a significant role in the support of decision-making and ensures timeliness. 

Cykana et al (1996, p.154) state that in this department, IQ management “is composed 

of disciplines and procedures to ensure data are meeting the quality characteristics 

Intrinsic IQ Contextual IQ Representational IQ Accessibility IQ

IRI (1997) Accuracy Timeliness Reliability(of delivery)

Unitech (1997) Accuracy,
consistency,reliability

Completeness, timeliness Security,privacy

Diamond
Technology

Partners
(1996)

Accuracy Accessibility

HSBC Asset
Management

(1997)
Correctness Completeness,corrency Consistency Accessibility

Vality  (1997) Metadata characteristics

Completeness,relevance,c
omprehensivesness,

essentialness,attribute
granualrity,currenct/cycl

e time

Accuracy, consistency
AT&T and

Redman
(1992)

Clarity of definition,precision
of

domains,naturalness,homoge
neity,identifiability,minumum

unnecessary
redundance,semantic

consistency,appropriate
representation,interpretabilit

y,portability,format
precision,format flexbility,

ability to represent null
values,efficient use of

storage,representation
consistency

Obtainbility,flexibility,
robustness

Uniqueness

Same as Wang and
Strong (1996)

Same as Wang and
Strong (1996)

Same as Wang and Strong
(1996)

Same as Wang and
Strong (1996)

Accuracy,completenes
s,consistency,validity Timeliness

MITRE(1997)

DoD (1996)
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required for uses in Command and Control (C2) systems, Procurement systems, 

Logistics systems, and the range of mission support applications that facilitate mission 

readiness, reliability, and effectiveness.” The IQ dimensions addressed by practitioners 

are driven by their specific contexts. The difference between practitioners view of IQ 

and academics view of IQ is that academic researches try to provide a comprehensive 

coverage of IQ dimensions, while the choice of practitioners are depending on specific 

contexts. 

2.2.  Theoretical Framework employed in the Case Study 

This thesis aims at exploring and gaining deep understanding of information quality in 

practice. In order to gain in-depth knowledge of it, it is useful to choose an existing 

framework for guiding the study process. In this section, the chosen framework and its 

relevant aspects will be introduced. 

 Introduction to the Applied Framework 2.2.1.

There exist multiple models of information quality. One of the important factors to 

consider when choosing the most suitable information quality model is that the model 

needs to fit this particular organization setting appropriately, as well as the purpose of 

this research. For our purpose, to identify what information quality means to the 

sibling support system under the lens of practice theory and why such a perception is 

formed.  

 

As described earlier in Problem Overview (see details of the sibling support system in 

section 2.4), the way the sibling support system is functioning is different from most 

other organizations. One of the uniqueness is they do not have a standard working 

procedure since the sibling supporters are located in different places across the whole 

of Sweden. However, the sibling support system is well functioning and the purposes 

of this organization are always fulfilled. Hence to investigate information quality under 

this particular organizational setting offers a new angle in studying information quality.  

 

The AIM quality (AIMQ) methodology that was first presented by Lee et al in 2002 is 
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adapted for this research. AIMQ methodology helps to construct the framework of 

better understanding the sibling support system’s information quality. As mentioned 

earlier, the chosen model needs to fit the general setting of this specific organization. 

During our survey on IQ and comparison between different information quality models, 

the AIMQ methodology was found to be very comprehensive (Vaziri and 

Mohsenzadeh, 2012). Moreover, Lee et al (2002) state organizations can use the 

AIMQ methodology as a practical IQ tool. The AIMQ methodology has been applied 

in various organizational settings and is useful in identifying IQ problems, prioritizing 

areas for IQ improvements, and monitoring IQ improvements over time (Lee et al, 

2002). Lee et al (2002) also claim this methodology has been applied in various 

organizational settings; such as healthcare. More importantly, the dimensions of 

information quality that is presented by the AIMQ methodology are rather 

comprehensive. Thus it helps to not miss any important aspects of information quality. 

The AIMQ methodology contains a questionnaire of measuring information quality 

(the IQA instrument). By using this questionnaire we are able to capture a macro-level 

view of how the sibling supporters perceive information quality in their organization. 

Also the reliability of this questionnaire is ensured since Cronbach alphas were 

computed and factor analysis was performed (Lee et al, 2002). Hence the reliability of 

this instrument is guaranteed and it contributes to make this study more efficient. 

Consequently we found AIMQ methodology to appropriately fit our case.     

  

The AIMQ methodology consists of three components: The Product and Service 

Performance Model (the PSP/IQ model), the IQA instrument and the IQ Gap Analysis 

Techniques. However, not all of them was applied in this research due to the essential 

purpose of this research: instead of conducting a full assessment of the exact 

information quality of the sibling support system, the focus of this research was to get 

deep understanding of how information quality is perceived in practice in this 

particular organizational setting. Therefore the IQ Gap Analysis Techniques were not 

used in this study. On the other hand, the PSP/IQ model and the IQA instrument were 

applied in this study. The PSP/IQ model is the foundation of the AIMQ methodology 

as it covers all key information quality dimensions to its consumers. Hence the PSP/IQ 

model contributes to form the theoretical background of this study. The IQA 
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instrument is one of the key components of this study, as it contains the questionnaire 

that was needed to conduct this study.           

 

 The AIM Quality Methodology (Lee et al, 2002) 2.2.2.

The AIMQ methodology consists of three components: the PSP/IQ model, the IQA 

instrument and the IQ Gap Analysis techniques. The first component is The Product 

and Service Performance Model (PSP/IQ model) for information quality and it was 

first introduced by Kahn et al in 1997. And it has been further developed and improved. 

Wang and Strong’s previous research (1996) provides the ideas of developing this 

model. Their work contributes to form the foundation of the PSP/IQ model. “The 

PSP/IQ model captures the important aspects of delivering high-quality information 

products and services to information consumers. (Kahn and Strong, 1998, p.108)” 

  

The PSP/IQ model is a 2x2 model that consists of two rows and two columns (See 

Table 3). The two rows of this model indicate that information could be either 

perceived as Product or Service. The two columns indicate that information quality 

could be measured either by conforms to specifications or meets or exceeds customer 

expectations (Vaziri and Mohsenzadeh, 2012). The PSP/IQ model merges the 

information quality dimensions into four quadrants: sound, useful, dependable and 

usable information. Those four quadrants comprise their own specific IQ dimensions. 
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Table 3 - The PSP/IQ model (Source: Lee et al, 2002) 

 
 

The second component of the AIMQ methodology is the IQA instrument. The IQA 

instrument consists of a questionnaire and is used to measure information quality along 

with the IQ dimensions from the PSP/IQ model. The questionnaire contains 65 items 

in total, where every dimension consists of 4-5 items that helps to assess IQ on a 

dimension level. Then all dimension-level IQ make up the overall IQ for each quadrant 

on a quadrant-level. The IQA instrument serves as a base for the PSP/IQ model and the 

Gap Analysis techniques. It helps them to continue and fulfill their purposes by 

supporting in getting valid measures of IQ (Lee et al, 2002). Lee et al (2002) argues 

that the IQA instrument can be applied to assess information quality of various 

organizations (see details of the original questionnaire in Appendix A).    

 

Although the AIMQ methodology is a comprehensive tool for IQ assessment and 

benchmarking. However, there are researchers that raise their concerns regarding the 

AIMQ methodology. Vaziri and Mohsenzadeh (2012) raise the objections that the 

AIMQ methodology adopts the pre-defined list of IQ dimension from Wang and 

Strong’s research in 1996, which means it may not address specific organizational 

needs. Additionally, the items of the questionnaire (IQA instrument) are developed 

based on the subjective view of the researchers rather than well-defined specifications. 

Hence it is worth taking those concerns under consideration when using this 

framework.  

Conforms to Meets or Exceeds
Specifications Customer Expectations

Product Sound Information Useful Information
Quality IQ Dimensions: IQ Dimensions:

!    Free-of-error !    Appropriate amount
!    Concise Representation !    Relevancy
!    Completeness !    Understandability
!    Consistent Representation !    Interpretability

!   Objectivity
Service Dependable Information Usable Information
Quality IQ Dimensions: IQ Dimensions:

!    Timeliness !    Believability
!   Security !    Accessibility

!    Ease of operation
!   Reputation
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However, those critiques do not become a complete barrier for this study. Because the 

very essence of the AIMQ methodology is to value information consumers’ view and 

take it as the starting point of looking into information quality, as it fits the purpose of 

this research precisely, also the sibling supporters of the sibling support system are the 

information consumers in this case. This is because they are the ones who actually use 

and work with the information they have. Furthermore, the critiques emphasizes that 

the AIMQ methodology lacks of specificity because it does not address a specific 

organizational contexts. However defining information quality is known as context 

sensitive; hence one model for one case is probably not applicable to another case due 

to different contexts. But the AIMQ methodology is claimed to provide a 

comprehensive view on important dimensions of information quality. Hence the AIMQ 

methodology contributes to act as a starting point for this research.  
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2.3. Practice theory 

This chapter firstly offers an introduction of relevant concepts and theories of practice 

theory. As we adopt Swidler’s point of view as analytical lens in this study, her 

perspective will be presented as well.      

