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Abstract

The concept of information governance is rapidiynga ground. In this paper, | argue that its fetig
worrying if information governance would restritgelf to the (objectivists) domain of preservatsom
availability. Through illustrations, | emphasizatlinformation is polymorphic and poly-semantic by
nature, which motivates foneaningfulness information governance. This should solve th@aetic
problem: how does information acquire truth andigah the organization, and the ontological problem
how can we represent the meaning of information8 fdalm of thought suggests research to a literacy

that gives room for expression of the meaning fifrimation in organizations.
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1. Introduction

In this paper, | propose research to instrumenas éine helpful to define information strategiest tha
include the subjective wealth of information arglriteaning to its users. It does so against thegbaskd

of the emerging concept of information governarides paper will not be a technologically determiicis
treatment of the topic, although technology develepts do have a profound effect on the scope and
orientation of information governance. The orgatia of this paper is follows. | first reflect ome
concept of information governance after which Ibel@ate on the changing character of information
through time. | then describe an example of howntleaning of information plays a role in organizasip
followed by the growing independency of informatiarsocial practices. This paper ends with a prapos

for meaningful information governance and concludihk a suggestion for research.

2. Information gover nance at risk

To name information the lifeblood of organizatianght be an overworked subject, but the fact resiain
that information is the reason d'étre of many hurmmade concepts like markets, democracy or
organizations. With respect to the importance édrmation, the concept of information governance is
rapidly gaining ground; | argue though that itaufetis worrying. The governance of information feesl

on enterprise wide standards and guidelines thaly dp care and appropriate use of information aivne
and managed by individual business groups. Wheméss groups share information across the enterpris
or its ecosystem, it associates costs and risks.iffflormation governing process typically involvibe
supervision on the quality of the standards andgthidelines through stewardship of processes tteat a
involved in sharing information. This conventiomaltion of information governance is concentratimgao
resource-based view on information. That is, orz@tions treat information as a strategic asset and
discard the subjective wealth of its meaning toraisk tough times, information can even become a
liability; no wonder why organizations equalize tleencept of information governance with risk
management and regulatory compliance. There isrerapividence that the information management
discipline is heading towards a too much objediwis- or better technocratic — interpretation of
information governance: the alignment of systent tachnology to ensure the preservation, avaitgbili
security, confidentiality and usability of infornna. This will probably lead to the similar noblmlaition

as with Business/IT alignment, albeit then focusednformation, or even worse in this context: datae

terms data governance and Business/Data alignnairitiihen probably be more appropriate to use.
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The integrated framework for information managem@mdes, 2007) in Figure 1 is based on the vision
that the management of information is not the estekiworking field of the IT department but coneern
all strategic, structural and operational informatrelated issues in an organization. In this visithe
CIO (Chief Information Officer) orchestrates theformation-related activities of an organization
represented in the framework. Maes (ibid.) notes tine CIO can find his main set of tools in theldfe
axles of the framework. The middle column elabaraten the processes of information and
communication (I/C); at the strategy level of thenfiework, this converges to what kind of informatie

of strategic importance to do business.

Information /

Business Communication

Technology

Strategy

Structure

Operations

Figure 1: An Integrative Framework for Information M anagement

This is where the concept of information governairegs its home. According to Maes (ibid.) the seop
core capabilities and governance are all part efsthategy of information and communication proesss

we cite this in Table 1.

Table 1: Elements concerning strategy level of infor mation and communication processes
I/C scope * To determine the organization’s generic external (e.g. what kind of information do we want to share

with customers?) and internal (e.g. who owns and interprets the information?) I/C strategy.
* To assess societal evolutions in the use of information, e.g. the advent of communities, the use of
social software, etc.
I/C core capabilities * To determine the organization's overall strategy regarding knowledge management.
* To determine the differentiating capabilities for using and sharing information (the forming of an
information sharing culture).
I/C governance * To develop guidelines for the appropriate use of information.

