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Executive Summary

This report includes preliminary descriptive results of a survey on innovation and the use of co-creation
methods. The survey was sent to public sector managers in municipalities and national government
organizations in six European countries: France, Hungary, Spain, the Netherlands, Norway and the UK.
The countries cover a variety of conditions in terms of size, economic development and political
structure.

In total, 3,497 questionnaires were sent out. The valid sample excludes 327 contacts from the full
sample that could not reached for various reasons. The final response rate is 32.7%, varying from a low
of 14.8% in the UK to a 48.1% in Norway.

Respondents are asked to only respond for their area of responsibility, defined as their work unit. The
organization is the government entity that employs the respondent and could be an agency, ministry
or department within a municipality or national government.

The descriptive results given in this report provide a guideline for further in-depth analysis using
multivariate techniques and provide basic information on frequencies for all survey questions. They
evaluate the distribution of responses to all survey questions by four characteristics of the responding
unit: 1) country, 2) focus area of the respondent’s organization (identified before the survey), 3) the
size of the respondent’s work unit (four categories for the number of employees), and 4) the type of
organization in which the respondent is employed (national government, large municipality, or small
municipality). Some of the analyses also compare results across questions. Country results are provided
in tables for all questions, but the results for the three other characteristics are only provided in tables
if there are a sufficient number of statistically significant correlations.

Fifty respondents (4.8%) only answered the questions in section A on the characteristics of their unit,
leaving 985 responses for which it was possible to determine the innovation status (innovator or non-
innovator) of the unit. Of these, 817 (82.9%) were innovators and 168 were non-innovators. Thirty of
the innovators did not reply to the majority of questions in section C and are excluded from most
analyses, leaving a maximum of 787 innovative cases. Statistical significance is defined as p values up
to 0.05. Wherever possible, the actual p value is given. Case conservation methods are used to address
missing values due to respondents failing to answer one or more sub-questions within a question.

The percentage of innovative work units varies by country from 56.5% in Hungary to 92.7% in the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Other factors that affect innovation status include the focus area
and the type of organization (percent innovators is highest in large municipalities at 88.2%).

Participation in work groups to that meet regularly to discuss or develop innovation has the strongest
effect on innovation status, with 53.5% of non-innovative units reporting zero employees participating
in work groups versus 3.2% of innovative units. Organizational practices to support innovation are
significantly more prevalent among innovative than non-innovative work units. For example, 50.9% of
respondents from innovative units report that ‘senior management gives high priority to new ideas or
new ways of working’, versus only 18.9% of respondents from non-innovative work units.
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Non-innovative units are more likely than innovative units to report each of 12 obstacles to innovation
as not relevant. When ‘not relevant’ responses are excluded, a higher percentage of non-innovative
than innovative units report each of the 12 obstacles to innovation as of ‘high’ importance. The most
frequently cited ‘high’ importance obstacle for non-innovators is a lack of knowledge on how to
innovate (cited by 49.2%), followed by senior management concerns over risk (cited by 33.6%). The
most frequently cited ‘high’ importance obstacles for innovative units are a lack of knowledge on how
to innovate (cited by 19.6%) and a lack of support from politicians (cited by 17.3%). There are significant
differences in all obstacles by country, with respondents from Spain assigning the greatest importance
to obstacles and Norway the least.

Most of the questions focus on a single ‘most important innovation’ (Mll) identified by the respondent.
A maximum of 787 respondents from innovative work units answered questions in this section of the
guestionnaire. In total, 15.6% of Mlls were in the pilot or testing stage, 54% were partially implemented
with ongoing improvements underway, and 30.1% were completely implemented. In regards to
novelty, 43.2% of the Mlls were improvements to previous services or processes, while 32.7% provided
a new service or process and 24.1% a new service and process. The implementation stage is correlated
with novelty, with completely implemented innovations more likely to be both a new service and a new
process (29.2%). The majority of Mlls, 93.3% involve a process while 39.4% involve a service (many
innovations include both a process and service component).

The most commonly reported purpose of the MIl was to ‘improve quality for users’ (cited by 67.2%),
followed by ‘improve internal efficiencies’), cited by 57.6%.

Unit size is significantly correlated with the share of units reporting that the Mll decreased costs, noted
by 48.5% of units with 250+ employees versus 30.8% of units with less than 10 employees. Size is also
correlated with the share reporting that costs increased (14.4% of large units versus 9.0% of small
units).

The most common source of the idea for the Mll is the respondent or their colleagues, reported by
68.4% of respondents. In all countries the most commonly reported sources for the idea are within
government. Non-governmental sources (citizens, businesses, community groups etc.) are the least
commonly cited (all below 10%).

The most commonly reported ‘high’” importance driver is ‘government regulations, policies or priorities’
at 37.8%, followed by demand from individuals (22.9%) and an urgent problem or crisis (21.6%). With
the exception of a budget increase, there are statistically significant differences in the distribution of
the importance of drivers among all countries. Other characteristics of the responding unit had little
effect on drivers, suggesting that national differences in economic or political factors might explain
differences in drivers, but this requires multivariate analysis for confirmation.

Data are available for three types of innovation inputs: provision of extra staff or funding, person-
months required to develop the innovation, and assistance, advice, technology or other inputs from
outside the unit. Over half of respondents (55.4%) report no extra funding or staff for their Mll, while
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14.2% report both extra staff and funding. The size of the unit is positively correlated with the receipt
of extra resources. On average, 64.6% of respondents reported that their MIl required less than 12
months to develop, with the highest shares in Spain (67.2%) and France (58.8%). The most cited source
of external assistance was other work units within your organization (cited by 69.5%), followed by
businesses including consultants (41.4%). The source ‘design firms, innovation labs and living labs’ were
the least frequently cited (14.3%).

Question C12 asks about the use of eight good practice methods for innovation. The most commonly
cited method was to assign a dedicated team to the project (76.5%), followed by ‘brainstorming or idea
generation to identify solutions’ (71.5%). Three methods used in design thinking, such as ‘conduct
research to identify the challenges to be identified by this innovation’, ‘conduct research to identify
different types of users for this innovation’, and the ‘development of a prototype’ were the least
commonly used methods, cited by 48.2%, 39.1%, and 42.1% respectively.

Respondents were asked in question C13 about five methods of involving users in the development of
the MII. This is the main question of relevance to co-creation use. In total, 85.2% of respondents
reported the use of at least one of the five co-creation methods. On average, respondents used 2.33
methods for involving users, ranging from 1.96 in Spain to 2.73 in the UK. Co-creation is used more
intensively when the innovation involves a service (2.44 methods used on average) than for a process
(2.21 method used on average). The intensity of use of co-creation also increases with the availability
of resources. An average of 2.0 co-creation methods are used when extra staff or funding is not
provided, compared to an average of 2.7 when extra resources are received.

In total, 46.5% of respondents reported that the MIl had been evaluated after implementation. A higher
share of services (51.3%) are evaluated than processes (41.0%). Most of the respondents that evaluated
their Ml (86.2%) had either made changes to improve user experience or expected to make changes in
the future.

Respondents were asked about the contribution of users to six outcomes from their Mll, three of which
concerned internal innovation processes and three post implementation effects. Effects on internal
innovation processes were rare, with only 6.5% and 9.4% of respondents reporting ‘high’ benefits from
areduction in development costs or time. Post implementation effects were more common, with 50.2%
reporting ‘high’ benefits for improving fit with user needs and 47% reporting ‘high’ benefits from an
improved quality. For all effects, the level of benefit is positively correlated with co-creation intensity.

Nine outcomes from the most important innovation were investigated. After excluding ‘not relevant’
and ‘too early to tell’ assessments, 71.3% of the outcomes were ‘positive’ according the respondents’
perceptions, 25.3% were neutral, and 3.4% were negative. The co-creation intensity has no effect these
outcomes, but intensity is correlated with all assessments, including ‘not relevant’ and ‘too early to
estimate’. Respondents with a ‘not relevant’ and ‘too early to estimate’ assessment used fewer co-
creation methods than respondents that reported positive effects.



Co-VAL-770356 Public 0711F01_Preliminary Survey Results

Table of Contents

1 INTRODUCTION ....ccucotrretrreeesesesessesssesesesessssesesssssssssessssensesestssesessesentesenssssssssesensssensssensssesensesentssenssssssesssenssssnsssensns 9
1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE ..vvvuvuisieiesessesesssesesesssstesesesesssssssssssesessssssssssssssesesessssssssssssesesasassssssssstesesesessssssssssssesasesssssssssnsesesanas 9
1.2 STRUCTURE OF THE DELIVERABLE....cvcvevveesesesstetesesessssssssssessesessssssesssssesesessssssssssssesesesssassssssssesesesssssssssssssesesssssssnsssesesesesas 11

2 SURVEY RESPONSE RATES AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES........ccccoeittmiiiimniiiinniiimnniimnmesiimsmimmsssiesssimssssrenesss 12
2.1  ELIGIBLE CASES, CASE CONSERVATION AND MISSING VALUES......cvvuieeererseserssssssssssesesesesssssssssssssesessssssssssssesesessssssssssssesesesssnans 13

3 INNOVATORS VERSUS NON-INNOVATORS ........corurererrererrererseesssessssesssssssssssssssesssesssssssssssesssesssssssssssensssenssnsnsns 17
3.1 INNOVATION STATUS BY THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WORK UNIT .. ettuunieitineeeitieeettteeettneeetaneeeesnneesssneessnneessnneeeesnneesssnnesssnnnees 17
3.2 GENERAL SUPPORT FOR INNOVATION ...eiiuuitettteteseaauusetteeesssaaunsaeeeesssasuntaseeeessesaansasteesesesannssssaasesssasannsseeeesssessansssaeesesesannses 19
3.3 OBSTACLES TO INNOVATION w.ecuiviveveressssessesestesessssssssesssssesesesassssssssssesesessssssssssesesesessssssssssssesesssssssssssssesesessssssssssssesesesassans 21

4 MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ...ccuuiiiiiuiiiinniiimnniiimmessimesssimmssssimssssisssssstsssssstsssssstsssssstansssstssssssssssssssansssssanssssrs 26
A.1  IMPLEMENTATION STAGE cv.vevvvsrsesesisesesesessssssssssssesesesssssssssesesesesssssssssssesesessssssssssssesesesssssssssssssesesasassssssstesesesessssssssssnss 26
4.2 NOVELTY OF THE MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ....vcvevverarsrsssssesesesesssssssssssesesesssssssssssesesesessssssssssssesesssssssssesesesesessssssssnes 28
4.3 USERS OF THE MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ....uuttttnerttueeeruneeersuneerssnaeesssnesssssnsesssneessssneesssnnsesssneesssnnessssnesessnneesssneesssnneesens 29
4.4 PURPOSE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ....etttuetttteeetuneersueeessneessnneeessuneesssneesssneesssnnsesssnmeesssneesssnnsessnnsesssnneessnnnees 31

4.4.1  Expected effect Of tNE MIT ON COSLS .......uerueieeieiieeeeeee ettt ettt et ettt e st e e st e enbeeenseeeaes 32
4.5  SOURCE OF THE IDEA FOR THE MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ....cvuuniiitueerttieeerteeeeenneeeessneeessnneesennsessnneesssnseesssneesssseeessnneessnnns 33
4.6 FACTORS DRIVING THE MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ......vuvuvereeeetesesesssssssessssesesesssssssssssesesesssssssssssesesessssssssssesesessssssssssenes 34
4.7 INNOVATION INPUTS ....cucveveverrsssesssssssesesesesssssssessssesesessssssssesesesesssssssssssesesessssssssssssesesesssssssssssssesesasassssssssesesesessssssssnsnes 36

A N ¢ o Iy {0 g To [ Jo WY Y (o ] j USSR 36

B.7.2  POISON MMONTAS ...ttt e e ettt e e e e e ettt a e e e e e st aaaeeeaaasssa s e s aeeeseasasssasaaeeseaasssansaeseessnsres 37

4.7.3  ASSIStANCE frOmM @XLEINIAI SOUICES......cccueeeieieeeieiieeee ettt ettt ettt ettt e e e st e st e e saeeebeeenaeeeans 39
4.8 DEVELOPMENT IMETHODS ...evvtutettueerttueeetuneeessneessneeeesssneesssnnsessnnsessssneesssnesssssnsessssneesssnesssssnsesssnnessssneesssnnsessssesssnneessnnnens 41
4.9 INVOLVEMENT OF USERS IN DEVELOPING THE INNOVATION ...uuuiiituiettuneeetnueeernneeersuneesssneesssneesesnesesssneeessnneesssneeesssnseessnneessnnnees 42

4.9.1 Use Of five CO-CreQtioN MELNOUS ............ccueeeeeieieeeeei et e ettt e ettt e e ettt e e e et e e e e taaaeeatseaeeatseseessssaeessssnanas 42

4.9.2  Postimplementation @VAIUGLION ................ouueeeeeeiieeie e e ettt e e ettt te e e e e e sttt e e e e e s sssssaasaaeessssssssanssassesssssses 44
4.10 CONTRIBUTION OF USERS TO DEVELOPMENT OF THE MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ....eeeteeesauiereeeresesanuereeeeeeesesnnreeeeeeesasnnnnes 46
4.11 OUTCOMES OF THE MOST IMPORTANT INNOVATION ...ttteteeesauuuurtresesesaureneeeeesesaaunnseeeeesssaannseeesesssasannsenesesssasassenesesssesnnnnes 49

5 CONGCLUSIONS ...ceeiiiiieeiiiiieeiiirnesiiinsessiimsesssisssssstsssssstssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssassssssnns 52

6 REFERENCGES ......oieuuiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieeiiiineiiinsesisimsesisimsssssissssssisssssstsssssstsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssansssssssessssassssssansssssanssssss 56

7 ANNEX A QUESTIONNAIRE .......citiuiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiniiiiiiieiiiisieiiisnessismsssissessimssssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnsss 57

List of Tables

Table 2.1 Response rates by organizational level, total sample and by country ...........ccccceveuenee 12