 

“Practice” has drawn attention in the past years. Many contemporary theorists in 

different fields of study impel the development of practice theory. Schatzki (2001) 

describes it as “the practice turn in contemporary theory”. However despite various 

thoughts exist in the world of practice theory; there is no unified practice approach 

(Schatzki, 2001). Most theorists, according to Schatzki (2001) have 

reached a consensus on the concept of practices, which is “practices are arrays of 

human activity…activity is embodied and that nexuses of practices are mediated by 

artifacts, hybrids, and natural objects” (p.2). In other words, organized nexuses of 

activity are practices (Schatzki, 2001), as an example, the way of cooking and etc. 

Moreover, Schatzki (2001) presents the idea of the “field of practices”. He argues 

practice theorists believe that human practices, such as knowledge, meaning, language 

and etc. is either consisting of, or belonging to the field of practice. “The field of 

practices is the total nexus of interconnected human practices (Schatzki, 2001, p.2).”  

 

Another important contemporary author in the practice theory field is Andreas 

Reckwitz. Reckwitz’s work in 2002 presents another angle of perceiving practice 

theory. In his work, he addresses practice theory from the perspective of cultural 

theories. There are four forms of cultural theories: culturalist mentalism, textualism, 

intersubjectivism and practice theory. Reckwitz (2002) argues the foundation of 

cultural theories is another form of explaining and understanding actions, which is by 

having “recourse to symbolic structures of meaning”. Furthermore, culture theories 

differ from the homo economicus and the home sociologicus social theory. Particularly, 

what is noteworthy is that practice theory is one form of culture theory, but a cultural 

theory does not have to be a practice theory (Reckwitz, 2002). 

 

“Routine” has taken a prominent place in Reckwitz’s work. He defines “a ‘practice’ is 
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a routinized type of behavior which consists of several elements, interconnected to one 

other: forms of bodily activities, forms of mental activities, ‘thing’ and their use, a 

background knowledge in the form of understanding, know-how, states of emotion and 

motivational knowledge (Reckwitz, 2002, p.249).” In other words, “a practice is a 

routinized way in which bodies are moved, objects are handled, subjects are treated, 

things are described and the world is understood (Reckwitz, 2002, p.250).” 

 

While there are many contentions in the field of practice theory, different researchers 

may explain and understand practice theory in various angles. There are still a few 

features that are consensus to various theorists’ work.  

 

 Swidler’s practice theory                                       2.3.1.

With the aim of investigating the perception of information quality in practices, we 

found Swidler’s point of view of practice theory would suit best as the lens in this 

study. Swidler (2001) argues the importance of culture in an organization, and affirms 

the influence of practices in every aspects of social causation.  

 

Swidler (2001) discusses “culture” as a core idea of her perception of practice theory. 

In her work, she first shows how practice theory solves the problems of sociology of 

culture: by being sympathetic to the idea of understanding practices as routine 

activities rather than “consciously chosen actions” (Swidler 2001, p.75). In other words, 

instead of valuing what is going on in the heads of actors, actors’ unconscious and 

automatic actions are more worth attention. Practices here “can be routines of 

individual actors, inscribed in the ways they use their bodies, in their habits, in their 

taken-for-granted sense of space, dress, food, musical taste – in the social routines they 

know so well as to be able to improvise spontaneously without a second thought” 

(Sudnow, 1978; Bourdieu, 1976,1984 cited in Swidler 2001, p.75). On the other hand, 

practices are also imbedded in the organizational routines (Williams 1981; Becker 

1982 cited in Swidler 2001). However, no matter practices are individual habits or 

organizational routines, attentions on practices are now paid more on actor’s 
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“unconscious or automatic activities embedded in taken-for-granted routines” (Swidler, 

2001,p.75).  

 

In other words, instead of focusing on actor’s consciousness on activities and thoughts, 

practice theory brings the attention on “discourse” or “semiotic codes”. Discourse 

shifts the focus away from what is going on in a particular actor’s mind toward not 

endue them with any particular meanings. And the semiotic system constitutes a 

cultural system with a set of interrelated meanings and cultural practices (Swidler, 

2001).              

 

Practices also link actions and culture, according to Swidler (2001); culture cannot 

only be seen as abstract in one’s mind that may or may not lead to actions. Rather 

actions are influenced by culture in the sense that culture provides a repertoire of habits, 

skills and styles that shape actions (Swidler, 1986). Hence cultural practices are 

organized action, which are based on logic to a certain degree (Swidler, 2001). On the 

basis of relationship between culture and action, culture is further associated with 

structure. According to Swidler (2001), multiple theorists have found those two terms 

cannot be effectively separated. Sewell (1992) defines structure as enacted cultural 

schemas. Schemas here are understood as “generalizable procedures”, in the sense that 

they can be applicable and extendable to different contexts of interaction (Sewell, 

1992). Moreover, schemas are also considered to be “virtual” (Giddens, 1981). Based 

on Giddens’ perspective, Sewell (1992) further defines structure as it is “composed 

simultaneously of schemas, which are virtual, and of resources, which are actual. ” In 

other words, both schemas and resources consist of structures. Nevertheless, structures 

are not changeless. Rather, structures are sustained over time, because the mutual 

reproduction of schemas and resources makes up structures (Swidler, 2001). Namely, 

“structures are reproduced as repeated instantiations of ‘virtual’ cultural schemas that 

make the structures what they are.” (Swidler, 2001, p. 79) Also “structures are multiple 

and intersecting, because schemas can be generalized to new situations and can 

sometimes generate unpredictable resource outcomes, and most importantly because 

the schemas that are implicit in arrays of resources can be ‘read’ in multiple and 

sometimes competing ways, transformation as well as continuity of structure is 
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possible.” (Swidler, 2001, p. 79) In conclusion, Swidler (2001) argues that practices lie 

behind every aspect of social causation.  

 

Further, she argues practices that anchor constitutive rules. A constitutive rule defines 

X count as Y in a particular context. Constitutive rules do not have to restrict to be 

formal rules, according to Swidler (2001); constitutive rules can be used to describe a 

particular kind of culture act. For each particular context, this phenomenon is a virtual 

schema that can be called as a constitutive rule (Searle, 1983). As it describes a way in 

which lower-level entities count as higher-level entities simply because you say the do:  

 

"Some rules do not merely regulate, they also create the very possibility of certain 

activities. Thus the rules of chess do not regulate an antecedently existing activity. It is 

not the case that there were a lot of people pushing bits of wood around on boards, 

and in order to prevent them from bumping into each other all the time and creating 

traffic jams, we had to regulate the activity. Rather, the rules of chess create the very 

possibility of playing chess. The rules are constitutive of chess in the sense that playing 

chess is constituted in part by acting in accord with the rules. (Searle 1983, p.28)"  

 

The schemas make smaller activities or entities to be interpreted as something more in 

a particular context. However a constitutive rule is not restricted to any formal rules, 

such as laws. For instance, a bridegroom or a bride says “I do” in a marriage ceremony 

will constitute a marriage, but also maintain the very possibility of entering into 

matrimony in this way. Constitutive rules are implicit, in the sense that you cannot “see” 

or there is no one who really formulates them, but do anchor elaborate discourse. 

Constitutive rules are reproduced not by people knowing them, but by people acting 

upon the projection of the rules where fits the context precisely (Swidler, 2001). 
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2.4. Case Study: Who are the sibling supporters? 

Every year there are approximately 300 children and young people that are diagnosed 

with cancer in Sweden (Barncancerfonden.se, 2015). This is a trauma not only to the 

one with cancer himself/herself but also for all those involved, such as his/her family. 

The Swedish Childhood Cancer Foundation contributes to help fighting childhood 

cancer and ensure everyone that is involved and affected receive the needed care and 

support. One of their main missions is to support affected families on a nationwide 

level. Today The Swedish Childhood Cancer Foundation has a sibling support system 

to help children/youth who has a sibling that is diagnosed with cancer. The sibling 

supporters are fully financed by The Swedish Childhood Cancer Foundation.  