* To decide on strategic partnerships for information sharing.
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The very nature of information implies that its mgament should also include immaterial elements and
concepts (as e.g. interpreting and sense makind)tlae often-overlooked phases of the information
processing cycle (as e.g. sensing the environniBngant, 2007) (Huizing, 2007a) (Introna, 1997) (ch
1996). In the framework, these are at the heathefl/C column. Maes (Maes, 2007) notes that this
column should link the objectivist (“data”) view amformation with the subjectivist (“knowledge”)exv

of the business. He emphasizes that the world Hethie I/C column is greatly underestimated and
neglected, resulting in a misunderstanding betwBerdepartments and the remaining part of the
organization due to technology dominated thinkingformation governance seems to be an excellent
instrument for the CIO to solve this problem, butimplies the involvement of the ambiguous

(subjectivist) elements and the concepts | refer to

To achieve a deep organizational understandingifofration so that we can govern it effectively, we
should seek to instruments that provide a practapglication of dealing with the subjectivist view
information in the organization. In this paper,illiurther elaborate on this and argue that anuingto
develop those instruments is beneficial. In hergjlll discuss briefly some parts of the phenomeha o

information, alongside with a real-world examplest@mplify some aspects of the issues | raised.

3. The many forms of infor mation

Besides that information as a concept is complex difficult to grasp, our use of IT (Information
Technology) in general is a source for confusioncesning the concept of information. We tend to see
information as a product of technology, while imf@tion in essence contains subjectiverpretationof
objective facts; in other words, interpretationdata (Introna, 1997). This has not been alwaystse
though. Back in the late f7and 18 century information was considered only to makeseenhen it was
put into a context like a form, a structure, or gawuthority to a political, social or scientifice@@ that in
itself had to match a clear worldview (Postman, 999At the end of the Dcentury, the status and
meaning of information changed. Vreeken (Vreek2®Q5) explains in his study on the history of
information that information as true knowledge eflity by then did not exist anymore and that an
interpretive view on information developed inste&th longer did we see information as something
factual but as constructs of meaning and, systhatgproduce meaning like for example language. Y¥oda
we use information in the context of the human @devhere multiple meanings abound. It is part of our

continuous process of constructing meaning (Vregikéh.).

Increasingly we see organizations declare inforomatis a strategic asset. This idea has a rathér dua

character; is information treated like a codifyalind tradable commodity or treated as a virtuthef
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information workers in the organization? To exploirformation management and information
governance in specific we need to consider cakefileé nature of information as it is complex and
multifaceted. The emergence of the philosophy fafrmation (Floridi, 2008) can help us here. It shas
for an integrated family of theories about (1) #agious principles and concepts of information, t{&ir
dynamics and utilization, with special attention ggstemic issues arising from different contexts of
application and (3) the interconnections with otkey concepts in philosophy, such as knowledgéh tru

meaning and reality.

As a polymorphic phenomenon and a poly-semanticeot) information can be associated with several
explanations, depending on the level of abstracdwopted (Floridi, ibid.). This underlines the agwbty

we can expect on the strategic level indicated Hey framework for information management | have
shown earlier. In the remaining part of this diséois, | choose to concentrate on the strategic imgaof
information and its utilization in a wider sensethe business, henceforth leaving behind the tdoggo
environments that support the information processegshe organization; inevitably, technological
developments have a profound effect on the scopeogientation of information strategies. Figure 2
illustrates this choice within the framework fofdmation management. In the next section | wilodiss

the role that information can play in organizatioh® be more specific, the meaning and usage of

information in organizations.

Information /
Communication

Strategy Q I
L

Structure

Business Technology

Operations

Figure 2: Scope of inquiry
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4. The meaning of information in or ganizations

To illustrate that information can have many megsito actors in an organization | will describe som
aspects of the information practice of the HousB@fresentatives from The Netherlands, a parliaangnt
democracy (Beijer & Meer van der, 2008). The mawypet of actors with also varying roles in a
parliamentary organization exemplify that the sanfiermation can have multiple meanings to actors. A

we will see this sometimes even concerns the satoesa

Central in a parliamentary democracy is the intrfletween Members of Parliament (MP’s) and cigzen
(individuals and organizations, private or publisyipported by the parliamentary staff (politicaftjes
and civil servants); they are the primary actorgifminteraction depends on the subject, the montleit
role (e.g. parliamentary groups like a committe) #he level of individual interest. A parliamentar
group can involve others to form their opinion fwlitical decision-making. The type of involvement
depends on the varying role of various participamttie parliamentary context; this can be a predat
information, a consumer of information (the infotima process of the Parliament to citizens) or a
stakeholder (user). The parliamentary context alawy of the three primary actors (MP’s, citizend a
staff) to obtain that role, all very much dependimgthe moment or situation. These varying rolebate
a different information-need; this makes the infation function of the Parliament complex and
challenging. In producing, consuming or using infation, the information department distinguishes fi
levels of participation in their various informatiprocesses:

» Informing — basic information provision to the pigbl

» Consulting — finding the meaning of the informatedrhand

* Advising — the information at hand is enriched witftowledge and experience

» Co-producing — external actors contribute to thermation processes

» Participating — active contribution in the politickecision making process.

The following picture illustrates the interactiohtbe primary actors within varying roles and lesveff

participation.
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Figure 3: Varying rolesand participation level of primary actors

The story with the above illustration unfolds afidies. As an example, at one moment MP’s can be
consumers of information by means of an informatonsult, a short moment later they can be producer
of information by influencing a debate in a plenagssion as actors in the democratic model. Another
example is the situation when a ministry’s policggosal affects citizens. Citizens want to voicenimms

and contact various MP’s by email. The responsea fvarious parliamentary groups may vary; some can

ask citizens to clarify their stand in a meetindpens can merely state that their opinion has Ineded.

The dynamics in a parliamentary organization agh;hthe combination of information related rolesildo
change any moment even on short notice. This imgothe type of information, its abstraction levadl a
its form. Moreover, depending on the primary adtwolved the meaning of information changes. For
example, the proceedings of a parliamentary sessierfor a civil servant just another item to psibi
while for a political party it could mean a changestrategy. To put this to the extreme, if for exde a
political issue involves a parliamentarian’s prevasituation, the meaning of information is even

situational due to the actor change.

This example demonstrates that information is shje different meanings in an organization. This
matches Huizing's subjectivist view on informatiooncerning people.People differ in their goals and
ambitions, have different mental frames of perossti sense making and evaluation and they live in
varying cultural, social and institutional contex{s. .] For all these reasons, divergent understangs
might result from the same data. Even the sameoparsght arrive at other meanings in other contéxts
(Huizing, 2007a). Until now | positioned informati@s being human-centric; that is, as in the indial-
information relation as consumer and/or producdis Taises an interesting question whether theze ar
cases of information-centric relations. To be mgpecific a case when individuals organize themselve

‘around’ information, affecting the social.
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5. The meaning of information asidentity

Allegedly the increasing popularity of internethaology for blogs, forums or social networking seeg

like Ebay, Myspace, etc. demonstrate us that ieteobjects become meaningful to its users (subject)
Moreover, virtual worlds such as Second Life artgrizxctive online games engage millions of users to
participate. People’s lives increasingly occur abuobjects such as websites, games and social
networking (Huizing, 2007a). Knorr-Cetina (1997)essthe term dbject-centered socialityfor this
phenomenon. | submit that it migth be better to teeterm fnformationcentered” sociality for those
cases wheraformationis the center of gravity. In terms of the parliautaey example | described above,
this is the case for example when people suppedsidf a political party, or a more business-oeent
example is where social practices exits arouthe Sales-figures of the mohtiWhether we produce this
information with the help of ICT or with other foswf information systems, it produces understanding
truth and meaning. People affiliate themselves viitflormation and behave accordingly; their lives

increasingly occuaroundinformation.

Furthermore, | believe that our thinking about ¢thacept of information needs an update. To elabarat
the evolution of information | sketched earliertlitis paper, we see that information tends to gsetewn
‘identity’. The change from information as true kviedge of reality (18 century) into constructs of
meaning (yesterday) will extend into informationdéntity (tomorrow). To illustrate this processgeth
following table pinpoints some keywords that chsggze information in its various forms and context

through time. By no means is this list complet@yst serves to illustrate this evolutionary praces

Late 17" and 18" century Y esterday Tomorrow

Scarcity Objectification Abundance

Given / Truth / Certainties Constructs Choices

Norms Concepts & models Values / Personal

Unilateral meaning Measure & control Independent
Economics of data Economics of meaning