Table 3.1 Percent innovation status by country (QUEeStion B1)......cccvveeeeeieiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 17

Table 3.2 Percent innovation status by the number of employees in the respondent’s unit................ 18

Table 3.3 Percent innovation status DY fOCUS @r@a.......cccuvvveeeiieiiiiiiiiiieeeee e ree e e e e e eanes 18

Table 3.4 Percent innovation status by type of organization............cccceee i, 19

Table 3.5 Percent innovation status by percent employees involved in work groups that met regularly

to discuss or develop innovations, QUESTION B2 .........uuiiiiiiiiii it e 20

Table 3.6 Percent of respondents by innovation status reporting that each innovation support factor

“fully’ applies to their organization, QUESTION B3 ......ccooiiiiieeeee e e e e 20



Co-VAL-770356 Public 0711F01_Preliminary Survey Results

Table 3.7 Percent respondents reporting that each obstacle is not relevant, for non-innovative and

innovative units, question C17 (ranked in descending order for non-innovators) .........ccccccevveeeinneennn. 22
Table 3.8 Percent respondents reporting that each obstacle is of no (‘none’) importance and ‘high’
importance for non-innovative and innovative units, qUestion C17.........ccccceeeeiiiieeicciieee e 23
Table 3.9 Percent of high or medium importance responses for.......cccocvueeiieciiiee e 24

Table 4.1 Implementation stage of the Most Important Innovation using question C2, by country .... 27
Table 4.2 Implementation stage for the Most Important Innovation using question C2,by job tenure of
(=T oo aTo [=T o N f T Il ¥ g =T o o To 1Y d T o I EURR 27
Table 4.3 Novelty of the most important innovation using question C5, by country ..........ccccoeevveeenns 28
Table 4.4 Novelty of the most important innovation using question C5, by implementation stage..... 29
Table 4.5 Percent respondents reporting each type of user of the most important innovation using

QUESTION €3, DY COUNTIY ..tiiiiiiiiie ettt s et e e e st e e s bte e e s sabae e e e sabaaeessastaeeesaasaeeeensseeeenn 30
Table 4.6 Percent respondents reporting each type of user of the most important innovation using
question C3, by type of government organization ..........cccueiiiiciiiiiiciiee e 30
Table 4.7 Percent respondents reporting each original purpose?! of the most important innovation using
QUESTION €4, DY COUNTIY ..tiiiiiiiiie e ccteee ettt e ettt e et e e e st e e e e e bte e e e eabaeeeesnsaeee s e sssaeesennsaeeeensnneaenn 31
Table 4.8 Percent respondents reporting each original purpose? of the most important innovation using
question C4, by NUMDbEr Of @MPIOYEES.........coveeuieeieieeteeteeeeeteeteete ettt ettt ettt et et et ee e tesreereenas 32
Table 4.9 Percent of respondents reporting the expected effect of the most important innovation on
the costs of processes or services using question C6, by COUNTIY.......ccovviiciiiiiiiiei e, 33
Table 4.10 Percent of respondents reporting the expected effect of the most important innovation on
the costs of processes or services using question C6, by size of the respondent’s unit......................... 33
Table 4.11 Percent respondents selecting each item as a source of the idea for the most important
innovation using qUESLION 7, DY COUNLIY ..ooiiii e e e e e e e erre e e e e e e e as 34
Table 4.12 Percent respondents giving high importance to each of six factors in driving the development
of the most important innovation using question C8, by COUNtrY .......ccocccviiiiieeiei e, 35
Table 4.13 Percent respondents reporting receipt of extra funding or staff to develop the most
important innovation using question C9, by COUNTIY ... e 36
Table 4.14 Percent respondents reporting receipt of extra funding or staff to develop the most
important innovation using question C9, by size of UNit.........cccceiiiiiii e, 37
Table 4.15 Distribution of person months expended on the most important innovation using question
L@ 0 TR o VAol T¥ [ o o USSR 38
Table 4.16 Distribution of person months expended on the most important innovation using question
C10, by type and size of the 0rganization ... e 38
Table 4.17 Percent respondents obtaining assistance, advice, technology or other inputs for the most
important innovation from six sources using question C11, by country.......ccccoeeeviiiiieeiii e, 39

Table 4.18 Percent respondents that obtained assistance, advice, technology or other inputs for the
most important innovation from six sources using question C11, by type of government organization

Table 4.19 Percent respondents giving high importance to each of eight methods to develop the most
important innovation using question C12, DY COUNTIY .....ocuviiiiiiiiiiiceeee e 41
Table 4.20 Percent respondents using five co-creation methods for user input in the development of
the most important innovation using question C13, by COUNLIY ...eeeeiiiiiiiiciiiieeiece e, 42



Co-VAL-770356 Public 0711F01_Preliminary Survey Results

Table 4.21 Mean number of co-creation methods involving users in developing the most important

innovation using question C13, bY COUNTIY ... e e e e 43
Table 4.22 Percent respondents with post implementation evaluation of the most important innovation
USING QUESEION CL4, DY COUNTIY...eeeieiiieeiee e e e e e e e s e s et e e e e e e sessnseraneeeeeeesennnnes 45
Table 4.23 Percent respondents that included user experience in the evaluation of their most important
innovation using quEestion C14b, DY COUNTIY c....eueiiiiieeee et e e e e e rre e e e e e e eeas 46
Table 4.24 Percent respondents giving high importance to each of six measures of user contribution to
developing the most important innovation using question C15, by country.........cccccciieeeeeiieicccnnnneen, 47
Table 4.25 Relationship between the intensity of use of co-creation and the contribution of users to the
development of the most important innovation, mean number of co-creation methods used ........... 48
Table 4.26 Distribution of observed and relevant outcomes for the most important innovation using
(o TSR A oY O (T 1| I =T o Yo g o [=] o1 £ USRI 49
Table 4.27 Percent respondents giving a positive effect for the outcomes of the most important
innovation using qUEestion 16, DY COUNTIY ..oooiuiiiiiiiiiie e e st e e e neaeeaeas 50
Table 4.28 Mean co-creation intensity for different outcomes of the most important innovation, limited
10 SIGNITICANT FESUITS ..eeeiieiiiee e et e st e e e st e e e s sabteeeeenntaeeessnnaeeeeensnees 51

Table 5.1 Comparison of number of times there is a statistically significant relationship in analyses of
guestions on the most important innovation, by country, size, organizational type and focus area ... 55



Co-VAL-770356 Public 0711F01_ Preliminary Survey Results

1 Introduction

This report includes preliminary descriptive results of the survey sent to public sector managers at
municipalities and national government organizations in France, Hungary, Spain, the Netherlands,
Norway and the UK. The questionnaire used for the survey is provided in Annex A.

1.1 Purpose and Scope

The descriptive results provide a guideline for further in-depth analysis of the CO-Val questionnaire
survey using regression and other multivariate techniques such as QCA (Qualitative Comparative
Analysis) or PCA (Principle Component Analysis). Important information for further research is
provided in this report, including identifying the number of respondents that answered specific
guestions and frequency distributions for all survey questions for up to four main characteristics of
the responding unit: country of location, the main focus area of the responding unit, obtained from
pre-existing data instead of from the survey; the size (number of employees) of the responding unit,
and the type of organization to which the unit belongs (national, large municipal, or small municipal
government).

The purpose of the survey is to estimate the prevalence of co-creation methods in the innovation
activities of public sector organizations, the factors that influence the use of co-creation, obstacles
to the use of co-creation, and the effect of co-creation on innovation activities (for example does it
reduce development costs or time) and innovation outcomes. The definition of co-creation that
guided the design of survey questions is the involvement of potential users in activities to develop
and implement an innovation. Several questions, briefly described below, are directly relevant to
the use of co-creation, all of which refer to a single ‘most important innovation’ reported by the
respondents.

Question C11 asks about the use of several external sources of inputs to this innovation and includes
a sub-question on ‘design firms, innovation labs or living labs’. These organizations often provide
co-creation services. Question C12 asks about eight different methods that were used to develop
the most important innovation and includes five methods that are part of a design-thinking process.
Co-creation can be included within a design-thinking process. Question 13 asks about 5 methods to
obtain inputs from users. Each method covers a different stage of the innovation process. Question
C14 asks if the innovation was evaluated after implementation and if yes, if changes were made or
planned as a result of the evaluation gathering information on user experiences. Question C15 asks
about the contribution of users to the development of the innovation, such as reduced costs,
development time, risk of innovation failure and reduced need to revise the innovation after
implementation. Question 17 on obstacles asks about difficulties in finding users to participate in
developing the innovation and management resistance to including user input.
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The questionnaire also obtains data on control variables such as the size (number of employees) of
the respondent’s unit, the job tenure of the respondent in his or her current position and the types
of services offered by the unit. Innovation status (whether the respondent ‘s unit is innovative or
not) is determined by question B1, which asks if the work unit implemented any of 9 types of
innovations in the preceding two years and also includes an ‘other’ option. Other control variables
are available from data obtained on the work unit before the survey, such as the country of location,
the type of organization to which the unit belongs (national, large municipality, small municipality)
and the focus area of the unit (education services, health services, etc.).

Two questions cover organizational factors that could influence the use of co-creation, including
the use of work groups that meet regularly to discuss or develop innovations (question B2) and
senior management and employee attitudes to innovation question B3).

Four questions provide information on the characteristics of the most important innovation, which
could influence the use of co-creation methods. These include question C2 on the users of this
innovation, question C3 on the original purpose of the innovation, question C5 on if the innovation
is a service, process or both and if it is entirely new or an improvement on existing services or
processes.

Two questions cover political and social influences on the innovation, including question C7 on the
source of the ideas for the innovation and question C8 on factors driving the innovation.

Three questions cover inputs to the innovation, the first two of which also provide information on
the importance of the innovation or the amount of effort expended on the innovation. Question C9
asks if the work unit had received extra funding or staff to develop the innovation and QC10 asks
about the number of person months used to develop the innovation from the idea stage until
implementation. Question 11 asks if the work unit obtained assistance to develop the innovation
from external sources.

Outcomes are measured in two questions. Question 6 asks about the expected effect of the
innovation on the costs of processes or services. Question 16 asks about the effects of the
innovation on nine outcomes, of which five are internal outcomes that affect government processes
(simpler procedures, reduced costs, etc.), three affect users (user experience, user access to
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information, service quality) and one affects both internal processes and users (safety of employees
or individuals).

The preliminary report does not provide results for six open text questions: other types of services
in question A3a, other types of innovations in question B1, a description of the most important
innovation (MII) in question C1, other types of users of the Ml in question C3, and other original
purposes of the MIl in question C4. These questions are in the process of being translated into
English and coded. Coding of ‘other’ options will result in a change to defined questions in the same
group. For example, many of the descriptions of other types of services in question A3a are likely to
fit within the seven defined types of services in this question. Once all translation and coding is
completed, the contents of this preliminary report for these six questions will be updated as
needed.

The descriptions of the MIl will be coded into 11 additional variables. The protocol for coding the
open text data on the Mll is provided in Annex B. A descriptive analysis for these 11 variables will
also be included in an update of the preliminary report.

1.2 Structure of the Deliverable

This report is structured as follows: section 2 describes the response rates and other methodological
issues of relevance to this report, section 3 gives basic descriptive results that differentiate
innovative and non-innovative responding units, and section 4 discusses the main conclusions.
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2 Survey response rates and methodological issues

This section gives a brief description of the survey response rates and relevant methodological
issues for the descriptive analyses. A more detailed description of the survey response rates and
database characteristics can be found in Deliverable D2.6.

Table 2.1 provides statistics on the sample, the responses by postal mail or online mail, and the
response rates for the full sample and by country. In total, 3,497 questionnaires were sent out. The
valid sample excludes 327 contacts from the full sample that could not reached for various reasons,
such as the person identified no longer worked at the organization, or the address was incorrect.
Respondents were first contacted by postal mail and in a second stage follow-up stage they were
asked to complete an online survey. Of the 1,036 total replies, 709 (68.4%) were received by post
and 327 (31.6%) were received through the online platform.

Table 2.1 Response rates by organizational level, total sample and by country

TOTAL

SAMPLE i Mailed  Online Response
plies i rate

32.1%

Municipalities

Large 855 778 179 73 252 32.4%

Municipalities

National 1721 1572 363 158 521 33.1%

Total 3497 3170 709 327 1036 32.7%

TOTAL

SAMPLE

Small 32.1% 48.6% 13.6% 49.6% 31.7% 35.9% 30.1%

Municipalities

Large 32.4% 48.9% 182% 53.2% 27.5% 41.3% 28.5%

Municipalities

National 33.1% 45.0% 13.7% 45.0% 27.2% 32.6% 45.8%

Total 32.7% 46.9% 14.8% 48.1% 28.5% 35.6% 37.7%

The total response rate is 32.7%, but there is substantial variation by country. The highest response
rate is for Norway at 48.1%, followed by the Netherlands (46.9%), Spain (37.7%), Hungary (35.6%),
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France (28.5%) and the UK (14.8%). The response rate for the UK is considerably lower compared
to the other countries. The exact survey methodology (see D2.4) has been used in every country
including the UK. This included hand signing the cover and reminder letters in most cases, otherwise
an electronic signature was used. We have no explanation as to why the response rate for the UK is
so low. For the UK, UNU-MERIT implemented additional practices to the standard methodology in
an effort to improve the number of responses, such as hand writing the addresses on the envelopes
to make the letter more personalized and reduce the probability that envelopes were perceived as
junk mail. Unfortunately, this additional effort did not lead to more responses from the UK. The low
response rate for the UK means that results for the UK need to be interpreted very cautiously.

A common concern in survey research on innovation is that innovative units may be more likely to
respond to an innovation survey than non-innovative units, since the survey will be of greater
interest and relevance to the innovators. This effect can occur even when the cover letter stresses
the importance of non-innovators to also complete the questionnaire, as was the case for this
survey. When this bias is present, low response rates (caused by non-innovators not participating
in the survey) is positively correlated with the percentage of respondents that are innovators. To
check for this effect, the national response rate was correlated with the national innovation rate
obtained from Table 3.1. There is no relationship, with the correlation coefficient (R?) equal to
0.0005.