 

The sibling support system is composed of eight sibling supporters that are located in 

different pediatric cancer centers in Sweden: one sibling supporter in Umeå, one in 

Uppsala, one in Stockholm at Astrid Lindgrens Barnsjukhus, one at Lilla Erstagården 

Barn- och Ungdomshospice, Nacka/Stockholm, one in Linköping, one in Goteborg and 

one in Lund. Above them, there is a coordinator from The Swedish Childhood Cancer 

Foundation. The coordinator works to lead and support the sibling supporters 

whenever they are in need, for instance, when the supporters have questions or 

decisions that they cannot handle on their own. They contact their coordinator by 

e-mail or phone to get help. 

 

The purpose of being a sibling supporter is to be there for those siblings of young 

people with cancer when they need help. As the sibling supporters describe themselves 

as “a friend when your world turns upside down (The Swedish Childhood Cancer 

Foundation, n.d.)”. Sibling supporters work to notice, listen and do activities with the 

siblings. One of the most important things of the sibling supports is to make the 

siblings feel they are back to normal life again. Since the siblings might feel lonely and 

no one to turn to because their parents might put all their energy with the sick kid and 

work on their own feelings.  

 

However the sibling supporters’ work is multi-dimensional. Besides their main job of 
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helping the siblings in need, their work also include making contacts with different 

shareholders; such as parents, sponsors and etc. Even though the Swedish Childhood 

Cancer Foundation is supporting their finance, the supporters still need to take budget 

under consideration when planning activities, such as visiting a museum or going to 

cinema. In this case, they will have to contact the museum or the cinema to see if they 

are able to get discount on the tickets.      

 

The sibling supporters meet twice a year. Usually the meetings take place in May and 

November. Each meeting lasts two days. During every meeting, the sibling supporters 

summarize the work they have done so far and make a plan for next period. Besides 

the two meetings every year, they also travel from their pediatric cancer center to 

another in order to evaluate how the work is done at the other pediatric cancer centers. 

For example, the sibling supporter who is located in Stockholm might travel to the 

pediatric cancer center in Umeå. And the one who works in Umeå might travel to Lund 

in order to evaluate each other’s work.    

 

Besides that, they communicate with each other mostly by phone calls, e-mail and 

SMS on a weekly basis. Today the sibling supporters work independently and the 

organization as a whole is well functioning. Furthermore, different from other 

organizations that have a standard working procedure, the sibling support system has a 

sound degree of flexibility in how they work. The sibling supporters’ work varies 

depending on different local context. Geographical factor is one of the factors that 

affect their working style.  

 

For instance, the sibling supporter who is located at Umeå, which is northern Sweden, 

is more likely to travel around to meet the families in need due to the distribution of 

cities in northern Sweden. Also it is more likely to see the siblings and families 

themselves in the pediatric cancer center in Umeå. Because they might need to stay at 

the pediatric cancer centers since they might live in a city that is far away from the 

pediatric cancer center. However this might not be the case in Stockholm. Despite the 

ways of working might be different from one to another, they still fulfill the whole 

purpose of the sibling support system.   
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2.5. The Analytical Model in This Study  

When it comes to this study, the very purpose is to investigate how information quality 

is perceived in practice in the sibling support system. Thus the daily working activities 

of the sibling support system are considered as the discourse, in which the routines 

happen. In other words, the activities that have taken place in individual sibling 

supporter’s daily work, e.g. meet the siblings, take contact with the parents, hospital 

and etc., constructs structure and practices of the sibling support system. Also, as it is 

an on-going organizational life, the structures of material that are being usd as the 

ways of enacting organizational activities are patterned by cultural schemas.  

 

As all sibling supporters are located in different pediatric cancer centers in Sweden, 

they work independently and have the maximum of freedom of choosing how they 

want to work. Also the sibling support system as a whole is well functioning and keep 

fulfilling its purpose: help the siblings in need. By theorizing the notion that we 

described above, the constitutive rule here can be: despite there is no unifies ways of 

working, the diversity does not split the organization, but unify the organization as one, 

because all the sibling supporters always serve the same purpose: help the siblings in 

need.  

 

Sewell (1992) argues some structures and their associated practices are more 

fundamental and more powerful than the others. Thus the constitutive rule here is 

manifestation of the essence of what a sibling supporter is, which is more fundamental 

and influential in shaping and constraining the actions that the sibling supporters would 

take in their workflow. As the sibling supporters have to fulfill the purpose of the 

organization, they implicitly presume the rule and act/choose the practices upon that. 

In other words, there is no explicit rule that has defined a standard way of working 

among the sibling supporters, but they act strategically in a way that presumes the rule.  

 

Social practices are resilient when many interconnected practices embodies the same 

schema (Swidler, 2001). Further, social practices maintain stable because they engage 

one another and force people return to common structure. In terms, social practices are 



29 
 

the “infrastructure of repeated interactional patterns” (Swidler, 2001, p.85). Practices 

ritually confirm that something is what indeed is repeatedly. The anchoring practices 

“operate as enactments of ‘constitutive rules’, acquiring their power to structure related 

discourses and patterns of activity because they implicitly define the basic entities or 

agents in the relevant domain of social action” (Swidler, 2001, p.86).  

 

 

Figure 1 - The Analytical Model in This Study (Inspired by Eriksson Lundström and Edenius, 

2014) 

 

Figure 1 illustrates the analytical model that will be employed in this study, which is 

developed based on Swidler’s idea, and inspired by Eriksson Lundström and Edenius’s 

work (2014). Departuring from Eriksson Lundström and Edenius’s idea, we develop 

this analytical model that suits our empirical setting better. The rectangle represents the 

context/background; in this case, the context of this study is the sibling support system. 

The circle of cultural schemas contains the circle of constitutive rules, as constitutive 

rules are cultural schemas with the dominated place among others. Moreover, (1), (2) 

and (3) represent the interacted relation between different components. Relation (1) 

and (2) together form the circulation of constitutive rule/cultural schemas and 

practices/structures. Relation (1) represents that the constitutive rule/cultural schemas 

give meaning to the associated practices, and further shapes, and constrains them. 
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Relation (2) represents that the chosen ongoing practices keep enacting the constitutive 

rule/cultural schemas. Relation (3) indicates the mutual effects between 

practices/structures and resources. Resources form structures along with schemas, and 

provide necessaries in enacting practices. Conversely, the enacted practices manifest 

the usage of resources. Moreover, relation (4) shows the dualism of schemas. 

According to Sewell (1992), schemas are the effects of resources, and vice versa. 

Further, “a schema is what makes a resource meaningful as a resource (Swidler 2001, 

p.78).” Most importantly, the analytical model represents a circulation of an on-going 

process, which the relations keep reproducing and reenacting over time in a particular 

context. 
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Chapter 3 

3. Research methodology 

This chapter offers an explanation and justification of the chosen research methods, in 

order to provide a better understanding of this research and how it is conducted. 

3.1. Mixed Methods Research 

The chosen research methodology of this research is mixed methods. A mixed methods 

research is “a procedure for collecting, analyzing, and ‘mixing’ both quantitative and 

qualitative methods in a single study or a series of studies to understand a research 

problem. (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011 cited in Creswell, 2012, p.535)”  

 Why conduct a mixed methods study? 3.1.1.

The reason of choosing mixed methods as research methodology may vary depending 

on varies factors. Generally speaking, researchers choose to conduct a research by 

using mixed methods when they find that the combination of qualitative data and 

quantitative data provides a better understanding of the research problem, rather than 

one single approach (Creswell, 2012). 

 

Johnson et al (2007) state that the purpose of conducting a mixed methods research is 

to gain an understanding and corroboration in breadth and depth. We chose mixed 

methods as our research methodology to conduct this research since it fulfills the 

purpose of our research. The purpose of this research is to gain insights and in-depth 

knowledge of information quality in the sense that how information quality is 

perceived in practice. The needed data are thus the perceptions of information quality 

in the sibling support system. In other words, how does individual sibling supporter 

perceive the term “information quality”? 
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In addition, the theoretical framework that will be used in this research is the AIMQ 

methodology (Lee et al, 2001). However instead of assessing the exact information 

quality of the sibling support system, this research is more interested in exploring and 

discovering ideas and insights of information quality in practice. We adopt the 

questionnaire from the IQA instrument as one of the methods in order to get the 

primary impression of the sibling supporters’ perception of information quality. 

Besides, this questionnaire offers the sibling supporters a start point of thinking when 

it comes to information quality.  