In the late 17 and 18 century, information was relatively scarce andyveuch imposed by institutes
like for example the church who defined the norms aneaning to people. There was one absolute
fundament for knowledge, political order, ethiasda&o forth. If we consider how neoclassical ecanem
influences information exchange, transfer and usageé that the model of the perfect market dommate
to realize value (Huizing, 2007b), we can noticattthe subjectivist view on information has lost

attention. The shift towards information-centrilmting (tomorrow) much more reflects to the indivad

1C
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because information is the source for more persaadak when people affiliate with it. More precigedn

increasing level of subjectivity.

6. Meaningfulnessin Information Gover nance

The discussion so far elaborated on the issuesédaithat information governance would need tainhel
subjectivist perspectives to achieve the requiregpdorganizational understanding of informatiodid
this by illustrating that information has variousrhs and came a long way to evolve into a condegit t
includes meaning. This was underlined by a prdcticample how information can have various
meanings in changing contexts to the same individuan organization. A further motivation arisesrh
the idea that information can become the centgra¥ity in organizations as it increasingly becoraas

identity on its own; something | would caiiformationcentered sociality.

The customary information related practices of nigations today, are practices in which pursuit for
efficient deployment of information technology e&ating; central in this is that we reduce informmatio
something that we can codify and commoditize. Towtrary motivations | discuss in this paper would
lead to the meaningfulness in Information Govereatitat helps the CIO to create organizational
understanding needed to shape daily businesstaditiy the effective application — use and creatiof
information. The consequence is that informatiorvegpance musimeaningfully distinguish data,
information and knowledge; something an objectiyistspective omits to do so as it excludes sense-
making (Huizing, 2007a). All together, this woulelbt to additional questions for ClIOs when putting
information governance into practice in organizasidike for example:

* How can information influence organizational traitid meaning?

* How much can meaning change the informational ct®te

* How and when is information meaningful to the bassf

* How can information enable reciprocity between oigation and ecosystem?

* How can passive information consumers become actim@nunicators?

* How can organizations gain from the abundancefofmmation?

» How informational is the current technology strgteg

Not in the least, this is a complete list but theveers to these questions deeply affect our urateistg
on how we can put information governance meanihgfumto practice. There are two problems that
resonate in these questions: (1) a semantic problaow does information acquires truth and valug an

(2) an ontological problem — how can we represefarination meaningfully? It is my conviction that

11
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these problems are partially the root cause ofuhdamental disconnect we unwittingly create ('}tie
quest for Business/IT alignment (Beijer, 2005) aogv potentially with information governance. We do
not seem to know the right universe of discoursgrémtice information governance. Are we not surigr
from informational illiteracy to facilitate the d@gue as what Maes (Maes, 2007) calls management of

meaning? | think the two problems | raised desareser attention.

7. Conclusions and suggested research

Central in the realm of thought here is the reprd®n processes on how to have information aequir
truth and value in facilitating the informationaggy in organizations (see Figure 2); meaningsamse-
making are paramount in that. The fact that infdromarequires a representation does not entail ttheat
latter ought to be physically implemented (Flor2d08). However, as Maes and de Vries (Maes & Vries
de, 2009) note, we still struggle with excessivemality that has nestled itself in the language of
information plans, architectures and so on. Theg fbr a ‘languageability’, that motivates to explthe
innovative possibilities of the application of infieation and technology without being dominated by
technology views; the question they raise is, hoWfs is challenging as Postman (1999) points aut,
linguistic rendering of reality only has meaning emhthere is a coherent series of statements; if we
remove one sentence or even a word of a textiitiplis its meaning. Huizing (2007a) explains ust iha
lacks a single coherent framework and well-esthblis paradigm, such as the perfect market in the
objectivist worldview, which could support orgartipas in organizing their information and knowledge
The observations from both Huizing and Maes & dee¥remphasize that practicing information
governance needs a different literacy, one thaggireom for expression of the meaning of infornmatio
organizations. All things being considered, it seemme it is worth the effort to search for theessary
conditions for practicing information governancel anstruments that can be supportive in this —ifigd

truth and value in information and representingéaningfully.

12
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