2.1 Eligible cases, case conservation and missing values

Two issues with producing descriptive results are that respondents are not eligible to respond to all
guestions and respondents often skip questions that they are expected to answer.

In respect to eligibility, two examples are as follows. Non-innovators are not asked to respond to all
guestions in section C except for the final question (C17) on obstacles to innovation, while
innovators that did not or do not intend to evaluate their MlIl are not eligible to answer question
14b on whether or not user experiences were included in the evaluation. In order to produce
accurate and relevant results, in most analyses non eligible respondents need to be identified and
excluded from calculations.

The treatment of incomplete or missing values as a result of respondents skipping questions
requires particular care in order to conserve cases. Up to 10% of the responses to a question can
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include a missing value for one or more sub-questions. The default is to exclude all cases with a
missing value for a variable of interest. However, this is likely to decrease accuracy if the pattern of
responses shows that a respondent has selectively skipped questions, for instance by only
answering questions that they find relevant. Several rules of thumb are used to address missing
values in questions that include sub-questions (Arundel et al, 2015).

The questionnaire includes questions for which only one answer is requested (questions Al, A2,
A3b, B2, C2, C7b, C10, C14, and C14b), while the remaining questions request multiple responses.
If a respondent does not respond to a question for which only one answer is requested, the
response is treated as missing and the respondent is excluded from all analyses using the question.
For example, question Al is missing if a respondent checks none of the five options on the number
of employees in their work unit.

There are three types of questions that ask for multiple responses: check lists (questions A3a, B1,
C3, C4, C6, C7a, and C9) where the respondent is asked to tick all that apply; multiple ‘yes’ or ‘no’
guestions plus a “Don’t know” option (questions C5, C11, C12, and C13); and scalar questions,
including an importance scale (high, medium, low, ‘none’, ‘not relevant’), a ‘fully’, ‘partly’ or ‘not at
all scale’, and a scale ranging from ‘positive effects’ to ‘not relevant’ (questions B3, C8, C11, C15,
C16 and C17).

For check-list questions at least one option needs to be checked for all sub-questions to be included
in analyses (these are assigned a ‘no’ value). There is one exception to this rule that is likely to be
due to a question design error. Question B1, used to differentiate innovators and non-innovators,
includes a large box after the ‘other’ option, followed by the option ‘none of the above’. The
expectation is that all respondents would either select one of the nine options for an innovation or
select ‘none of the above’. However, the large box for ‘other’ could have caused some respondents
to fail to see the final ‘none of the above’ option. An analysis of other questions in section C
identified a small number of clearly innovative units for which no option was selected in question
B1. These cases were consequently coded as innovative.

For multiple ‘yes or no’ questions the rule of thumb is that missing values are recoded as a ‘no’ or
“don’t know” response if at least one of the sub-questions receives a ‘yes’ response. For scalar
guestions, missing values are recoded as “Don't know” if at least one response other than “Don’t
know” is provided. The rationale for this rule of thumb is that respondents often save effort by only
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checking those items that they find of relevance or importance to them. For question C16 there is
no logical category for recoding missing values because the options ‘too early to estimate’ and ‘not
relevant’ are not equivalent to a ‘Don’t know’ or ‘no’ response. For this question missing values are
not recoded.

Another issue is how to treat ‘don’t know’ responses. For scalar variables these are treated as a ‘no’
response, on the grounds that if a factor is important, such as one of the obstacles to innovation,
the respondent would remember and recognize its importance. In contrast, ‘not relevant’ responses
are treated separately and are not recoded. In some analyses, such as question C16 on the effects
of the Ml on different outcomes, respondents that responded ‘not relevant’ to a specific outcome
are excluded from analyses of the outcome. In contrast, respondents that use ‘not relevant’ to the
guestions on obstacles are included because a ‘not relevant’ obstacle is by definition not an
obstacle.

The above rules for inclusion (eligibility) and exclusion, combined with respondents that do not
answer any of the sub-questions in a question, result in varying numbers of respondents to a
guestion. To assist interpretation, most of the tables include the number of respondents (N) who
are included in the analysis.

Main figures and other important information

Fifty respondents (4.8%) only answered the questions in section A on the characteristics of their
unit, leaving 985 responses for which it was possible to determine the innovation status (innovator
or non-innovator) of the unit. Of these, 817 (82.9%) were innovators and 167 were non-innovators.
Thirty of the innovators did not reply to the majority of questions in section C and are excluded from
most analyses, leaving a maximum of 787 innovative cases. Statistical significance is defined as p
values up to 0.05. Wherever possible, the actual p value is given. The results for all questions are
evaluated by four characteristics of the responding unit: 1) country, 2) focus area of the
respondent’s organization (identified before the survey), 3) the size of the respondent’s work unit
(four categories for the number of employees), and 4) the type of organization in which the
respondent is employed (national government, large municipality, or small municipality). In
addition, questions on innovation status (whether the respondent’s unit innovates or not) are
evaluated by the job tenure of the respondent in their current position. Results for country are
provided in tabular format for all questions. Results for other characteristics of the respondent’s
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unit are only provided in tables if there are sufficient significant differences to make this worthwhile.
Otherwise significant results are only discussed in the text.
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3 Innovators versus non-innovators

Innovative work units (innovators) reported one or more types of nine innovations in the previous
two years in response to Question B1l, whereas non-innovative work units (non-innovators)
reported no innovations.! Non-innovators were not asked to reply to the questions on the most
important innovation (section C), but data for both non-innovators and innovators are available for
several characteristics of the unit, two questions on general support for innovation, and a question
on obstacles to innovation. For the entire sample, 17.1% of respondents did not report an
innovation in the previous two years and 82.9% reported an innovation.

3.1 Innovation status by the characteristics of the work unit

The percentage of respondents that report an innovation in the previous two years can be
influenced by several characteristics of the work unit, including the country of location, the size of
the work unit (number of employees), the type of organization (a unit within a national, large
municipal, or small municipal government) and the focus area of the government division where
the unit is located, and the length of time that the respondent has been in their current position.
The results show significant differences by country, size and type of organization, a small but
significant difference for focus area, and no difference by the respondent’s time in current position.

The share of innovative units varies from a low of 56.5% in Hungary to a high of 92.7% in both the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom (see Table 2). In general, the share of innovators is lower in
Spain, France and Hungary than in the Netherlands, Norway and the United Kingdom. For the latter
three countries there is very little difference in the share of innovators.

Table 3.1 Percent innovation status by country (Question B1)

Country N Non-innovator Innovator

Spain 264 20.5 79.5 100.0%
France 197 14.2 85.8 100.0%
Hungary 124 43.5 56.5 100.0%
Netherlands 137 7.3 92.7 100.0%
Norway 167 9.0 91.0 100.0%

117 respondents left question B1 blank but answered other questions that permitted them to be identified as
either non-innovators or innovators. These additional respondents are included in the results.
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United Kingdom 96 7.3 92.7 100.0%
Total 985 17.1 82.9 100.0%

Differences by country are statistically significant (p <.000).

Table 3 gives the distribution of non-innovative and innovative units by employment. Smaller units
are significantly smaller than larger units, with a positive correlation between unit size and the share
of innovators.

Table 3.2 Percent innovation status by the number of employees in the
respondent’s unit

Employees N Non-innovator Innovator

<10 235 37.4 62.6 100%

10-49 431 13.7 86.3 100%

50-249 207 7.7 92.3 100%

250+ 102 2.9 97.1 100%
Total 980 17.0 83.0 100%

Differences by the size of the unit and the trend are statistically significant (p <.000). Excludes five respondents
that did not know the size of their unit.

The effect of the focus area is not as large as that for employment and country (see Table 3.3). An
above average share of units that provide services to businesses are non-innovators (27.5%), while
the highest share of innovators is observed in health and internal government services (86.0%). The
type of organization also influences innovation status (see Table 3.4), with the share of innovators
higher in municipalities than in units that are part of national governments.

Table 3.3 Percent innovation status by focus area

Area N Non-innovator Innovator

Health 86 14.0 86.0 100%
Education 146 17.8 82.2 100%
Social 242 12.8 87.2 100%
Business 51 27.5 72.5 100%
Internal gov. 193 14.0 86.0 100%
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Other 209 21.1 78.9 100%
Total 927 16.6 83.4 100%

p =0.044. Data on focus are is not available for 58 cases.

Table 3.4 Percent innovation status by type of organization

Area N Non-innovator Innovator
National 501 19.8 80.2 100%
Large municipality = 237 11.8 88.2 100%
Small municipality 247 16.6 83.4 100%
Total 985 17.1 82.9 100%
p =0.027.

There are no significant differences for innovation status by the time that the respondent has been
in his or her current position (results not provided in a table, p =0.846). This suggests little or no bias
that could be due to respondents with a shorter job history being unaware of innovations within
the last two years in their unit. For example, 22.8% of respondents for non-innovative units have
been in their current position for less than 2 years and 42.5% for more than 5 years, compared to
24.7% and 40.3% of respondents, respectively, from innovative units. Due to a lack of significance,
results by job tenure are only provided occasionally.

3.2 General support for innovation

The presence of organizational practices to support innovation has been identified in other research
on public sector innovation to positively influence innovation status (and innovation outcomes). The
guestionnaire queries two types of practices: the inclusion of staff in unit-level innovation work
groups and the effects of practices at the level of the organization to support innovation on the
attitudes of senior management towards innovation and the attitudes of employees towards their
work.

Table 3.5 gives results for the percentage of employees that participate in innovation work groups

on a regular basis. A much higher share of respondents for non-innovative units report that none of
their employees participate in such groups (53.5%) than respondents for innovative units (3.2%).
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Table 3.5 Percent innovation status by percent employees involved in work groups that met
regularly to discuss or develop innovations, question B2

Employees Non-innovator Innovator Total
N 157 803 960
None 53.5 3.2 11.5
Less than 25% 24.2 38.2 35.9
25% to less than 50% 7.0 244 21.6
50% to less than 75% 3.2 12.3 10.8
75% or more 3.2 20.7 17.8
100% 100.0% 100%

p < 0.000. No data on work group involvement for 25 cases.

Table 3.6 gives results for the percentage of respondents who report that each of five
organizational-level or attitudes ‘fully’ applies to their work unit. Other response options included
‘partly’ and ‘not at all’. All practices or attitudes are significantly more prevalent among innovators,
with the largest differences observed for the level of support from senior management and smaller
differences for employee attitudes. For example, 50.9% of respondents from innovative units report
that ‘senior management gives high priority to new ideas or new ways of working’, versus only
18.9% of respondents from non-innovative work units. In comparison, the difference for employee
attitudes to ‘empowerment and ownership of their work’ varies from 28.4% for innovators to 20.1%
for non-innovators (although still statistically significant).

Table 3.6 Percent of respondents by innovation status reporting that each innovation
support factor ‘fully’ applies to their organization, question B3

Non-innovator Innovator N
Senior management gives high priority to new ideas or 18.9% 50.9% 937
new ways of working
Senior management supports taking risks in order to 5.6% 27.4% 934
innovate
Senior management supports an innovation culture 11.9% 39.4% 935

that includes all employees in innovation activities
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Employees are highly motivated to think of new ideas 11.9% 24.3% 937
and take part in their development

Employees have a feeling of empowerment and 20.1% 28.4% 933
ownership of their work

Notes: All differences between non-innovators and innovators are statistically significant with p < 0.000. Statistical analysis
based on full data set for the distribution of ‘fully’, ‘partly’ and not at all’ responses.

3.3 Obstacles to innovation

Both non-innovative and innovative units were asked to answer a question on the importance of
obstacles to developing or implementing an innovation. For innovative units the question is limited
to the most important innovation, whereas the respondents for non-innovative units were asked to
assess the importance of obstacles to ‘hindering innovation in your work unit’. Respondents were
asked to assess if each of 12 obstacles was of high, medium, low or ‘none’ importance or if the
obstacle was ‘not relevant’.

A comparison of the distribution of responses between non-innovative and innovative units finds
that there is a statistically significant difference (p < 0.000) for every one of the 12 obstacles.
Compared to innovative units, a higher percentage of respondents from non-innovative units report
that each obstacle is of ‘high” importance and a lower percentage report that each obstacle is of no
(‘none’) importance.

Research for both private sector firms and public sector organizations have found that non-
innovators are often unaware of the effects of different obstacles due to a lack of experience in
dealing with them. As shown in Table 3.7, this could explain the much higher percentage of
respondents from non-innovative versus innovative units that report that each obstacle is ‘not
relevant’.

The highest shares of ‘not relevant’ responses for non-innovators are for factors involving higher
levels within the public sector hierarchy, such as senior management or politicians, and legal
requirements or regulations. For example, political or senior management pressure is viewed as
‘not-relevant’ for 32.3% of non-innovative units compared to only 8.8% of innovative units (the
largest observed difference which is reported 3.7 times more often by non-innovative units than
innovative units). An exception is difficulties in finding potential users to participate in developing
an innovation. Factors that are likely to directly affect the respondent (insufficient financial
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resources or staff and a lack of knowledge on how to innovate) are least likely to be deemed ‘not
relevant’ by respondents from both non-innovative and innovative units.

Table 3.7 Percent respondents reporting that each obstacle is not relevant, for non-innovative
and innovative units, question C17 (ranked in descending order for non-innovators)

Obstacle N Non-innovator Innovator Ratio
(NI/T) (NI) 1)) (NI/T)
Political or senior management pressure 143/703 32.3% 8.8% 3.7
Lack of support by politicians 146/697 29.5% 19.8% 1.5
Difficult to find potential users for testing 146/704 24.7% 12.1% 2.0
Other legal requirements or regulations 146/701 23.3% 16.8% 1.4
Management resistance to user input 145/702 22.8% 10.3% 2.2
Senior management concerns over risk 145/699 22.8% 8.7% 2.6
Legal or regulatory obstacles to user input 146/703 21.9% 13.5% 1.6
Insufficient demand from users 143/700 21.7% 13.9% 1.6
Lack of support by senior management 148/703 20.3% 8.0% 2.5
Lack of a supportive culture for innovation 150/703 16.7% 6.3% 2.7
Lack of knowledge on how to innovate 148/706 15.5% 6.1% 2.5
Insufficient financial resources or staff 148/709 12.2% 6.3% 1.9

All differences in the distribution of responses between non-innovative and innovative units across the five
response options (high, medium, low, none, and not relevant) are statistically significant (p =0.000).