 

The questionnaire contains questions regarding the dimensions of information quality 

that are considered to be important by experts. However the questionnaire itself does 

not investigate the definition of information quality. Thus solely the questionnaire 

itself is not enough to fulfill the purpose of this study: to get an in-depth knowledge on 

how information quality is perceived in an on-going organizational life. Hence 

interviews are followed up in order to get a better understanding of the sibling 

supporters’ perception on information quality. In this case, the questionnaire acts like 

an inspiration and a starting point for the participants to start considering what 

information quality mean to them. The questionnaire plays a supportive role to the 

interviews. The followed up interviews provide the possibility of gaining insights on 

the participants’ perception on information quality in a deeper level. Because 

interviews offer the possibilities so the participants can explain their perspectives and 

thoughts freely. Both questionnaire and interview help to capture a more 

comprehensive picture on information quality in practice.          

 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) argue there are several advantages of using mixed 

methods when conducting a research; firstly, it offsets the weakness of both qualitative 

research and quantitative research. In terms of it, mixed methods help to enhance the 

strength of both research approaches (Creswell, 2012). Second, the research can be 

provided with more evidence by using mixed methods, because all means of data 

collection are available, so the research does not need to be restricted by a single 

research approach (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007). Moreover, it helps to answer a 

research question that is hard to answer by using only one approach (ibid.). In addition, 
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a mixed methods research is more “practical” because researchers are free to use any 

methods in order to answer their research questions (ibid,).  

 

On the other hand, a mixed methods research advances the methods procedures. Hence 

it brings disadvantages, such as time-consuming and extra effort on data collection are 

required. (Creswell, 2003) Furthermore, a mixed methods research “consists of 

merging, intergrading, linking, or embedding” (Creswell, 2012, p.535) both qualitative 

and quantitative research approaches. 

 The embedded design 3.1.2.

There are several types of mixed methods designs. Before deciding which type is 

suitable for the research, Creswell (2012, p.539) suggests asking four questions in 

order to identify the most appropriate type of design: 

 

l “What priority or weight does the researcher give to the quantitative and 

qualitative data collection?” 

l “What is the sequence of collecting the quantitative and qualitative data?” 

l “How does the researcher actually analyze the data?” 

l “Where in the study does the research ‘mix’ the data?” 

 

The answers to the questions above are; quantitative data is treated as a support to the 

qualitative data. Qualitative data is given more attention in this study. Quantitative data 

is firstly collected in this study as the questionnaire is sent out to the participants and 

interviews are subsequent.  In addition, instead of analyzing the data separately, the 

data will be combined to analysis the empirical findings, as the purpose of this research 

is not assessing the exact information quality of this organization but to get an in-depth 

of knowledge of information quality. Moreover, the purpose of using the questionnaire 

in this study is to collect the data and to examine how participants in the organization 

are experiencing information quality.  

 

By answering those four questions, the type of mixed methods design for this research 
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emerged. The design type of this research is the embedded design (see Figure 2). “The 

purpose of the embedded design is to collect quantitative and qualitative data 

simultaneously or sequentially, but to have one form of data play a supportive role to 

the other form of data. (Creswell, 2012, p.544)”  

 

 
Figure 2 - The embedded design (source: Creswell, 2012) 

 

In an embedded design, the second form of data often plays a supportive role to the 

primary form of data, or the second form of data provides additional information to the 

primary form of data (Creswell, 2012). In this research, both quantitative and 

qualitative data are collected. Quantitative data are firstly collected by the 

questionnaire, and interviews are followed up in order to collect the qualitative data.  

 

An embedded design brings advantages such as it provides the strength of both 

qualitative and quantitative data (Creswell, 2012). However Creswell (2012) also 

argues the challenges that an embedded design might bring. For instance, since both 

quantitative and qualitative data are collected, it might be hard to compare both data 

because they address different research questions. And it might also be labor intensive 

to a single researcher due to the data collection of both data forms (Creswell, 2012). 

3.2. Participants 

All the participants are from the sibling support system in Sweden. The researcher 

firstly reached out and got the permission to conduct this research with the members of 

the organization from the coordinator of the sibling support system. All members of 

this organization were contacted in order to schedule interviews, all of them showed 
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interests in participating in this research. However we were only able to conduct this 

research with five participants. The total amount of participants reached the point of 

saturation where it is adequate to draw conclusions upon the empirical findings. 

Because after conducting all interviews, it was noticed that all participants started to 

tell similar stories, for instance, how they deal with the information, how they 

communicate with each other, and how they feel about their organization’s current way 

of working and functioning. Hence it is believed that this is adequate for conclusions to 

be made.    

3.3. The questionnaire 

As mentioned before, the questionnaire that was used was adopted from the AIMQ 

methodology (Lee et al, 2002). This questionnaire consists of several questions that 

measure IQ for each IQ dimensions. The aim of using this questionnaire in this study is 

not to assess the exact information quality of the sibling support system. Hence instead, 

the questionnaire was used as an inspiration, to inspire the participants of every aspects 

of information quality in their organization.   

 

In addition, the questionnaire is originally in English. In this research, it was translated 

into Swedish also. (However difficulty was found when translating some sentences, 

therefore they were left in English). Both an English version and a Swedish were 

provided to the participants. The participants could choose to answer either in English 

or Swedish due to their preference and comfort level of English. However the original 

questionnaire in English was recommended to the participants by the researcher.  

 

The questionnaires were sent to the participants first. Once they completed the 

questionnaire, they sent their results back to the researcher.    

3.4. Interviews 

Interviews were conducted after the questionnaire. Once the researcher got the results 

of the questionnaire, the interview questions were sent to the participant in advance. So 

the participants had more time to think about their views, as well as it helps to establish 
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the credibility as a researcher (Oates, 2006).  

 

Semi-structured interview was used in this study, because the researcher had a list of 

themes to be covered and questions to be asked (Oates, 2006). The estimated time of 

each interview was 30 to 90 minutes. During every interview, the order of the 

interview questions varied and additional questions were added occasionally 

depending on circumstances in order to fully obtain the participants’ thoughts, attitude 

and etc. For instance, when participant brings up new information, the strength of a 

semi-structured interview is that it allows participant to give more details on the issues 

that the researcher addresses, as well as introducing their own issues and thoughts, 

which they believe that are relevant to this research (Oates, 2006). Semi-structured 

interview provides the opportunity for participants to speak freely; hence it emphasizes 

“discovery” rather than “checking” (Oates, 2006, p.188), as it fulfills the purpose of 

this research precisely: gain in-depth knowledge of information quality in a deep level.        

 

The interview questions emerged based on the research questions. In other words, the 

focus of the interview questions is the participants’ view on information quality. The 

interview questions were first developed in English, and then translated into Swedish 

as well. As mentioned earlier, the participants were able to choose to be interviewed 

either in English or Swedish. Because the participants are not native speaker in English, 

hence they may not feel comfortable to be interviewed in English and it may be easier 

for them to develop their thoughts and feelings if it is in their mother tongue.  

 

There were three interviews that were conducted in English, and two in Swedish in this 

study. All the interviews in English were conducted by the researcher. However due to 

deficiency of the researcher’s Swedish language skill, an interpreter was brought into 

this research in order to help conducting the interviews in Swedish. In order to help the 

interpreter to gain a better understanding of the whole research, the interpreter was 

provided with information regarding the background of this research and issues of the 

interview questions before conducting every interview. The researcher was with the 

interpreter the whole when there was an interview in Swedish, so the interpreter had 

the opportunity to ask the researcher if there was anything that needed to be clarified. 
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The researcher gained the permission to record the interviews, and all the interviews 

were recorded as audio files, saved as evidence and for further transcription. 

Nevertheless, the transcriptions of the interviews that were conducted in Swedish were 

accomplished with the help of professional. Once the transcription was completed, it 

was sent back to the researcher. Then the transcription was translated by the researcher 

with the help of a native Swedish speaker with proficient English skills.         
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Chapter 4 

4. Empirical Findings and Analysis 

In this chapter, the empirical findings of the study and analysis of results are presented. 

The empirical findings of this study are firstly presented. Secondly, the analysis of the 

results is presented. In addition, in order to maintain the originality of the interviewee’s 

thoughts, all quotes are presented verbatim.  

4.1. Empirical Findings	

This section is further divided into 2 sections: (1) the perception of information quality 

and its enacted practices that constitute information quality; (2) secondary findings, 

which are unexpectedly discovered during the research process. 

 What does information quality mean to you?  4.1.1.

The sibling supporters communicate with each other mainly via SMS, phone calls, and 

e-mails. In our inquiry, one of the main aims is to investigate the perception of 

information quality in practice under the context of the sibling support system. 

Regarding this question, the participants expressed their respective view on 

information quality. Information quality was described mainly with following terms 

(directly quoted from the participants): 

 

“Concise”, “accessible”, “understandable”, “safe”, “right facts” 

 

On the contrast of the well-accepted view of information quality, which refers to the 

fitness of information, they particularly perceive information quality as the value in 

their conversations between each other: 
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“when we meet, it is very important that we have... a value in our talk. That even time 

to just talk ... Sometimes when we catch, maybe eat lunch then we talk to each other 

another way at the meeting. And both of them are important.” 