Table 3.8 gives the percentage of respondents from non-innovative and innovative units that report
that each obstacle is of no (‘none’) importance and ‘high’ importance, after excluding ‘not relevant’
responses. A smaller percentage of respondents for non-innovative than innovative units report
that all 12 obstacles are of no importance while a higher percentage report that all obstacles are of
high importance. This suggests that obstacles have a greater effect in preventing innovation among
non-innovators than in hindering the development of an innovation among innovators. For
example, the most cited ‘high’ importance obstacle for both non-innovative and innovative units,
‘lack of knowledge on how to innovate’, is cited by 49.2% of non-innovators, but by only 19.6% of
innovators.
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Table 3.8 Percent respondents reporting that each obstacle is of no (‘none’) importance and

‘high’ importance for non-innovative and innovative units, question C17

(ranked in descending order for high importance for non-innovators)

No importance

High importance

Obstacle Non- Non-

innovator Innovator innovator Innovator
Lack of knowledge on how to innovate 3.1% 23.5% 49.2% 19.6%
Senior management concerns over risk 9.6% 23.5% 33.6% 11.6%
Lack of support by politicians 10.4% 26.1% 27.2% 17.3%
Political or senior management pressure 19.6% 37.0% 25.8% 14.2%
Other legal requirements or regulations 21.4% 53.1% 23.3% 8.2%
Difficult to find potential users for testing 15.3% 50.1% 21.2% 5.1%
Management resistance to user input 16.1% 37.5% 18.8% 7.5%
Lack of a supportive culture for innovation 18.8% 46.1% 17.9% 10.8%
Insufficient financial resources or staff 11.6% 5.6% 17.9% 2.8%
Legal or regulatory obstacles to user input 17.3% 46.2% 16.4% 6.1%
Lack of support by senior management 19.3% 50.8% 12.3% 8.1%
Insufficient demand from users 30.4% 57.3% 8.0% 3.2%

All differences in the distribution of responses between non-innovative and innovative units across the four response options

(high, medium, low, and none) are statistically significant (p =0.000). Excludes ‘not relevant’ responses.

The next most cited ‘high’ importance obstacles for non-innovators concern higher levels within the

hierarchy, with ‘senior management concerns over risk’ cited by 33.6%, ‘lack of support by

politicians’ cited by 27.2%, and ‘political or senior management pressure’ cited by 25.8%. The least
cited obstacle is ‘insufficient demand by users’, cited by 8.0% of non-innovators. A similar pattern
applies to the innovators, except that the share of respondents assigning ‘high’ importance to each

obstacle is lower.
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National differences in obstacles

Given the importance of higher-level obstacles to policy, it is of interest to explore differences by
country, since the organization or governance of the public sector is likely to differ among the six
countries covered in the survey. The analysis is limited to the share of respondents from innovative
units that assign medium or high importance to each obstacle after excluding ‘not relevant’
responses. There are insufficient ‘high’ responses to provide results by country. Non-innovative
units are not evaluated due to small samples at the country level.

These results by country need to be interpreted cautiously because they do not control for the
effect of other factors that could influence the importance of obstacles, such as differences in the
distribution by country of reporting units (national, municipal, etc.), the size of the unit, or the job
level of the respondent.

Table 3.9 provides the results. Percentages marked in a bold font identify the highest value for the
obstacle across the countries while italics identifies the lowest value across countries. Yellow
highlights identify the highest one or two value (if close) within a country.

Table 3.9 Percent of high or medium importance responses for
innovators only using question C17, by country

ES FR HU NL NO UK Mean P
Political or senior management pressure 38.2 29.5 38.6 50.5 22.3 42.3 363 0.001
Lack of a supportive culture for innovation 58.7 40.8 40.7 49.5 36.4 32.4 45,5 0.001
Lack of support by senior management 30.3 16.3 14.3 25.7 15.4 17.3 215 0.097
Lack of support by politicians 27.6 24.4 16.3 20.2 15.6 18.5 21.8 0.017
Senior management concerns over risk 31.0 239 20.7 34.6 25.2 38.7 29.3 0.013
Lack of knowledge on how to innovate 52.8 39.7 29.8 54.5 38.5 37.8 445 0.017
Difficult to find potential users for testing 29.8 22.4 34.6 25.5 16.3 12.9 239 0.005
Management resistance to user input 21.4 17.2 5.6 17.8 10.5 17.6 16.3  0.000
Legal or regulatory obstacles to user input 325 14.4 21.2 26.0 10.2 20.0 219 0.000
Other legal requirements or regulations 38.9 23.4 26.3 30.7 16.8 221 27.6  0.000
Insufficient financial resources or staff 68.9 43.3 36.8 50.5 58.2 52.7 544  0.000
Insufficient demand from users 244 15.8 24.5 18.7 13.4 57 17.7  0.022

Average 37.9 25.9 25.8 33.7 23.2 26.5 30.1
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Across countries, respondents from Spain (ES) have the highest average value for the percentage of
obstacles that are of medium or high importance (37.9%), followed by the Netherlands at 33.7%.
All other countries have similar averages, ranging from a low of 23.2% for Norway to a high of 26.5%
for the UK. Within countries, the most frequently cited obstacle is ‘insufficient financial resources
or staff’ for all countries except Hungary, followed by a ‘lack of a supportive culture for innovation’
in Spain, France and Hungary.
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4 Most important innovation

Respondents from innovative units were asked to describe their most important service innovation
in the previous two years that was partly or entirely developed by their work unit. Respondents
without a service innovation were asked to describe their most important process innovations.
Importance was defined in the questionnaire “in terms of the expected or realized benefits of the
innovation’. The remaining questions in the survey for innovators referred to this most important
innovation.

Out of the 817 respondents from innovative units, 718 provided a description of their most
important innovation, but an additional 69 respondents from innovative units answered some of
the questions in section C without providing a description. Thirty innovative units did not reply to a
large majority of the questions in section C are excluded from most analyses of the most important
innovation, leaving a maximum of 787 for most analyses.

4.1 Implementation stage

Although the OECD defines (2018) an innovation as a new or significantly changed product or
process that has been implemented, previous experience with public sector managers shows that
a significant share of managers’ report innovations that are underway (in the pilot stage) or partially
implemented (with continuing improvements underway). This could be due to several reasons:
managers tend to focus on their most recent significant innovation and innovations in the public
sector take a long time to fully implement in order to avoid failure (Goldspink and Kay, 2012).
Consequently, the survey collected data on the level of completion because it could affect other
variables such as outcomes.

Table 4.1 gives the results for the implementation stage by country. Although there are differences
by country, they are minor and do not reach statistical significance. On average, 15.6% of the most
important innovations are in the pilot or testing stage, slightly more than half (54.3%) were partially
implemented and 30.1% were fully implemented.
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Table 4.1 Implementation stage of the Most Important Innovation using question C2, by
country

Partially implemented

N Currently piloted  (continuing improvements Completely
or tested underway) implemented

Spain 206 18.0 54.4 27.7 100.0
France 159 14.5 54.1 31.4 100.0
Hungary 68 8.8 57.4 33.8 100.0
Netherlands 122 9.0 58.2 32.8 100.0
Norway 146 19.2 54.8 26.0 100.0
UK 82 20.7 45.1 34.1 100.0

783 15.6 54.3 30.1 100.0

There are no statistically significant differences in the implementation stage by the size of the unit,
the type of organization, or the unit’s focus area (results not shown). In contrast, there is a
significant difference (p < 0.000) by the job tenure of the respondent in their current position.
Compared to respondents who have been in their job for less than two years, respondents who
have been in their job for two years or more are less likely to report an innovation in the pilot stage
and more likely to report a fully implemented innovation (see Table 4.2).

Table 4.2 Implementation stage for the Most Important Innovation using question C2,by job
tenure of respondent in current position

Six monthsto  Two years to
Less than less than two less than five  Five years or

six months years years more
N 32 162 269 315
Currently piloted or tested 28.1 23.5 17.1 8.9
Partially implemented, with continuing 46.9 55.6 52.8 55.2
improvements underway
Completely implemented 25.0 21.0 30.1 35.9
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

p< .000
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4.2 Novelty of the most important innovation

Question C5 asks respondents if their MIl provides an entirely new process, improves existing
processes, provides and entirely new service, and improves existing services. Respondents can
answer yes to all of these four options if applicable. Although respondents were asked to report an
MII that was a service, only 39.4% of the reported MIl involved either a new or improved service,
while 93.3% involved a new or improved process. This reflects other research that finds more
process than product innovation in the public sector (Arundel and Huber, 2013).

The question is used to produce a measure of the novelty of the Mll, where novelty is defined as a
service or product that is completely new. Two types of novelty are identified: a new service or
process, or an innovation that is both a new service and a new process. The remaining innovations
are only improvements in processes, services, or both processes and services. As shown in Table
4.3, on average 43.2% of the Mlls are only improved, 32.7% are either a new service or process, and
24.1% are both a new service and a new process.

Table 4.3 Novelty of the most important innovation using question C5, by

country
N Only New service or New service AND
improved process process
Spain 205 42.0 31.2 26.8 100.0
France 157 40.8 33.8 25.5 100.0
Hungary 69 47.8 24.6 27.5 100.0
Netherlands 122 42.6 36.1 213 100.0
Norway 147 44.2 34.7 211 100.0
UK 83 45.8 325 21.7 100.0
Total 783 43.2 32.7 24.1 100.0

P =0.887

There are no statistically significant differences in the novelty of the most important innovation by
type of organization (p = .293), unit size (p = .676), or focus area of the respondent’s organization
(p = .306). The relationship between the job tenure of the employee and novelty is also not
significant (p = .465), but 51.5% of employees with less than 6 months in their current job reported
that the innovation was ‘only improved’, possibly indicating a lack of familiarity with the innovation.
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The implementation stage of the most important innovation is significantly correlated with novelty
(see Table 4.4). Respondents that report that their innovation is partially implemented with
continuing improvements underway are less likely to report greater novelty while those reporting
that the innovation is completely implemented are more likely to report greater novelty.

Table 4.4 Novelty of the most important innovation using question C5, by implementation
stage

Implementation stage N Only New service  New service
improved or process AND process

Currently piloted or tested 121 33.1 40.5 26.4 100.0

Partially implemented, with 425 49.6 29.9 20.5 100.0

continuing improvements underway

Completely implemented 234 35.9 34.2 29.9 100.0
780 42.9 32.8 24.2 100.0

P =.001

4.3 Users of the most important innovation

Question C3 asks about the users of the unit’s most important innovation. Users can be other
government employees, individuals, businesses, community groups or ‘other’. The results indicate
that the question was poorly understood and consequently this question should be used cautiously
in other analyses. The evidence for a poor understanding is that 20.1% of eligible respondents
(those who reported a most important innovation) did not answer the question. Furthermore,
36.4% of the 33 respondents with less than 6 months job tenure in their current position did not
answer the question (p = 0.009), possibly because they lacked sufficient familiarity with the
innovation.

Table 4.5 provides results by country. There are no significant differences for government
employees, businesses and ‘other’ as users, but the rate of reporting for individuals is above average
in Hungary and below average in the UK. For non-profits (including community groups), the rate is
below average in Spain and above average in the UK.
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Table 4.5 Percent respondents reporting each type of user of the most important
innovation using question C3, by country

N Gov. employees Individuals Businesses Non profits Other
Spain 165 90.3 87.3 715 52.1 43.6
France 133 88.0 81.2 63.2 66.2 44.4
Hungary 54 88.9 96.3 72.2 66.7 42.6
Netherlands 95 84.2 91.6 68.4 60.0 41.1
Norway 118 82.2 86.4 67.8 59.3 44.1
UK 64 79.7 73.4 70.3 76.6 43.8
Total 629 86.2 85.9 68.5 61.4 43.4
p .207 .003 711 .013 .998

These differences by country could be due to other factors such as national differences in the
distribution of respondents by type of government organization (national, large municipality, small
municipality). As shown in Table 4.6, the type of government organization has a significant effect
on individuals, businesses, and ‘others’ as users. National governments are more likely than the
average to identify businesses and the ‘other’ group as users and less likely to identify individuals
as users. Large municipalities are more likely to report individuals and less likely to report businesses
as users.

Table 4.6 Percent respondents reporting each type of user of the most important
innovation using question C3, by type of government organization

N Gov. Individuals Businesses Non profits Other
employees
National 318 85.8 79.9 75.5 65.4 50.0
Large 158 87.3 93.7 64.6 54.4 33.5
municipality
Small 153 85.6 90.2 58.2 60.1 39.9
municipality
Total 629 86.2 85.9 68.5 61.4 43.4
p .883 .000 .000 .064 .002
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4.4 Purpose of the most important innovation

Question C4 asks respondents about the original purpose of the most important innovation. The
guestion was answered by 781 of the 787 eligible respondents. Results by country are given in Table
4.7. There are significant differences by country for all purposes except for ‘improve adoption’.
Overall, the most common purpose is to improve quality for users, followed by improve internal
efficiencies.

Table 4.7 Percent respondents reporting each original purpose?! of the most important
innovation using question C4, by country

Improve user Improve Improve Address
N Improve quality for experience adoption internal social
users efficiencies challenges

Spain 206 65.5 30.6 26.2 59.7 26.2
France 156 69.2 28.2 28.2 47.4 44.9
Hungary 68 63.2 22.1 35.3 58.8 44.1
Netherlands 121 58.7 34.7 22.3 54.5 16.5
Norway 143 78.2 51.0 17.0 65.3 12.2
UK 83 63.9 49.4 28.9 61.4 34.9
Total 781 67.2 35.9 254 57.6 28.3
p .019 .000 .054 .041 .000

1: Results for ‘other’ not provided.

There are only significant differences by the type of organization for ‘improve internal efficiencies’
and ‘address social challenges’. National organizations were more likely to report ‘improve internal
efficiencies’ than small municipalities (62.2% versus 49.5%), but less likely to report ‘address social
challenges’ than both large and small municipalities (21.9% compared to 34.2% for large and 34.8%
for small municipalities. The focus area only has a significant effect on improving internal
efficiencies, cited by 44.3% of units from organizations responsible for education compared to the
average of 58.6%.

The size of the respondent’s unit has a significant effect on several of the purposes that also

increases by the number of employees (significant p for trend) for improve quality, improve user
experience, and improve internal efficiencies, as shown in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8 Percent respondents reporting each original purpose! of the most important
innovation using question C4, by number of employees?

Number of Improve user Improve Improve Address
employees in N Improve quality experience adoption internal social
unit for users efficiencies challenges
<10 133 60.2 26.3 26.3 47.4 29.3
10to 49 358 64.8 29.3 22.9 58.4 26.8
50 to 249 186 72.6 441 27.4 61.3 26.3
250+ 97 76.3 57.7 27.8 62.9 36.1
Total 774 67.2 35.9 254 57.7 28.3

p 0.021 <0.000 0.326 0.070 0.442

p for trend 0.005 <0.000 0.317 0.024 0.360

1: Results for ‘other’ not provided.
2. Excludes three cases that replied ‘Don’t know’ to the question on the number of employees in the unit.

4.4.1 Expected effect of the Mil on costs
A separate question related to efficiencies asked about the expected effect of the most important

innovation on ‘the costs of your processes or services’. There are statistically significant differences
by country, as shown in Table 4.9, where Norway and the UK are more likely to report a decrease
in costs and France is more likely to report that costs are not relevant to the innovation.
Respondents from Norway and the UK are least likely to find costs not relevant. The most commonly
reported effect is a decrease in costs (reported by 36.5% of respondents) and the least common
effect is an increase in costs (reported by 11.2%).

There are no significant differences in the expected effect of the MIl on costs by the type of the
unit’s organization and only a weak effect by focus area. Conversely, there is a significant effect by
the size of the unit, as shown in Table 4.10. A decrease in costs is more frequently reported by larger
units, costs are more likely to be viewed as not relevant by smaller units, and an increase in costs is
positively correlated with the size of the unit.

Eurcpoan Unic Page | 32



Co-VAL-770356 Public 0711F01_Preliminary Survey Results

Table 4.9 Percent of respondents reporting the expected effect of the most important
innovation on the costs of processes or services using question C6, by country

Increase No effect Decrease Costs not Don’t

N costs on costs costs relevant know
Spain 206 9.7 14.1 32,5 39.8 3.9 100.0%
France 158 7.6 5.1 30.4 53.8 3.2 100.0%
Hungary 68 16.2 8.8 324 41.2 1.5 100.0%
Netherlands 122 12.3 23.8 32.0 30.3 1.6 100.0%
Norway 146 14.4 20.5 45.9 13.7 5.5 100.0%
UK 83 10.8 15.7 51.8 15.7 6.0 100.0%
Total 11.2 14.7 36.5 33.8 3.7 100.0%

p <.000

Table 4.10 Percent of respondents reporting the expected effect of the most important
innovation on the costs of processes or services using question C6, by size of the respondent’s

unit
Number of N Increase No effect Decrease Costs not Don’t
employees costs on costs costs relevant know
<10 133 9.0 15.0 30.8 36.8 8.3 100.0%
10-49 360 10.8 15.0 32.8 37.8 3.6 100.0%
50-249 186 124 17.7 40.9 28.0 1.1 100.0%
250+ 97 14.4 7.2 48.5 27.8 2.1 100.0%
Total 776 11.3 14.7 36.3 34.0 3.6 100.0%

p =.002

4.5 Source of the idea for the most important innovation
Respondents were asked to identify the source of the idea of their most important innovation and

given the option of ticking all relevant sources, followed by a second question that asked them to
identify the single most important source if more than one option was selected. Results for the most
important source are not available at this time. Table 4.11 provides results by country, ranked in
descending order. Since all items could be selected, the results do not sum to 100%.
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In all countries the most frequently reported source is ‘yourself or colleagues at a similar
management level. In all countries the most commonly reported sources are within government,
broadly defined, to include politicians and ‘other government organizations’, although elected
politicians are cited by less than 20% of respondents, with the exception of France (29.1%) and
Hungary (30.9%). Potential sources of co-creation with non-governmental sources (individuals,
businesses and community groups or non-profits) are the least likely to be cited. This could be
because a higher percentage of the most important innovations involve internal processes (93.3%)
than services (39.3%).

Table 4.11 Percent respondents selecting each item as a source of the idea for the most
important innovation using question 7, by country

Source ES FR HU NL NO UK Total
Yourself or colleagues 70.7 79.7 50.0 72.4 60.7 63.4 68.4
Senior managers 42.0 36.7 48.5 29.3 345 54.9 39.4
Staff at lower job levels 31.7 29.7 11.8 55.3 51.0 34.1 37.1
Other government orgs 215 253 27.9 25.2 15.9 25.6 22.8
Elected politicians 18.5 29.1 30.9 14.6 11.0 12.2 19.1
Citizens or residents 6.8 11.4 14.7 18.7 2.8 7.3 9.6
Businesses 7.3 7.6 8.8 8.9 83 15.9 8.8
Community/ non-profits 6.8 7.6 8.8 12.2 3.4 15.9 8.3
Other 7.3 4.4 4.4 5.7 9.0 9.8 6.8

4.6 Factors driving the most important innovation

Question C8 asks respondents about the importance of six factors as drivers for the development
of the most important innovation. Respondents were give five response options: high, medium, low
and no (none) importance as well as a ‘Don’t know’ option. The latter is recoded to be equivalent
to ‘none’. To conserve cases, respondents who answered at least one of the six questions but left
others blank were assumed to have responded ‘don’t know’ to the other options. Only 10 of the
787 eligible respondents did not answer any of the six C8 questions. Table 4.12 gives the percentage
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of respondents by country that gave a ‘high’ importance to each of the options. Statistical
significance is calculated using the full set of responses.

Table 4.12 Percent respondents giving high importance to each of six factors in driving the
development of the most important innovation using question C8, by country

N Budget Budget Government Urgent Demand Demand
increase decrease regulations problem or from from
policies crisis individuals business
Spain 204 9.8 3.9 44.6 30.9 27.9 19.6
France 157 10.2 5.1 46.5 19.7 17.2 16.6
Hungary 67 7.5 10.4 46.3 224 46.3 26.9
Netherlands 122 9.0 9.8 254 20.5 28.7 28.7
Norway 145 15.9 8.3 31.0 8.3 4.1 15.2
UK 82 8.5 18.3 28.0 26.8 26.8 20.7
Total 777 10.6 8.0 37.8 21.6 22.9 20.3
P 0.439 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001

The most commonly reported ‘high’ importance driver is ‘government regulations, policies or
priorities’ at 37.8%, followed by demand from individuals (22.9%) and an urgent problem or crisis
(21.6%). With the exception of a budget increase, there are statistically significant differences in the
distribution of the importance of drivers among all countries. Some of these could plausibly be due
to differences in economic conditions or political cultures, such as the much higher share of UK
respondents that report a budget decrease as a high importance driver (18.3% compared to the
average of 8.0%) or the very low share of Norwegian respondents that innovate in response to a
crisis (8.3% versus the average of 21.6%).

Within Spain, the most frequently cited high-importance factors are ‘Government regulations,
policies or priorities’ and ‘a problem or crisis requiring an urgent response’. In France government
regulations etc. (46.5%) is cited over twice as often than all other factors and is of similar high
importance in Hungary (46.3%), where demand from individuals is of equal importance. The most
cited factors in the Netherlands are demand from businesses (28.7%) and individuals (28.7%). In the
UK the most cited factors, with an identical share (26.8%) of respondents, are an urgent problem or
crisis and demand from individuals.
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Although suggestive, caution is advised before drawing country specific conclusions from
descriptive analyses, since the results could be due to differences in other factors across countries
such as the type of organization, focus area or size of the unit. However, as shown below, these
other factors have little effect, suggesting that differences in national cultures or economic
conditions could be influencing innovation drivers.

There are no statistically significant differences by the size of the unit and only one difference each
for the geographic type and focus area. For geographic type, the share of respondents giving a ‘high’
importance to ‘demand from businesses, community groups or other organizations’ is 15.7%
compared to 22.6% for national government units and 20.5% for small municipal government units.
For focus area, the share of units that give high importance to demand from individuals is higher
than the average of 22.4% for respondents from units providing health (29.9%) and social services
(26.6%).

4.7 Innovation inputs

Three questions ask about inputs into the most important innovation, including:
e provision of extra funding or staff (question C9)
e person-months required to develop and implement the innovation (C10)?, and
e assistance, advice, technology or other inputs from six sources outside the unit.

4.7.1 Extra funding or staff

Table 4.13 provides the results for extra resources for the Mll by country. Over half of respondents,
55.4%, report no extra resources in terms of staff or funding and only 14.2% receive both types of
resources. Hungary and Spain have the highest shares of respondents reporting no extra funding,
at 75.0% and 68.5% respectively. The UK has the highest share of respondents that report extra
resources and the highest share that report receiving both extra staff and funds.

Table 4.13 Percent respondents reporting receipt of extra funding or staff to develop the most
important innovation using question C9, by country

2 person months are defined as ‘one person working full-time for one month’. The definition of full-time is based on
national norms and consequently can vary across countries. Respondents were asked to count all time spent by
government employees from the initial idea until implementation, including time before the last two years if relevant.
They were instructed to exclude time by external consultants.
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N No extra staff or  Extra funding  Extra staff  Extra funding
funding received only only and staff
Spain 200 68.5 11.0 9.0 11.5 100.0%
France 153 47.1 19.6 13.1 20.3 100.0%
Hungary 68 75.0 20.6 2.9 1.5 100.0%
Netherlands 122 49.2 25.4 10.7 14.8 100.0%
Norway 145 49.7 37.9 4.8 7.6 100.0%
UK 81 42.0 16.0 11.1 30.9 100.0%
Total 769 55.4 21.5 9.0 14.2 100.0%

P <.000

There is no statistically significant difference in the receipt of extra funds or staff by type of unit or
by the unit’s focus area. In contrast, there is a significant trend by the size of the unit, as shown in
Table 4.14. Unit size is inversely correlated with no extra resources for the innovation and positively

correlated with extra staff only and extra funding and staff.

Table 4.14 Percent respondents reporting receipt of extra funding or staff to develop the most
important innovation using question C9, by size of unit

Employees N No extra staff or  Extra funding  Extra staff  Extra funding
funding received only only and staff

<10 129 61.2 16.3 8.5 14.0 100.0%
10-49 355 57.5 225 9.6 10.4 100.0%
50 - 249 184 55.4 21.7 7.1 15.8 100.0%
250+ 94 41.5 24.5 11.7 223 100.0%
Total 762 55.6 21.5 9.1 13.8 100.0%
P <.000

4.7.2 Person months

Previous research has found that it is difficult for public sector managers to estimate expenditures
on an innovation because data on labour costs, a major input, is often not collected. However, the

majority of public sector managers are able to estimate the person months expended on an

innovation if the question uses categorical response options. This survey confirms this finding, with

only 8.2% of respondents reporting that they did not know the answer.

o hurcded By
s Eropaan Linion

Page | 37



Co-VAL-770356 Public 0711F01_Preliminary Survey Results

Table 4.15 provides the distribution of person-months expended on the most important innovation
by country. 5% of respondents reported no person months, possibly because these innovations
were essentially ‘bought in” with unit personal spending no time on the innovation. The lowest
shares of these types of innovations are reported in the UK, the Netherlands and Norway. These
three countries also have the highest shares of respondents reporting that the innovation required
more than 24 months to develop and implement. On average, 64.6% of respondents reported that
their most important innovation required less than 12 months to develop, with the highest shares
in Spain (67.2%), France (68.2%) and Hungary (58.8%).

Table 4.15 Distribution of person months expended on the most important innovation using
question C10, by country

N None <3 months 3to12 12to 24 24+ months Don’t

months months know
Spain 204 6.9 35.8 314 7.8 8.3 9.8 100%
France 157 6.4 33.8 34.4 8.9 10.8 5.7 100%
Hungary 68 8.8 33.8 25.0 14.7 4.4 13.2 100%
Netherlands 122 2.5 18.9 28.7 20.5 23.0 6.6 100%
Norway 144 2.8 16.7 354 13.2 22.2 9.7 100%
UK 82 2.4 15.9 40.2 19.5 17.1 49 100%
Total 777 5.0 26.9 32.7 12.9 14.3 8.2 100%

P <.000.

Statistically significant differences in the distribution of person months are also found for the type
of organization (p < .000) and by the size of the unit (p < .000). The focus area has not significant
effect (p =.055). Results for organizational type and size are reported in Table 4.16, for two groups:
up to 12 person months and over 12 person months. A higher percentage of respondents for units
in national and large municipalities report over 12 person months. There is a statistically significant
trend by unit size, with the percentage of respondents reporting more than 12 person months
increasing with size (p <.000 for linear trend).

Table 4.16 Distribution of person months expended on the most important innovation using
question C10, by type and size of the organization

N Up to one year One year +
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National 351 64.1 35.9 100%
Large municipality 187 68.4 316 100%
Small municipality 185 85.9 141 100%
Size (employees)

<10 122 84.4 15.6 100%
10-49 329 74.5 25.5 100%
50-249 174 64.4 35.6 100%
250+ 91 52.7 47.3 100%

Notes: Excludes “Don’t know” responses. P <.000 by type of organization and for size.