 

“Talk” takes up a large proportion of the sibling supporter’s daily work; for instance, 

“talk” with each other, the siblings, staff from the hospital, the parents, the coordinator 

of their organization and etc.; namely, the interactions with others consists most part of 

work.  

 

As a sibling supporter, he/she is required to adapt his/her behavior to ensure the 

preservation of the organization itself in order to continuously fulfill the responsibility 

of being a sibling supporter. In general, all participants expressed that they hold a 

positive view of the information quality in their organization and consider their 

organization to be successful. Thus we present the aggregated results of the practices 

that the sibling supporters take in their workflow that help to maintain good 

information quality and make the sibling support system successful. First of all, every 

sibling supporter enjoy high degree of freedom and flexibility, hence they have free 

rein to set up their ways of working depending on different circumstances.  

 

“It (working) is very flexible…I like a sibling supporter have right to make a lot of 

decisions without to tell my boss (the coordinator at The Swedish Childhood Cancer 

Foundation) what I do.” 

“We have quite free rein to how we should work, there is no template that we (have to 

follow).” 

 

As we know, the sibling supporters are located separately across the whole of Sweden 

and working independently. However it does not indicate that the sibling supporters 

are ill informed. Instead it was repeatedly expressed how well their mutual help and 

support is. It is easy for every sibling supporter to contact others whenever they are in 

need of assistance.    

 

“I think we have open contact, we talk to each other and we support each other.” 



40 
 

 

“The best is, that is easy to communicate. And you can get it very quick question. 

There is often someone who is answering you.” 

 

“The best thing, I think, you have good support.” 

 

“If we talk about the culture in working, it is wonderful. I got support all the time of 

what I am doing. ” 

 

Another important factor that makes open contact possible is that there is no 

class/hierarchy thinking within this organization. The sibling supporters are equal 

within their organization, and they are not afraid to ask questions or assistance if there 

is any. As the participants described: 

 

“If you are a doctor, if you are a nurse, and you are something else, you have respect 

to each other, you are a little bit afraid to ask the doctor, and the doctor maybe don't 

want to talk to you. Because you are at a lower position. And this kind of things, I don't 

think we have it here. Because if I have a lower position, then the professor and the 

doctor, I am not afraid to ask them. And they are not afraid to ask me because we are 

here for the family’s sick, not for us sick. And that I think it is very very positive, thus 

we can help the family as much as we can.”  

 

“And it is not a problem for me to ask my boss if something is wrong, and she can help 

me.” 

 

“And you can ask the question…no one will judge you. Because we work at different 

path.” 

 

As described above, the practices that the sibling supporters choose to act upon involve 

a lot of interactions with others. Through these interactions, the whole organization is 

able to continuously keep functioning. On the other hand, interactions with individuals, 

rather, human beings, also bring limits or obstacles to their work. Most participants 
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believe their surroundings (local context/environment/the climate/culture) affect their 

information quality because they think it affect their ways of working. 

 

 “Naturally the surroundings affects a lot if you are going to have information.” 

 

 “I feel that I can say I find obstacles everywhere, and it is much…There are obstacles 

everywhere because you work with people, human being. So the obstacle is everywhere, 

and always.” 

 

Typically, the sibling supporters experience obstacles when it comes to the families. 

For example, when the families do not know so much about the sibling supporter’s 

work, then they might have hard time to trust and seek help at the first place.    

 

“The parents usually don't want to take this opportunity (get help from the sibling 

supporter) because they are very afraid to, that they will tell too much of the family 

situation or family problem. And something I tell them (is) it is not my job. My job is to 

take care of the sibling and nothing else.” 

 

Another common obstacle that the sibling supporters consider to be an influence on 

information quality is “interpretability”. Interpretability here is further associated with 

language, religion, background and etc. As one participant described the obstacle with 

language:        

 

“When you have family who cannot talk English, we cannot talk (in) Swedish and we 

cannot talk their language. And we have this family here, 24 hours per day, and we 

can’t have (an) interpreter here every hour. So that is why it is difficult, because of the 

language.”  

 

“Because you never know if they really understand what you are saying or what you 

mean.”  
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 Secondary findings 4.1.2.

Although the main purpose of this study is not about assessing the exact quality of 

information of the sibling support system, still we discovered issues regarding the 

questionnaire during the study process. As mentioned earlier, the IQA instrument of 

the AIMQ methodology was used at the first phase of the study. The questionnaire was 

first sent to the participants. Once the participants completed it, the result was sent 

back to the researcher.  

 

Most participants expressed they had difficulties in varying degrees in relation to the 

use of the questionnaire. Difficulties were expressed either when the participants were 

trying to complete the questionnaire or during the interview. Several participants 

expressed they did not understand the questionnaire. Typically, two participants 

expressed directly as following: 

 

“I don’t understand the questionnaire.” 

“I did not really get what it’s about.” 

 

The participants expressed they had a hard time of understanding the content of the 

questionnaire. Particularly, one participant articulated that he could not answer the 

questionnaire because he did not understand: 

 

“It is not right to you if I just answer and not understand.” 

 

After this, the researcher tried to explain to every participant what the questionnaire 

was about and told the participants to not feel any pressure when answering it.  

 

Language was one of the barriers to the participants when completing the questionnaire. 

The original questionnaire is in English, and was translated into Swedish. Both English 

and Swedish version was provided to the participants, so the participants were able to 

choose either answering in English or Swedish. Although the English version of 

questionnaire was recommended to the participants since it is the original one. 
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However it was not mandatory since none of the participants were native speaker in 

English. As a result, one participant chose to answer in English, and the rest chose to 

answer in Swedish. Some participants started with the English and when they had 

difficulties of understanding the content of the questionnaire, they went to check the 

Swedish one. However the problems remained, and vice versa. One participant said 

that the difficulty was in relation to the use of the questionnaire:  

 

“I tried to compare the English and Swedish, and I did not understand…”  

 

Moreover, as the questionnaire contains 15 concepts/dimensions of information quality 

and 65 items in total, the participants also expressed that they sometimes had a hard 

time of understanding some specific concepts (as “dimensions” in the questionnaire). 

Hence they left blank at the items where they found difficult to understand. For 

instance, the participant left blank on one item under the “Interpretability” section of 

the questionnaire: “It is difficult to interpret the coded information. (R)” Hence during 

the interview, the researcher asked why the participant left this particular question 

blank, and the participant answered because he did not understand what coded 

information means. 

  

Moreover, there are some items in the questionnaire labeled with “(R)”, which means 

they are reverse coded items. For instance, in the questionnaire, “Appropriate Amount” 

section contains 2 items are labeled with “(R)” (4 items): 

 

“This information is of sufficient volume for our needs. 

The amount of information does not match our needs. (R) 

The amount of information is not sufficient for our needs. (R) 

The amount of information is neither too much nor too little.” 

 

Those two items show that they have opposite meaning from the other items, which 

express negative meanings. If we use the following item as an example, “The amount 

of information does not match our needs. (R)”, when a participant rates this item with 

10, which means he/she totally agrees with this statement. In this case, it means, “I 
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think the amount of information does not match our needs at all.” On the other hand, 

when a participant rates it with 0, it means he/she disagrees with the statement. In this 

case, it means, “I think the amount of information does match our needs.” Hence the 

reverse coded items are not as straightforward as the other items, and it caused 

confusing to the participants. As one participant expressed: 

             

“I think it’s hard with the reverse coded items.” 

 

Another case is when the participant rated 0 on some items of the questionnaire. Thus 

if we only look at the results of the questionnaire, it means that he/she does not agree 

with that statement at all, which may indicate poor information quality in general or at 

least in some dimensions of this organization. However, this conclusion is inconsistent 

with the facts. During the interview, the participant indicated that he put 0 there only 

because he did not understand or could not answer:  

 

“Yeah, it is because I can’t answer those questions. That’s why I just put 0 on those.” 

 

For example, under the “Objectivity” section, there are two items: “This information 

was objectively collected.” and “This information is objective.” The participant rated 

both items to 0, which means the participant did not agree with those two statements at 

all. In other words, the results here indicate that the participant thinks “the information 

was not objectively collected/ the information was subjectively collected” and “this 

information is not objective/ this information is subjective”. So the researcher asked 

the reason during the interview, and the participant said it was because he couldn’t 

answer so he rated 0 there. 
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4.2. Analysis of the results	

 Why information quality is perceived in such a way? 4.2.1.