4.7.3 Assistance from external sources

Table 4.17 gives results for the percentage of respondents that obtained assistance, advice,
technology or other inputs for their most important innovation from six sources external to their
unit. The most frequently used source is ‘other work units within your organization’, cited by 69.5%
of respondents, followed by ‘businesses including consultants’, cited by 41.4%. The least cited
source is ‘design firms, innovation labs or living labs’, cited by 14.3%. For four of the six sources
there are statistically significant differences by country. The Netherlands and the UK are more likely
to draw on other work units within their organization, while Norway is more likely than the average
to draw on businesses and sources linked to co-creation, such as design firms, innovation labs or
living labs. The use of external sources by Spanish respondents is close to the average, except for
design firms etc., which are reported by only 4.4%. French respondents are considerably less likely
to report sources of ICT (24.2% versus the average of 40.0%).

Table 4.17 Percent respondents obtaining assistance, advice, technology or other inputs for
the most important innovation from six sources using question C11, by country

N  Other work Other Universities / Businesses  Design firms, ICT software

units within gov't public research incl. innov. labs, or equip.

your org. orgs institutes consultants living labs suppliers
Spain 205 69.3 31.7 17.6 415 4.4 415
France 157 61.8 45.9 17.2 34.4 17.8 24.2
Hungary 68 64.7 41.2 11.8 16.2 14.7 48.5
Netherlands 122 84.4 33.6 18.0 51.6 17.2 43.4
Norway 141 62.4 34.8 25.5 49.6 19.9 49.6
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UK 82 79.3 37.8 28.0 46.3 18.3 37.8
Total 775 69.5 36.9 19.6 41.4 143 40.0
P 0.002 101 0.055 <0.000 <0.000 <0.000

Notes: All respondents that gave a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to at least one of the six options are included in the analyses. This
assumes that a blank response to a question is because the respondent does not know the answer, suggesting that the
source was not memorable and therefore likely to be unimportant.

The type of government organization has a significant effect on the use of four sources, as shown
in Table 4.18. ‘Other work units within your organization’ is less frequently reported by small
municipalities (58.3%), probably because they have fewer alternative units to draw upon. In
addition, small municipalities are less likely to source inputs from all other external sources with the
exception of ‘other government organizations’. Compared to the average, large municipalities are
more likely to obtain inputs from businesses, design firms etc., and ICT suppliers.

The mean number of external sources is 2.22. This varies significantly by the type of government
organization: 2.38 for large municipal, 2.34 for national, and 1.82 for small municipal organizations
(p <.0000).

Table 4.18 Percent respondents that obtained assistance, advice, technology or other inputs
for the most important innovation from six sources using question C11, by type of government
organization

N  Other work Other Universities / Businesses  Design firms, ICT software
units within gov't public research incl. innov. labs, or equip.
your org. orgs institutes consultants living labs suppliers
National 385 71.7 41.3 22.3 43.4 14.3 40.8
Large 198 76.3 29.8 17.7 48.0 18.2 47.5
municipality
Small 192 58.3 354 16.1 30.7 10.4 30.7
municipality
Total 775 69.5 36.9 19.6 414 14.3 40.0
p <.000 .022 154 .001 .091 .003

There are only two significant differences by the focus area of the respondent’s unit. Units active in
health and education were more likely than the average to obtain inputs from universities or public
research organizations (32.8% for health and 27.4% for education versus the average of 20.3%) and
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units active in social services and businesses were less likely to use this source (12.6% and 11.4%
respectively) (p =.001). In addition, units that provide internal services to their government
organization were more likely than the average to obtain inputs from ICT providers (48.1% versus
39.6%, p = .015).

There are three significant differences by size, with larger units more likely than smaller units to
obtain inputs from businesses (p < .000), design firms etc. (p = .002) and from ICT providers (p =
.020).

4.8 Development methods

Question the use of eight good practice methods for innovation that were used to develop the most
important innovation (see Table 4.19). The most commonly used method was to ‘assign a dedicated
team to this innovation’ followed by ‘brainstorming. Three methods used in design thinking, such
as ‘conduct research to identify the challenges to be identified by this innovation’, ‘conduct research
to identify different types of users for this innovation’, and the ‘development of a prototype’ were
the least commonly used methods, with research on users reported by 39.1% of all respondents.

Table 4.19 Percent respondents giving high importance to each of eight methods to develop
the most important innovation using question C12, by country

Responsible Dedicated  Review Research Research Brain- Proto- Pilot Mean
individual in team good challenges users storming type testing
charge practices

Spain 69.8 72.2 53.2 58.0 45.4 50.2 39.5 59.5 4.48
France 80.0 71.6 62.6 56.8 52.3 69.7 40.0 61.3 4.94
Hungary 67.2 50.7 59.7 20.9 16.4 67.2 49.3 65.7 3.97
Netherlands 63.9 86.9 63.1 54.9 43.4 93.4 41.0 76.2 5.23
Norway 46.4 90.7 62.1 22.9 17.1 78.6 43.6 73.6 4.35
UK 50.0 77.5 73.8 63.7 48.8 87.5 46.3 71.3 5.19
Total 64.4 76.5 61.0 48.2 39.1 71.5 42.1 66.8 4.70
P <.000 <.000 .046 <.000 <.000 <.000 .700 .008 <.000

Notes: total number of respondents is 769 (205 for Spain, 155 for France, 67 for Hungary, 122 for the Netherlands, 140
for Norway, 80 for the UK).
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As shown in Table 4.19, there are significant differences in the use of all methods by country except
for the use of prototypes. On average, respondents use 4.7 of the eight good practice methods, with
significant differences by country (p <.001). The lowest average use is in Hungary with 3.97 methods
and the highest is in the Netherlands, with 5.23 methods reported.

There are no statistically significant differences in the use of each method by the focus area of the
unit. There are two significant differences by the type of the organization: for a review of good
practices and the development of a prototype, where national organizations are less likely than
municipalities to review good practices (55.8% versus approximately 66% of small and large
municipalities) and more likely to develop prototypes (48.7% versus 39.6% for large municipalities
and 31.8% for small municipalities). There are significant positive trends by the size of the unit for
assigning ‘a dedicated team to this innovation’ and for pilot testing of the innovation.

4.9 Involvement of users in developing the innovation

The involvement of users (co-creation) in the most important innovation was covered in question
C13, which asks about the involvement of users in five different stages of innovation development,
and in question C14 on post-implementation evaluation of the innovation. Of note, users can
include government staff involved in using a process innovation or citizens or residents that use a
service.

4.9.1 Use of five co-creation methods

In total, 85.2% of eligible respondents reported the use of at least one of the five co-creation
methods, while 14.8% reported none of them, suggesting that they did not involve users in the
development of their most important innovation. There are significant differences by country for
four of the five methods (see Table 4.20), with the exception of the ‘real-time studies of how users
experience or use a prototype of this innovation’.

Table 4.20 Percent respondents using five co-creation methods for user input in the
development of the most important innovation using question C13, by country

N Analysis of data  In-depth one- Focus groups Users in brain- Real-time
on user on-one research with users storming studies of user
previous with users workshops experiences

experiences
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Spain 202 50.0 45.0 39.6 26.7 32.7
France 153 38.6 64.1 52.3 45.1 41.2
Hungary 68 67.6 23.5 39.7 36.8 47.1
Netherlands 120 58.3 48.3 45.0 75.8 30.0
Norway 136 57.4 39.0 441 57.4 33.8
UK 80 48.8 68.8 57.5 61.3 33.8
Total 759 51.8 48.9 45.7 48.2 35.6
P 0.001 <0.000 0.045 <0.000 0.123

Similar to the earlier Question 12 on development methods, there are no statistically significant
differences in the use of the five co-creation methods by focus area, but there are two significant
differences by type of organization and two by size. By organizational type, national units are more
likely than municipalities to conduct ‘one-to-one in-depth conversations with users to identify
challenges or unmet needs’ (55.5% versus an average of 42% for municipalities) and small
municipalities are more likely to include users in brainstorming or idea generation workshops than
units in large municipalities or national government (61.4% versus an average of 48.5%). Unit size
shows weak positive trends for analyzing ‘data on the experiences of users with previous or similar
innovations’ and for ‘real-time studies of how users experience or use a prototype of this
innovation’.

The intensity with which users are involved in co-creation is estimated by summing the number of
methods used to involve users, which can vary between zero and 5. The average number of methods
used by country is shown in Table 4.21. The UK has the highest number of co-creation methods used
at 2.33 while Spain has the lowest number, at 1.96.

Table 4.21 Mean number of co-creation methods involving users in
developing the most important innovation using question C13, by

country

N Mean number
Spain 199 1.96
France 149 2.47
Hungary 68 2.14
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Netherlands 119 2.57
Norway 133 2.34
UK 78 2.73
Total 747 2.33
P <.000

The focus area has no effect on the mean number of co-creation methods used, but there are
significant differences by the type of organization (national = 2.47, large municipalities = 2.31, small
municipalities = 2.05; p =.008) and by size, with the mean varying from 2.08 for units with less than
10 employees and 2.68 for units with 250 or more employees (p = .005).

Co-creation methods could be more likely to be used for services than for internal processes and if
the most important innovation is costly in terms of the amount of resources required to develop it.
The questionnaire provides two measures of resources: if the unit received extra staff or funding to
develop the innovation and the amount of person-months required to develop it.

Co-creation is used more intensively when the innovation involves a service than when it involves a
process. An average of 2.21 co-creation methods are used for most important innovations that only
involve a process compared to 2.44 co-creation methods when the innovation has a service
component (p =.041). There is a stronger relationship between co-creation intensity and the receipt
of extra resources, both in terms of extra staff or funding and the amount of person months
required to develop the innovation. An average of 2.0 co-creation methods are used when no extra
resources are provided compared to 2.7 co-creation methods when extra resources are received
for the most important innovation (p <.000). For person months, the average number of co-creation
methods increases from 1.87 when less than three person-months were required to 2.92 when two
or more years were required to develop the innovation (p < .000).

4.9.2 Post implementation evaluation

Question C14 asked respondents if the most important innovation had been ‘evaluated after
implementation’. In total 46.5% of respondents reported that the innovation had been evaluated,
43.7% reported that it had not been evaluated but that it would be in the future, and 9.8% reported
no evaluation and no plans for evaluation in the future (see Table 4.22). There are significant
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differences by country, with an above average rate of evaluation in Hungary (64.2%). The highest
share of no evaluation and no plans for evaluation is in Spain (13.8%).

In case evaluation is more likely when the MII has a service component, the rate of evaluation for
services versus only processes was also compared. A higher percentage of Mlls that are services
undergo evaluation than processes (51.3% versus 41.0%, p = .004).

Table 4.22 Percent respondents with post implementation evaluation of the most
important innovation using question C14, by country

No, but the innovation
No, and no plans  will be evaluated in the

N Yes for evaluation future
Spain 203 47.3 13.8 38.9 100.0
France 154 38.3 104 51.3 100.0
Hungary 67 64.2 11.9 23.9 100.0
Netherlands 121 54.5 5.8 39.7 100.0
Norway 137 40.1 7.3 52.6 100.0
UK 80 43.8 7.5 48.8 100.0
Total 46.5 9.8 43.7 100.0
p <.000

The effect of the amount of resources used to develop the innovation could increase the use of
evaluation to ensure that good results are obtained. The receipt of extra staff or funding has a
significant effect on the use of evaluation, with is used for 41.7% of most important innovations
without extra staff or funding versus 49.3% of most important innovations that received extra stuff
or funding support (p = 0.33). However, the number of person months required to develop the most
important innovation had no effect on the use of evaluation (p = .525).

The 46.5% of respondents that reported evaluation (354) were asked if user experiences were
included in the evaluation. Two yes options were provided: ‘yes, and no changes to the innovation
required to improve user experience’, and ‘yes, and changes to the innovation were required (or
planned in the future to improve user experience)’. The results by country are given in Table 4.23.
The differences by country are not statistically significant. In total, only 13.8% reported no
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evaluation of user experience. The most common outcome (62.1%) was an evaluation of user
experience that led to required or planned for changes to improve user experience. Limited to the
86.2% of respondents that evaluated user experience, further improvements (already completed or
planned) were required by 72.0%.

There are no significant differences in the effects of evaluation by the type of organization (p =.765),
the focus area (p =.296), or the size of the respondent’s unit (p = .835). There is also no difference
in the effects of evaluation between services and processes, with 74.9% of services requiring further
improvements compared to 76.9% of processes (p = .390).

Table 4.23 Percent respondents that included user experience in the evaluation of
their most important innovation using question C14b, by country

Yes: no changes Yes: changes required No
required to or planned to evaluation of
N improve user improve user user
experience experience experience
Spain 95 22.1 56.8 211 100.0
France 59 16.9 74.6 8.5 100.0
Hungary 43 18.6 74.4 7.0 100.0
Netherlands 65 27.7 61.5 10.8 100.0
Norway 52 26.9 53.8 19.2 100.0
UK 34 38.2 52.9 8.8 100.0
Total 348 24.1 62.1 13.8 100.0

p = .06 (not significant)

4.10 Contribution of users to development of the most important innovation

Question C15 asks respondents ‘how important was the contribution of users to the development
of your most important innovation’ for six outcomes. Three of the questions cover the effects of
including users in the innovation process itself (‘reduced development costs’, ‘reduced
development time’, ‘reduced need to revise the innovation after implementation’, but the other
three questions cover post-implementation effects (‘improved fit with user needs (uptake,
understanding, acceptance, etc.)’, ‘improved quality’ and ‘reduced risk of innovation failure’.
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As the question is asked on an importance scale, respondents who answered at least one of the six
qguestions but left others blank are assumed to have responded ‘don’t know’ to the other options.
‘Don’t know’ responses are also assumed to be the equivalent of a ‘none’ response because a lack
of knowledge suggests that the effect was likely to be small and consequently of little importance.3
Results by country for the percentage of respondents rating the level of benefit from user
involvement for each effect as ‘high’ importance are given in Table 4.24. Statistical significance is
calculated using the full distribution of ‘high’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’ importance and ‘none’ responses.

Table 4.24 Percent respondents giving high importance to each of six measures of user
contribution to developing the most important innovation using question C15, by country

N Reduce Reduce Reduce needto  Improve fit Improve Reduce risk
develop- development revise innovation  with user quality innovation
ment costs time after needs failure

implementation

Spain 191 5.2 12.6 15.2 40.3 40.3 25.7
France 146 8.2 10.3 15.1 54.8 47.9 28.8
Hungary 64 4.7 7.8 10.9 51.6 50.0 29.7
Netherlands 114 7.9 10.5 30.7 66.7 59.6 38.3
Norway 130 5.4 6.2 18.5 43.1 46.2 323
UK 80 7.5 5.0 23.8 52.5 42.5 35.0
Total 725 6.5 9.4 18.8 50.2 47.0 30.9
P .026 .002 .012 .005 .024 .010

The average share of ‘high’ importance is lower for the three outcomes that affect the innovation
process at 13.7% than for the three post implementation outcomes of 42.7%. The most highly rated
outcome is to improve the fit with user needs (50.2%) followed by an improvement in quality
(47.0%). The lowest rated outcome is to reduce development costs (6.5%).

3 |n addition, 44 respondents that did not report any user involvement in question C13 also did not respond to any of
the C15 questions on the effects of users involvement, possibly because the question was not relevant to them since it
was not possible for them to observe user contributions. However, to prevent including respondents that did not
answer C15 because they had ceased to answer all questions, 2 if these 44 respondents that did not answer any of the
C16 questions were excluded from the eligible number of respondents to question C15.
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All outcomes show statistically significant differences by country. The Netherlands is the leader on
five of the six outcomes (the exception is reduce development times) while Spain has the lowest
ratings for four outcomes. There is one significant difference by type of organization, two by focus
area, and two by unit size. For ‘reduced need to revise’ the innovation, national units provide higher
ratings than the average. Units that serve businesses are more likely than the average to report
reduced development time (14.3% versus 9.4%) and units in education are more likely to report a
reduced need to revise the innovation (27.4% versus 18.8%). The two size effects occur among units
with 50-249 employees (there is no trend effect) and are due to a lower number of ‘none’ responses
for ‘improved fit with user needs’ and ‘improved quality’.

The effects of involving users should be influenced by the intensity with which users are involved in
co-creation, measured by the number of stages that users are involved in developing the innovation
in question C13. As shown in Table 4.25, there is a significant positive correlation between the
number of users and the intensity of co-creation for all six effects, with the mean co-creation
intensity increasing as the contribution of users increases from ‘none’ to ‘high’. For example, the
mean co-creation intensity for ‘reduced risk of innovation failure’ is 1.29 for ‘none’, 2.21 for ‘low’,
2.60 for ‘medium’ and 3.03 for ‘high’ levels of benefit from user involvement.

Table 4.25 Relationship between the intensity of use of co-creation and the contribution of
users to the development of the most important innovation, mean number of co-creation
methods used

Level of benefit from user involvement

Effect None Low Medium High
Reduced development costs 1.94 2.98 2.80 2.96
Reduced development time 1.82 2.76 2.82 2.91
Reduced need to revise the innovation after implementation 1.58 2.35 2.72 3.17
Improved fit with user needs (uptake, acceptance, etc.) 0.86 1.80 2.34 2.96
Improved quality 0.94 2.26 2.30 2.92
Reduced risk of innovation failure 1.29 221 2.60 3.03

All results for the level of benefit for each effect are statistically significant using ANOVA (p <.000), N = 721 for all
effects.
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4.11 Outcomes of the most important innovation

Question C15 asks respondents about nine types of outcomes from the most important innovation.
These include five outcomes that affect internal processes (‘simpler procedures’, ‘time to deliver a
service’, ‘ability to target a service to those who need it’, ‘employee satisfaction” and ‘reducing
costs’), three outcomes that affect users (‘user experience of a service’, ‘user access to information’,
and ‘service quality’) and one that affects both (‘safety of employees or individuals (citizens,

4

residents, etc.)). Five response options were offered: positive effect, neutral effect, negative effect,
too early to estimate, and not relevant.

Table 4.26 provides results for all respondents after excluding ‘not relevant’ and ‘too early to
estimate’ responses. The most important innovation can be ‘not relevant’ if it has no influence on
the outcome, for instance an internal business process may have no effect on user access to
information. The outcome can also not be measured if it is ‘too early to estimate’ the effects. As
shown in Table 4.26, most self-reported outcomes that are relevant and measurable are positive,
with an average of 71.3% giving an outcome a positive rating, versus 25.3% giving a neutral rating
and 3.4% giving a negative rating.

Table 4.26 Distribution of observed and relevant outcomes for the most important innovation
using question C16, all respondents

Outcome N Negative Neutral  Positive

Simpler procedures 579 5.0 19.0 76.0 100%
Time to deliver a service 571 4.6 221 73.4 100%
Ability to target a service to those who need it 595 0.0 17.0 83.0 100%
User experience of a service 579 1.0 20.6 78.4 100%
User access to information 617 0.8 19.0 80.2 100%
Employee satisfaction 569 4.2 27.2 68.5 100%
Safety of employees, citizens or residents 399 0.3 52.1 47.6 100%
Reducing costs 474 141 42.0 43.9 100%
Service quality 641 0.8 8.3 91.0 100%
Average 34 253 71.3 100%

4 A tenth question asks for ‘other’ outcomes but these are not reported here because after excluding ‘too early to tell’
responses this option was only used by a small number (91) of respondents.
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Table 4.27 gives the percentage of respondents that report a positive effect by country. As with
Table 4.26, the results exclude ‘too early to estimate’ and ‘not relevant’ responses. Statistical
significance is based on the distribution of negative, neutral and positive responses. The differences
between countries are significant for five outcomes: simpler procedures, user access to information,
employee satisfaction, safety, and reducing costs. The lowest share of positive ratings for all five
outcomes with significant differences by country occurs in the Netherlands, which could be a real
effect or due to national differences in how outcomes are judged.

The focus area of the unit has no effect on any of the outcomes. The type of organization has a
significant effect on user access to information (p = .041) and on employee satisfaction (p = .042).
Unit size has an effect on user access to information (p = .026) and on reducing costs (p = .040), but
there are no significant trends by size.

Table 4.27 Percent respondents giving a positive effect for the outcomes of the most
important innovation using question 16, by country

Outcome ES FR HU NL NO UK p
Simpler procedures 828 776 76.8 70.5 72.0 68.3 .009
Time to deliver a service 75.3 735 70.2 68.0 80.0 68.4 .271
Ability to target a service 85.0 815 82.5 75.5 88.2 85.0 .230
User experience of a service 788 77.6 73.6 70.1 82.7 88.5 .229
User access to information 86.6 87.7 76.3 68.3 755 80.3 .016
Employee satisfaction 649 79.8 43.8 63.1 75.7 75.5 .001

Safety of employees, citizens or residents 52.7 36.8 66.7 33.3 532 37.2  .019
Reducing costs 38.0 457 45.5 27.5 58.6 55.4 .002

Service quality 90.5 95.8 96.7 85.2 90.2 88.7 .052

Excludes ‘not relevant’ and ‘too early to estimate’ responses.

The intensity of co-creation use has no effect on outcomes in analyses limited to positive, neutral
and negative effects. However, when using the full data (including ‘too early to tell’ and ‘not
relevant’) the intensity of co-creation is significant in four outcomes, three of which are closely
related to the users of services. Table 4.26 gives significant results. The category ‘negative’ is
combined with ‘neutral’ because of the low number of respondents who report a negative outcome.
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For all but one outcome, the co-creation intensity is lower in respondents who report ‘not relevant’
or ‘too early to estimate’ than in respondents who report a positive or negative/neutral effect. The
exception is ‘user access to information’, where the mean co-creation intensity is identical for ‘too
early to estimate’ and ‘neutral/negative effect’. It is possible that an increase in the intensity of use
of co-creation provides more information to respondents on outcomes, resulting in a shift in the
percentage of respondents finding the outcome ‘too early to estimate’ or ‘not relevant’.

Table 4.28 Mean co-creation intensity for different outcomes of the most important innovation,
limited to significant results

Outcome N Positive Negative/ Tooearlyto Notrelevant p
effect neutral effect estimate

Simpler procedures 737 2.44 2.25 2.05 2.06 .047

Ability to target a service 735 2.39 2.43 2.20 1.78 .009

User experience of a service 733 2.45 2.26 2.15 1.73 .006

User access to information 736 2.43 2.17 2.17 1.80 .011

Notes: 32 eligible respondents did not answer any of the sub-questions. Respondents that did not answer specific
guestions are not recoded because there is no logical alternative for a missing response.
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5 Conclusions

This report provided preliminary survey results of the main survey in WP2 amongst public sector
managers in France, Hungary, Spain, the Netherlands, Norway and the UK. At the moment of writing
WP2 partners are translating open text fields and categorizing the most important innovation as
described in the protocol Annex B. This new information will allow us to conduct additional analyses
of the most important innovation.

In addition, translating open text fields should lead to recoding of the ‘other’ answers in A3a, B1, C3
and C4. This recoding should lead to an increased number of observations that can be used to
present results for a particular service orientation (question A3a) or for particular users (question
C3).

The descriptive results given in this report provide a guideline for further in-depth analysis using
multivariate techniques and provide basic information on frequencies for all survey questions. They
evaluate the distribution of responses to all survey questions by four characteristics of the
responding unit: 1) country, 2) focus area of the respondent’s organization (identified before the
survey), 3) the size of the respondent’s work unit (four categories for the number of employees),
and 4) the type of organization in which the respondent is employed (national government, large
municipality, or small municipality).

The percentage of innovative work units varies by country from 56.5% in Hungary to 92.7% in the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Other factors that affect innovation status include the focus
area and the type of organization (percent innovators is highest in large municipalities at 88.2%).

Participation in work groups to that meet regularly to discuss or develop innovation has the
strongest effect on innovation status, with 53.5% of non-innovative units reporting zero employees
participating in work groups versus 3.2% of innovative units. Organizational practices to support
innovation are significantly more prevalent among innovative than non-innovative work units. For
example, 50.9% of respondents from innovative units report that ‘senior management gives high
priority to new ideas or new ways of working’, versus only 18.9% of respondents from non-
innovative work units.

Non-innovative units are more likely than innovative units to report each of 12 obstacles to
innovation as not relevant. When ‘not relevant’ responses are excluded, a higher percentage of non-
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innovative than innovative units report each of the 12 obstacles to innovation as of ‘high’
importance. The most frequently cited ‘high’ importance obstacle for non-innovators is a lack of
knowledge on how to innovate (cited by 49.2%), followed by senior management concerns over risk
(cited by 33.6%). The most frequently cited ‘high’ importance obstacles for innovative units are a
lack of knowledge on how to innovate (cited by 19.6%) and a lack of support from politicians (cited
by 17.3%). There are significant differences in all obstacles by country, with respondents from Spain
assigning the greatest importance to obstacles and Norway the least.

Most of the questions focus on a single ‘most important innovation’ (MIl) identified by the
respondent. A maximum of 787 respondents from innovative work units answered questions in this
section of the questionnaire. In total, 15.6% of Mlls were in the pilot or testing stage, 54% were
partially implemented with ongoing improvements underway, and 30.1% were completely
implemented. In regards to novelty, 43.2% of the Mlls were improvements to previous services or
processes, while 32.7% provided a new service or process and 24.1% a new service and process.
The implementation stage is correlated with novelty, with completely implemented innovations
more likely to be both a new service and a new process (29.2%). The majority of Mlls, 93.3% involve
a process while 39.4% involve a service (many innovations include both a process and service
component).

Question C12 asks about the use of eight good practice methods for innovation. The most
commonly cited method was to assign a dedicated team to the project (76.5%), followed by
‘brainstorming or idea generation to identify solutions’ (71.5%). Three methods used in design
thinking, such as ‘conduct research to identify the challenges to be identified by this innovation’,
‘conduct research to identify different types of users for this innovation’, and the ‘development of
a prototype’ were the least commonly used methods, cited by 48.2%, 39.1%, and 42.1%
respectively.

Respondents were asked in question C13 about five methods of involving users in the development
of the MII. This is the main question of relevance to co-creation use. In total, 85.2% of respondents
reported the use of at least one of the five co-creation methods. On average, respondents used 2.33
methods for involving users, ranging from 1.96 in Spain to 2.73 in the UK. Co-creation is used more
intensively when the innovation involves a service (2.44 methods used on average) than for a
process (2.21 method used on average). The intensity of use of co-creation also increases with the
availability of resources. An average of 2.0 co-creation methods are used when extra staff or funding
is not provided, compared to an average of 2.7 when extra resources are received.
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In total, 46.5% of respondents reported that the MIl had been evaluated after implementation. A
higher share of services (51.3%) are evaluated than processes (41.0%). Most of the respondents
that evaluated their Mll (86.2%) had either made changes to improve user experience or expected
to make changes in the future.

Respondents were asked about the contribution of users to six outcomes from their Mll, three of
which concerned internal innovation processes and three post implementation effects. Effects on
internal innovation processes were rare, with only 6.5% and 9.4% of respondents reporting ‘high’
benefits from a reduction in development costs or time. Post implementation effects were more
common, with 50.2% reporting ‘high’ benefits for improving fit with user needs and 47% reporting
‘high’ benefits from an improved quality. For all effects, the level of benefit is positively correlated
with co-creation intensity.

Nine outcomes from the most important innovation were investigated. After excluding ‘not
relevant’ and ‘too early to tell’ assessments, 71.3% of the outcomes were ‘positive’ according the
respondents’ perceptions, 25.3% were neutral, and 3.4% were negative. The co-creation intensity
has no effect these outcomes, but intensity is correlated with all assessments, including ‘not
relevant’ and ‘too early to estimate’. Respondents with a ‘not relevant’ and ‘too early to estimate’
assessment used fewer co-creation methods than respondents that reported positive effects.