Two main interests of this study are to investigate how is information quality perceived 

in the sibling support system and why it is perceived in such a way. So here we 

conduct the interpretations based on the empirical findings. 

 

A well-accepted definition of information quality refers to information fitness to its 

consumers. Lee et al (2002) further developed a model, which distinguishes 15 

dimensions that are considered to be important to information consumers. In our 

empirical findings, we uncovered the sibling supporters’ perspective of view on 

information quality. The sibling supporters are practitioners with their specific context 

in this case. In this way they do not need to grasp every aspects of information quality, 

they only need grasp the aspects that are important to their work. Because practitioners 

only need to focus on specific aspects of information quality where they are delivering 

it (Lee et al, 2002). As a result, some of the participants described information quality 

by using similar terms as in the AIMQ methodology, such as “accessible”, “concise” 

and etc.  

 

On the other hand, the sibling supporters also brought up a new perception of 

information quality: “a value in their talks”. Most of the sibling supporters’ work is 

involved with “talks”, namely, interactions with others. Beyond those “talks”, the very 

idea of what a sibling supporter is manifested. “Talks” accounts for the majority of the 

whole job of a sibling supporter. Information are shared and transferred through those 

“talks” within the whole organization. Hence the constitutive rule concerns the purpose 

of being a sibling supporter: help the siblings in need.  

 

All the participants expressed positive views regarding the quality of information in 

their organization. And based on the interviews, we uncovered the practices that help 

to generate this positive quality of information, such as open contact and mutual 

support. In turn, the positive quality of information is kept as long as those practices 
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keep enacting. In order to investigate this phenomenon, we modify the analytical 

model with the context of the sibling supporter organization applied (see Figure 3). As 

discussed in earlier chapters, we have the constitutive rule here that manifest the very 

idea of what a sibling supporter is. Resources that help enacting the practices in this 

particular organizational setting are mainly associated with mobile phones, computer 

(e-mails) and etc. 

 

 
Figure 3 - The Analytical Model in This Study: context of the sibling supporter system applied  

 

Relation (1): the constitutive rule/cultural schema in this particular organization reveals 

the existence significance of being a sibling supporter. No one has specifically 

formulated it as an official rule, or law. In other words, the constitutive rule/cultural 

schema is implicitly formulated. However, it gives meaning to the enacting 

practices/structures, and further shapes, constrains them, in the sense that the 

constitutive rule acts as guidance in shaping the actions of the sibling supporters, with 

sibling supporters not directly knowing it but still acting upon it explicitly. The 

purpose of being a sibling supporter is to help the siblings in need, thus they act 

strategically in a way that meet the purpose well. For instance, they have good internal 

communication in the sense they are not afraid to ask questions or for help whenever 

they are in need. Because they know that good internal communication helps to 
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provide better assistance and support to the siblings. As one participant described: 

 
“I am not afraid to ask, and they are not afraid to ask me because we are here for the 

family’s (the siblings’ family) sick, not us…Thus we can help the family as much as we 

can.”  

 

Moreover, the constitutive rule/schema does not only legitimize the practices, but also 

constrains them. In our case, the sibling supporters naturally hide the siblings’ as well 

as their families’ personal information (e.g. name) when they discuss cases with each 

other. Also they are not allowed to spread the siblings and their families’ situation to 

any other people in any situation.  

 

(2) demonstrates the relation between practices and constitutive rules. The practices 

turn the constitutive rule into instantiation. In our case, open contact, mutual support 

and etc. are the anchoring practices that encode the dominant schema, namely, the 

constitutive rule. The practices encode this virtual schema as “a pattern of action that 

people not only read but enact” (Swidler, 2001, p.83). Those anchoring practices create 

a situation that allows the constitutive rule to reproduce over time. As we say this 

schema is virtual in the sense that it is implicit and never formed as a rule. Under the 

setting of the sibling support system, the constitutive rule shapes and constrains the 

practices. Further, the enacted practices provide the very possibility of keep fulfilling 

the purpose of being a sibling supporter. As long as the practices are kept enacting, the 

constitutive rule is also kept instantiating and reproducing. 

 

(3) demonstrates the relation between resources and practices. The resources in our 

empirical setting are concerning with mobile phones (e.g. SMS and phone calls) and 

computers (e.g. e-mail and online group chat). These resources contribute to make the 

enactments of the practices possible. In our case, without partaking of mobile phones 

and computers, it is not possible for the sibling supporters to accomplish their work. 

Without mobile phones and computers, it is nearly impossible to interact with anyone 

as they are located in different places in Sweden, also the siblings and their families do 

not always at the hospitals. Hence without the support of resources, the reproduction of 



48 
 

practices, rather practices themselves will no longer exist.  

 

Further, with relation (4), the constitutive rule justifies the meaning of resources by 

legitimizing them. Also constitutive rule delimits the scope of using the resources. 

Under the particular setting of sibling supporter organization, the constitutive rule 

legitimizes the use of mobile phones and computers. And in turn, the use of mobile 

phones and computers makes the sibling supporters’ work possible. As a result, the 

sibling supporters are able to fulfill their purpose of being a sibling supporter. In other 

words, by using mobile phones and computers in their daily work routine, the sibling 

supporters are able to interact with each other, the siblings and etc. Hence the practices 

are continuously enacted. 

 

“A value in talks” is the perception of information quality that the sibling supporters 

brought out, which manifest the very idea of what a sibling supporter is. As “talks” 

constitute the majority of their work, it is reasonable that the sibling supporters prize 

the value in their talks. Their perception on information quality is driven by the 

specific context of the sibling support system, according to Lee et al (2002), 

practitioners tend to define information quality in their specific contexts, where they 

are delivering it. Thus under this perception, the sibling supporters act in a way in 

order to achieve the end value of being a sibling supporter. This perception constitutes 

their organizational culture, which provides motivation and further shapes the sibling 

supporter’s actions. Because it defines what they want (Swidler, 1986), namely, to help 

the siblings in need as much as possible. The culture in this organization includes 

enjoying a lot of freedom and flexibility. Rather than direct actions towards a 

consistent direction, this culture provides a repertoire/ “tool kit” that the actors can use 

to build their own line of actions with differing pieces selected (Swidler, 1986). Hence 

their different ways of working do not split the organization, but unify it as a whole.  

 

The sibling supporters’ value is further achieved through certain practices. Open 

contact, mutual support and etc. highlight the essence of being a sibling supporter. On 

the other hand, those practices instantiate the constitutive rule and provide legitimacy 

to it. Practices existence depends on the mutual reproduction of schemas and resources 
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(Swidler, 2001). The constitutive rule legitimizes the resources, in the sense that the 

resources are the “tools” in helping constructing actions. With modern electronic 

equipment available, the sibling supporters are able to construct their line of working, 

rather actions. Hence resources ensure the continuously enacting of practices. Via the 

mutual interplay among practices, resources and constitutive rule, the “value in talks” 

is achieved, and in turn, continuously shapes the sibling supporter’s action.                

 Is a questionnaire enough to measure information quality? 4.2.2.

During the research process, we discovered unexpected issues regarding the IQA 

instrument, namely, the questionnaire that was used in this study. As the results 

presented earlier, the participants expressed that they had difficulty in understanding 

the content of the questionnaire. Also they either left blank or rated 0 on the items that 

they did not understand or could not answer. Furthermore, they also expressed it was 

hard to understand the questionnaire not only in English, but also in Swedish. 

Although the purpose of this study is not to assess the exact information quality of the 

sibling support system, but those difficulties directly influenced the results.  

      

If we simply just look at the results of the questionnaire, it leads to the conclusion that 

this organization has poor information quality. However this conclusion is against the 

facts. On the basis of interview results, the participants expressed their positive view of 

their general information quality which shows inconsistency with the questionnaire 

results. Also they consider their organization to be successful and are satisfied with it. 

However, why does the questionnaire present a contrast result? In accordance with the 

empirical findings regarding the questionnaire, a question emerged: is a single 

questionnaire enough to get the real insights of information quality of such an 

organization? 
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Chapter 5

5. Conclusion 

The final chapter presents the conclusion of this thesis. Firstly the research questions 

are answered. Further, the limitations and recommendations for future improvement 

are given.  

5.1. Answer to research questions 

In this thesis, we set out to investigate how information quality is perceived under the 

lens of practice theory in an on-going organizational life. Throughout the study process, 

we uncovered the practices that constitute the information quality in this particular 

organizational setting: open contact and mutual support with each other. By using 

practice theory and Swidler’s point of view, we were able to gain in-depth knowledge 

of why information quality is perceived in such a way in our empirical setting. Hence 

we present the answers of the research questions as following:      

 

How information quality (IQ) is perceived and what are the practices that constitute 

it in this particular organization? 

 
Information quality is known as multi-dimensional and context sensitive (Klein, 2001), 

thus it is hard to give a general definition of it. In our empirical setting, information 

quality is generally perceived as “concise”, “accessible”, “understandable”, “safe”, 

“right facts”, which shows the consistency with Lee et al (2002)’s point of view. As 

Lee et al (2002) state that practitioners perceive information quality specifically in the 

way they have to deliver it. Hence in this particular organizational setting, information 

quality is perceived in this way as it fits the need of the sibling supporters precisely.  

 

More specifically, information quality is perceived as a value in conversations. This 
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view is generated due to the specific organizational setting, as it manifests the purpose 

of this organization. Conversations take a large portion of the sibling supporter 

organization’s daily work. Therefore by generating and maintaining a value in 

conversations, the sibling supporters are able to fulfill their responsibilities and 

obligations. The main practices that constitute this particular view are open contact and 

mutual support. To be more specific, this organization as a whole has good internal 

communication, as it is easy to communicate within the whole organization. The 

sibling supporters are not afraid to ask questions or ask for help from each other 

whenever they are in need. Also there is no class/hierarchy consciousness within this 

organization, so it also contributes to keep good internal communication and further, to 

maintain a good information quality.             

    

Why information quality (IQ) is perceived in such a way? 

 
In our empirical setting, there is no unified ways of working, still the diversity does not 

split the organization, but unify the organization as one, because all the sibling 

supporters always serve the same purpose. Therefore the constitutive rule/virtual 

schema of this particular organization reveals the essence of being a sibling supporter: 

to help the siblings in need. The constitutive rule and its enacted practices are more 

fundamental and influential in shaping and constraining the actions of the sibling 

supporters in their workflow, and to make sure their actions keep fulfilling the purpose 

of being a sibling supporter. Hence under the influence of the constitutive rule 

described above, they choose to act in a way that helps to maintain functionality in the 

whole organization. As the best part of the sibling supporter’s daily work is involved 

with “talks”, naturally they want to generate a value in their talks in order to help the 

siblings as much as possible. For instance, a value can be an answer they get when they 

have work related questions to others. Also the sibling supporters are practitioners and 

information consumers at the same time, they are in the position where directly deals 

with/delivers information quality. Hence as a result, they perceive information quality 

as a value in talks. It forms a circulation here: with the guidance of the constitutive rule 

of this organization, the sibling supporters choose to act in a way that delivers good 

value in talks, i.e. good information quality. And as long as the value in their work is 
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kept regenerating and reproducing, the purpose of being a sibling supporter is kept 

fulfilled. Further it helps to keep the whole organization well-functioning. Therefore 

how information quality is perceived in such a way is guided, shaped and constrained 

by the nature of what a sibling supporter is.                         

 

Is information quality (IQ) context sensitive to this type of organization? 

 
Although researchers intend to define information quality, no standard definition of 

information quality exists so far. Defining information quality is driven by its specific 

context (Wang and Strong, 1996 and Klein, 2001).  

 

Table 4 – Comparison between DoD and The Sibling Support System 

 

 

Table 4 presents a comparison between the United States Department of Defense (DoD) 

and the sibling support system. As described in Chapter 2, DoD perceives information 

quality particularly with the following dimensions: accuracy, completeness, 

consistency, validity, timeliness and uniqueness; as it fits their organizational purpose 

precisely. In our case, the sibling supporters perceive information quality as a value in 

their talks. DoD has a different organizational structure than the sibling support system, 

where DoD has a top-down/hierarchy organizational structure, which follows a strict 

command chain. As they have to deliver very precise and timely information, the 

information in turn helps them to make the right decisions on time. On the other hand, 

The United States 
Department of Defense 

(DoD) 

Accuracy, completeness, 
consistency, validity, 

timeliness and uniqueness  

A top-down/hierarchy 
organizational structure 

Follows a strict command 
chain	 

The Sibling Support System 

A value in their talks  

All sibling supporters have equal 
positions 

The coordinator acts more likely as 
a facilitator 

No standard work procedure  
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the sibling support system does not fall into the category of hierarchical organizational 

structure and setting, because all sibling supporters have equal positions. Further their 

coordinator acts more likely as a facilitator, rather than a final decision maker. Also 

there is no standard work procedure in the sibling support system.  

 

For organizations like DoD, measuring information quality is like ticking boxes on the 

questionnaire. To be more specific, information quality is more “visible” in such 

organizations. For instance, if all dimensions that are important to DoD are rated with 

high values, then the information quality of DoD can be concluded as high/positive. 

However information quality cannot simply be concluded like this in the sibling 

support system. Generating information quality itself is an ongoing process, and it 

keeps reproducing over time. This ongoing process further shapes their information 

quality. Because information quality here is not only an outcome of the sibling 

supporter’s communication, but also a starting point in guiding their work. Thus 

information quality becomes a practice itself that constitute their organizational life 

because it is continuously reproduced.             

 
In conclusion, information quality is also context sensitive in this type of organization, 

but in different ways. In organizations such as DoD, information quality is a starting 

point because it can be instrumentally measured. However in our empirical setting, 

information quality itself becomes a part of an ongoing organizational process, as it 

emerges from the process. Hence it cannot be separated from a continuous 

reproduction of organizational life.  

5.2. Limitations 

Like any other research studies, we also have limitations in our study. First of all, how 

information quality is perceived in one case, might not be applicable to another case 

since information quality is context sensitive. However our analysis does provide 

certain insights on how information quality can be studied in the future in similar 

areas/organizational settings in the sense of analytical generalization. If the results of 

two or more future studies are shown to support the same theory, replication can be 
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claimed (Yin, 2009).          

 

The second limitation comes from language barriers. All our participants expressed 

they had hard time of understanding the questionnaire that was used in this study. 

Moreover, some participants were willing to take the interview in Swedish instead of 

English because they believed they could better express themselves in Swedish. This is 

understandable because none of them are native English speakers. Naturally people are 

more comfortable in their mother tongue. In our case, we had assistance from an 

interpreter who helped in conducting the Swedish interviews, a professional in 

transcribing the Swedish interviews into paper form and a native Swedish speaker with 

proficient English skill in aiding the translation of the Swedish interviews into English. 

During the whole process, it contains the possibility of mis-interpretation or translation 

of some of the interviewees’ words since translation was involved. Hence language 

should be taken into consideration in the first place in order to avoid any barrier that 

might be caused by language. 

5.3. Future work  

As mentioned above, language should also be taken into consideration in order to 

reduce the complexity of conducting the study. As we adopted an existing 

questionnaire in our study, it brought difficulties to the participants who are not 

familiar with information quality. For future improvement, we should take the 

participants’ background into consideration before starting to design the research. For 

instance, extra explanations regarding the questionnaire can be provided in order to 

help the participants to form a better context, and in return, fully obtain the participants’ 

thoughts. 

      

In addition, there are different theorists in the field of practice theory other than 

Swidler, who emphasizes “culture”. Different theorists interpret practice theory in 

different ways. For instance, Reckwitz (2002) view practice theory by dividing it into 

seven parts: body, mind, things, knowledge, discourse/language, structure/process and 

the agent/individual. By adopting Reckwitz’s’s view, it would provide a new angle of 

interpreting information quality under this particular organizational setting. Due to the 
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differences in perceptions, opinions, views or starting point, we can look at the same 

issue but from different angles. As a result, we would be able to capture a more 

comprehensive view of information quality. 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 5, we uncovered several issues regarding the IQA instrument. 

A question emerged: what are the benefits of using one single questionnaire to measure 

information quality? For organization like the sibling support system, information 

quality is rather dynamic and hard to be fully captured through a single questionnaire. 

However since the purpose of this thesis was not to assess or measure the exact 

information quality of this organization, this question was not explored further. 

Nevertheless it is worth attention to uncover in-depth details regarding it. In order to 

get a more comprehensive result, it certainly offers reference value for any future 

studies regarding information quality.       
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Appendix A: Questionnaire (in English) 
This questionnaire is adopted from AIMQ methodology (Lee et al, 2002). 

Questionnaire for Information Quality 

All items are measured on a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is not at all and 10 is completely agree. 

Items labels with ‘‘(R)’’ are reverse coded. 

 

Accessibility. (4 items)  

This information is easily retrievable. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is easily accessible. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is easily obtainable. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is quickly accessible when needed. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Appropriate Amount. (4 items)  

This information is of sufficient volume for our needs. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

The amount of information does not match our needs. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

The amount of information is not sufficient for our needs. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 
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The amount of information is neither too much nor too little. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Believability. (4 items)  

This information is believable. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is of doubtful credibility. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is trustworthy.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is credible.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Completeness. (6 items)  

This information includes all necessary values.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is incomplete. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is complete. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

This information is sufficiently complete for our needs. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  
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This information covers the needs of our tasks.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information has sufficient breadth and depth for our task.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Concise Representation. (4 items)  

This information is formatted compactly.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

This information is presented concisely. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is presented in a compact form. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

The representation of this information is compact and concise.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Consistent Representation. (4 items)  

This information is consistently presented in the same format.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is not presented consistently. (R)  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is presented consistently.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 
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This information is represented in a consistent format. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

  

Ease of Operation. (5 items)  

This information is easy to manipulate to meet our needs.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is easy to aggregate. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is difficult to manipulate to meet our needs. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is difficult to aggregate. (R)  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is easy to combine with other information. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Free of Error. (4 items)  

This information is correct.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is incorrect. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is accurate.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 
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This information is reliable.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Interpretability. (5 items) 

It is easy to interpret what this information means. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

This information is difficult to interpret. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

It is difficult to interpret the coded information. (R)  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is easily interpretable.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

The measurement units for this information are clear. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Objectivity. (4 items)  

This information was objectively collected.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is based on facts. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

This information is objective. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 
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This information presents an impartial view.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Relevancy. (4 items)  

This information is useful to our work. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is relevant to our work. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

This information is appropriate for our work. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

This information is applicable to our work. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Reputation. (4 items)  

This information has a poor reputation for quality. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information has a good reputation.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information has a reputation for quality.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information comes from good sources.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 
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Security. (4 items)  

This information is protected against unauthorized access.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is not protected with adequate security. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

Access to this information is sufficiently restricted. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

 

This information can only be accessed by people who should see it.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

Timeliness. (5 items)  

This information is sufficiently current for our work.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is not sufficiently timely. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

This information is not sufficiently current for our work. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is sufficiently timely.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is sufficiently up-to-date for our work. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 
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Understandability. (4 items)  

This information is easy to understand. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree  

The meaning of this information is difficult to understand. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

This information is easy to comprehend.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 

 

The meaning of this information is easy to understand. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10----  

Not at all                                                             completely agree 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire (in Swedish) 
Alla påståenden mäts på en skala från 0 till 10 där 0 är håller inte med och 10 är håller med helt och 

hållet. Items labels with ‘‘(R)’’ are reverse coded. 

I nedanstående påståenden benämns informationen som finns inom er organisation 

som ”Information/informationen”. 

 

Tillgänglighet. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är lätt att inhämta. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är lättillgänglig. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är lätt att hitta. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är snabbt åtkomlig när det behövs.  

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

 

Lämplig mängd. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är av tillräcklig mängd för våra behov. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 



69 
 

 

Mängden information överensstämmer inte med våra behov. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Mängden information är inte tillräcklig för våra behov. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Mängden information är varken för mycket eller för lite. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Trovärdighet. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är trovärdig. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är tvivelaktig. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen går att lita på. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är korrekt. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Fullständighet. (6 påståenden) 

Informationen som finns omfattar allt nödvändigt. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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Informationen är ofullständig. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är fullständig. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Information är tillräckligt komplett för våra behov. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen täcker behoven för våra uppgifter. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen har tillräcklig bredd och djup för våra uppgifter. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Kortfattad representation. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen presenteras i kompakt form. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen presenteras kortfattat. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är kompakt sammanställt. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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Representationen av informationen är kompakt och koncis. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Konsekvent representation. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är konsekvent presenterad i samma format. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Information är inte konsekvent presenterad. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är konsekvent presenterad. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är representerad på ett enhetligt sätt. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Enkel användning. (5 påståenden) 

Informationen är lätt att manipulera för att tillgodose våra behov. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är lätt att sammankoppla. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är svår att manipulera för att tillgodose våra behov. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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Informationen är svår att sammankoppla. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är lätt att kombinera med annan information. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Felfri. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är korrekt. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Information är felaktig. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är exakt. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är tillförlitlig. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Tolkningsbarhet. (5 påståenden) 

Det är lätt att tolka vad informationen betyder. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är svår att tolka. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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It is difficult to interpret the coded information. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet  

Informationen innehåller tolkningsutrymme. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Måttenheterna för den här informationen är tydlig. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Objektivitet. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen var objektivt insamlad. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är baserad på fakta. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är objektiv. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen ger en opartisk vy. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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Relevans. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är användbar för vårt arbete. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är relevant för vårt arbete. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är lämplig för vårt arbete. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är tillämpbar i vårt arbete. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Rykte. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen har ett dåligt rykte för kvalitén. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen har ett gott rykte. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen anses ha god kvalité. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen kommer från bra källor. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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Säkerhet. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är skyddad mot obehörig åtkomst. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är inte skyddad med tillräcklig säkerhet. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Tillgången till informationen är tillräckligt begränsad. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen kan endast nås av personer som ska se det. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Aktualitet. (5 påståenden) 

Informationen är tillräckligt aktuell för vårt arbete. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen kommer inte i tid. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är inte tillgänglig i tid för vårt arbete. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är tillräckligt aktuell. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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Informationen är tillräckligt up-to-date för vårt arbete. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Begriplighet. (4 påståenden) 

Informationen är lätt att förstå. 

-----0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Innebörden av informationen är svår att förstå. (R) 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Informationen är lätt att ta in. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 

Innebörden av informationen är lätt att förstå. 

-------0------- 1 ------- 2 ------- 3 ------- 4 ------- 5 ------- 6 ------- 7 ------- 8 ------- 9 ------- 10 ------- 

håller inte med                                                     håller med helt och hållet 
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Appendix C: Interview Questions (in 

English) 
 

1. Could you tell me as detail as possible of what do you do here as a sibling 

supporter? 

2. How do you work together with other sibling supporters or the head of your 

organization? 

3. How do you perceive your current ways of communication and the ways of 

dealing with information regarding within your organization, with other sibling 

supporters?  

4. In your point of view, what does information quality mean to you? 

5. Before complete the questionnaire or before this interview, Do you think about 

“information quality” when you work? 

6. What do you think of A (a specific dimension of the questionnaire)? / How do 

you perceive A? 

7. In the questionnaire that you completed, there are several aspects, which aspects 

are most important to you? 

8. Which aspects are least important to you?  

9. What aspects do you think affect the information quality [both the dimensions 

from the questionnaire and outside the questionnaire (if any)]?  

10. What aspects affect the most and least? 

11. Do you think your surroundings (local context/environment/ the climate/ culture) 

affect your way of working? 

12. Based on question 11, your surroundings (local context/environment/ the 

climate/ culture), do you think it affect information quality? 

13. How do you perceive information quality in your organization in general? 

14. In what ways would you think the total information quality of your organization 

could be improved? 

15. Would you suggest in bringing in new information technology/system support to 

your organization for future improvement?  
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Appendix D: Interview Questions (in 

Swedish) 
 

1. Kan du berätta så detaljerat som möjligt av vad du gör som syskonstödjare? 

2. Hur arbetar du tillsammans med de andra syskonstödjarna eller chefen i eran 

organisation?  

3. Hur upplever du ditt nuvarande sätt att kommunicera och hantera information 

inom er organisation, med andra syskonstödjare? 

4. Ur din synpunkt, vad betyder informationskvalitet för dig? 

5. Före att du genomfört frågeformuläret eller före den här intervjun, tänkte du på 

"informationskvalitet" när du arbetade? 

6. Vad tycker du om A (denna specifika aspekt)? / Hur upplever du A? 

7. I frågeformuläret som du fyllt i, finns det flera aspekter, vilka aspekter är 

viktigast för dig? 

8. Vilka delar är minst viktiga för dig? 

9. Vilka aspekter tror du påverkar informationskvaliteten [både aspekter från och 

utanför frågeformuläret (om något)]? 

10. Vilka aspekter påverkar mest och minst? 

11. Tycker du att din omgivning (lokalt sammanhang/arbetsmiljön/arbetsklimatet / 

arbetskulturen) påverka ditt sätt att arbeta? 

12. Utifrån fråga 11, din omgivning (lokalt sammanhang/arbetsmiljön/arbetsklimatet 

/ arbetskulturen), tror du att det påverkar informationskvalitén? 

13. Hur uppfattar du informationskvalitén inom din organisation i allmänhet? 

14. På vilket sätt skulle den totala informationskvalitén inom er organisation 

förbättras? [Både med begreppen från frågeformuläret och utanför 

frågeformuläret (om något)] 

15. Skulle ni föreslå att föra in ny informationsteknik/systemstöd i er organisation 

för framtida förbättringar? 

 

 