The prevalence results for the section C questions on the most important innovation, excluding
guestions C7 on sources and C17 on obstacles, suggest that the respondent’s country has a larger
effect on the results than the work unit size, organizational type, or focus area. A summary of the
results is given in Table 5.1. Differences by the respondent’s country produce the largest number
(or equal number) of statistically significant results than for the three other characteristics of the
respondent’s unit. For example, Question C8 on drivers contains five sub-questions, resulting in five
statistical analyses of significance. There are significant differences by country for all five questions.
In comparison there are zero significant differences by unit size and only 1 significant difference
each for the type of organization and the focus area. The respondent’s country has the largest (or
equal largest) number of statistically significant results for 11 of the 15 questions, compared to 5
guestions for size, 3 questions for the organizational type, and zero questions for the focus area.
These results suggest that the respondent’s country could be a major factor in the drivers, inputs,
uses and outcomes of co-creation. However, before conclusions can be drawn, further investigation
is required using multivariate models that control for the effects of multiple factors.
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Table 5.1 Comparison of number of times there is a statistically significant relationship in analyses of
guestions on the most important innovation, by country, size, organizational type and focus area

Question Number of statistical Country Size Org. Focus
analyses type area
C2 implementation 1 ns ns ns ns
C3 users 5 2 3 2 1
C4 purpose 6 4 3 2 1
C5 novelty 1 ns ns ns ns
C6 effect on costs 1 Ss Ss ns ns
C8 drivers 5 5 0 1 1
C9 extra funding or staff 1 SS SS ns ns
C10 person months 1 SS SS SS ns
C11 assistance sources 6 4 3 4 2
C12 development methods 8 7 2 2 0
C13 use of users 5 4 2 2 0
C14 evaluation 1 Ss Ss SS ns
C14b evaluation of users 1 ns ns ns ns
C15 contribution of users 6 6 2 1 2
C16 Outcomes 9 5 2 2 0
Number of most frequent or equal to most 11 5 3 0

frequent SS results

Notes: ns = not significant (p >.05), SS = statistically significant (p <.05); used when there is only one statistical analysis.
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7 Annex A Questionnaire

Survey on new or improved services or processes
In the public sector

<|D>
A: General information

This questionnaire defines your work unit as your area of responsibility, consisting of all
employees under your direct management that report to you.

Your organization is defined as the government entity that employs you. This could be
an agency, ministry or department within a municipality, regional government, national
government, or organization that works for several levels of government.

With a few identified exceptions, answer all questions in respect to your work unit.
Do not report activities for other work units, divisions or departments of your organization
for which you are not responsible.

A.1 How many employees (head count) are in your work unit? Count all employees that report to you or
form part of your team.

(Tick one box only)

Q) LESS TNAN L0 .iviiiiiiiiicie ettt ettt bbb bt ne bt re bt re b e O
D) L0 0 49 ..o eeee e e e ettt e e s e O
€) 5O 0 249 ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt e b et te b b re e be st re bt re b ens O
) 250 OF MOTE...c.viiieveiteieteete ettt et ettt te et ettt e b e be et e s eseebe st eseebe s esesbe s esesbe b eneebe s eseebe st eneebensens O
€) DM T KNOW 1.ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et et ete et et ebe s b et eseebe st eseebe s eseebe st eseebe s e O

A.2 How long have you been in your current position?

Q) LeSS than SIX MONTNS .......ooviiiieieee ettt ettt ettt ettt ae et et ne et e O
b) Six MONths t0 1€SS than tWO YEAIS.....ccciiiiieiei e 1
C) Two years t0 eSS than fIVe YEAIS ........eeii i 1
) FIVE YEAIS OF MO ....cvvevviieie ittt ette e te e eteste e e st et e aesaesbesseesaeseessesaessesbesaeeseeseessessensesenrens O
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A.3a Inthe last two years, did your work unit provide any of the following types of services?

(Tick all that apply)

a) Educational services to individual citizens or residents ...........cccccceeeeviiiiiiiiieee e O
b) Health services to individual Citizens or reSidents ............ccccviieeeeei i O
c) Social welfare services to individual citizens or reSidents .........cccccceeeviiiiiiieee e O
d) Services to businesses or busiNeSS asSOCIAtIONS...........c.ceeiiiiiiiiiiiee e O
€) Housing or urban planning SEIVICES ........ccccuviiiiii i e e O
f) Infrastructure services (waste disposal, transportation, traffic management, etc.) .............. O

g) Services to your organization or other government organizations (information technology,
accounting, procurement, legal, regulatory, policy, public relations,
NUM@N FESOUICES BEC.) .ttt e e ettt e e e e e s ettt e e e e e e s ananeeeeaaeeaan 1
h) Other services (Please SPECITY) ....cuiii i a e e 1

A.3b If you selected more than one type of service, which was the main type of service provided by your
work unit?

insert letter from Question A.3a above

B: Innovation Activities

For this questionnaire, an innovation is defined as a new or improved service or process
(way of doing things) that differs significantly from your work unit’s previous services
or processes. Please note:

1. An innovation must only be new or substantially changed for your work unit. It may have
already been used by other work units within your organization, other governments, or by
businesses.

2. An innovation must be partly or fully implemented. For example, a service innovation must be
offered to users (governments, citizens, residents etc.), while a process innovation needs to be
used by government employees.
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3. Innovations can have multiple characteristics. For example, a new service can be combined with
improved processes for delivering the service.

e Europoan Union
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B.1 In the last two years, did your work unit implement any innovations with the following characteristics?

(Exclude innovations that were only implemented by other work units in your organization)

(Tick all that apply)

a) Services for use by other government organizations (national, regional, municipal, etc.)....... O
b) Services for use by individuals (Citizens, residents, etC.) ........ccccerrrreeiriiie e 1
c) Services for use by community groups or non-profit organizations.............cccccceeeeiiciiiieeeeen. O
d) Services for use by businesses or business associations.............cccceeeeeeviciieiee e O
e) Supporting activities for your work unit or organization (IT, maintenance, purchasing,
accounting, NUMaN FESOUICES, BTC.) .eiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e et e e e e s et ee e e e e e e e s nnbeeeeaaeeesnnees O
f) Processes for producing or delivering SErVICES .........oouviviiiiiiee e 1
g) Organization of work responsibilities or deciSion-making............ccccovcvvviriieeeinieieee e O
h) Methods for communicating your services to individuals or businesses. ...........cccccceviieenns 1
() Other (PIEASE UESCHIDE).........ceieieeieeecee ettt ettt et et e et e eteete et e seeseeete s O
j) None of the above: no innovations in the [ast tWO YEars ..........ccccveiiiieeiiiiee e 1

B.2 In the last two years, what percentage of your work unit’s employees were involved in work groups
that met regularly to discuss or develop innovations? Include all of your work unit’s ongoing and

temporary employees.

(Tick one box only)

A) NONE ..ottt ettt ettt ettt e et e et e et e et et et e et e et e et e e te et et ete et et eteeteeeteetenas O
D) LESS ThAN 2590 ...veviiiceeceeieeee ettt ettt ettt ettt et et se et et eseete et eaeete et eneete et neete et eneetenens O
C) 25% t0 1SS tAN BOY0 ...vevvevrviiereeteiteteete sttt ettt et e seebe st e e ete st e e ebe st e e ebesbessebesaeseetesreseas O
d) 50% t0 1€SS TNAN T5Y0 ..veviveiviiireetiitereete sttt sttt ettt et eebe b e b e st e e be st e e ebe st e s ebesae e ebesrenaas O
€) T5Y0 OF IMOTE ....vveveieeteeteteteete st eteete st eseebessese et e st eseeb et eseebesbessebesbeseebesbessebe st eseebesbeseebe st eseebesreseas O
) DOMEKNOW ..vvvcvitiieecte ettt ettt b ettt st b b et e b e se st e b e te e b e s eseebe s eneeaerens O

B.3 In the last two years how well did the following apply to your organization?

(Tick one box per row)

Fully  Partly

a) Senior management gives high priority to new ideas or new ways of (| O
working

b) Senior management supports taking risks in order to innovate (| O

c) Senior management supports a positive innovation culture that includes all | O

employees in innovation activities

Page | 60



Co-VAL-770356 Public 0711F01_Preliminary Survey Results

d) Employees are highly motivated to think of new ideas and take part in their | 1 1
development

e) Employees have a feeling of empowerment and ownership of their work (| O O

<if your work unit had no innovations in the last two years, (you ‘answered* none of the
above in B.1) go to C.17, otherwise go to C.1>

C: Your Work Unit’s Most Important Innovation

C.1 In afew sentences, please describe the most important service innovation that was partly or entirely
developed by your work unit in the last two years. If your work unit had no service innovations,
describe your most important process innovation. (“Importance” is defined in terms of the expected or
realized benefits of this innovation.)

Please answer all remaining questions for this most important innovation
only: do not include other innovations in your answers

C.2 To what degree has this most important innovation been implemented?

(Tick one box only)

a) Currently being Piloted OF tESTEA ..........ceiveeiviiiiicte ettt s b et O
b) Partially implemented, with continuing improvements UNAerway .............cccveeeeeeeeniiiiieeeeeeenn. O
c) Completely IMPIEMENTEA. ..........oiiiiiii e e e e O

C.3 Who are the users of your work unit’s most important innovation? (The users of a process innovation
are usually government employees that operate the process, such as a hew accounting system. The
user for a service innovation often consists of individuals, but can include government employees,
businesses or community groups).

(Tick all that apply)

a) Government employees (in your own work unit or elSEWhere).........cccccvveeeiiciiiieeeee e O
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b) Individuals (CitiZENS, reSIAENES, ETC.). . uuiii ittt e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeaeeaan 1
C) Businesses or bUSINESS aSSOCIALIONS .......ueiiieiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeciie e e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e e e s esarrreeeas O
d) Community groups or Non-profit Organizations .............ccccccvveieeeeeeiiiiieieee e O
€) Other (Please dESCHINE) .........uiiiieeiie e e e O

e Europoan Union
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C.4 Was the original purpose of this most important innovation to:

(Tick all that apply)

a) Provide significant quality Improvements for USErS .........c.ceieeiiiiiiiieiee e O
D)  IMPrOVE USEr EXPEIENCE. ......cii ittt ettt e e e e et e e e e e s e e e e e e e e s essatbreeeeaeeaannnees O
c) Improve the adoption or use by potential USErS ..........cccvveiiieiiiiiiiiiicee e O
d) Improve internal efficiencies in the use of staff or other resources ...........ccoccceeeeeiiiiiiiieneeen. O
€) Address SOCIal ChallENQES........ccooiiiiiieiie e e e e e e e O
) Other (DIEASE UESCIIDE)........eceieeeeeeieceeeee ettt sttt e ettt eee st et esteete e e eneeseeeaeeteseeas O

C.5 Inyour opinion, does this most important innovation:

a) Provide an entirely new process
b) Improve existing processes
c) Provide an entirely new service

d) Improve existing services

(Tick one box per row)

Yes

[ I R 0

No

[ I R 0

Don’t
know

O

a
(|
a

C.6 What is the expected effect of this most important innovation on the costs of your processes or

services?
(Tick one box only)
Q) INCTEASE COSES.....eveieeeiteieteeteeteteete et eeeete et eseete et eseete et eseete st eseetestessetestessetestessesestessasestessatessesnas O
D) Have N0 EffECE ON COSIS. ... .uuiiiiiiiiiiit et e e e e e e eeae e O
C) DEBCTEASE COSLS .....veuveveieeieteeteeeeteete et eseeteeteseete et eseete et eseete st esseteste s etestesseteetessesestessasestessasestennas O
) COSES MO TRIEVANT .......o.veiieeeeieeeeeeete ettt te ettt et e et eaeeteete e eteete e eteete e eaeeaesnaseseesnaseseennas 1
€) DIONMEKNOW <.ttt ettt ettt ae et e et ese et e et eseeteeteseetesteseetestessesesaesneseetesneseerennas 1
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C.7a Where did the idea for this most important innovation come from?

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
9)
h)
i)

C.7b Which of the above was the most important source of the idea for this innovation?

Elected POIILICIANS .......eviiiiiie e e e e e s e et r e e e e e e st areaaeeaaan
Senior managers in Your OrganiZatioN..............evieeeeiiiiiieiee e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e e s eiarareeae e
Yourself or colleagues at a similar management level in your organization
Staff at job levels BeIOW YOUr OWN ..........cooiiiiiiiic e
Other government organizations (include good practice examples)
Individuals (Citizens, reSIdeNtS, B1C.) . ....cciiiiiiiiiee e a e O

(insert letter from Question C.7a above)

(Tick all that apply)

C.8 How important were the following factors in driving the development of this most important
innovation?

a)
b)
c)

d)

An increase in your work unit’s budget

A decrease in your work unit’s budget
Government regulations, policies or priorities

A problem or crisis requiring an urgent response
Demand from individuals

Demand from businesses, community groups or
other organizations

High

O

Oo0Oo00o0oaod

Medium
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O

Degree of importance

(Tick one box per row)

Low None

O

N I O

Don’t
know

|

O0Oo0oOoaod
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Inputs into this innovation

C.9

C.10

c1

Did your work unit receive any extra funding or staff specifically to develop this most important
innovation?

(Tick all that apply)

Q) EXITA TUNAING. .....eieeeeeieieeee ettt ettt ettt et e e te e et eseete s eseete et eaeete s eneeteeens 1
o) i =11 7=\ AU 1
If yes: How many additional employees worked on this innovation?

¢) No extra staff or fuNdiNg rECEIVEA ..........oooiiiiiiiii e 1

Approximately how many person months of government employees were required to develop and
implement this most important innovation? Include government employees outside your work unit if
relevant.

A person-month equals one person working full-time for one month. Count all time spent by
government employees on developing this innovation from the initial idea until implementation.
Include time spent before the last two years if relevant. Exclude time by external consultants.

(Tick one box only)

A) NONE ..ottt ettt ettt ettt et et e et et ettt et ne et et et et et e atere et et eteete et eaeete s eaeetesens O
D) Less than 3 PErsonN-MONTNS ..........cccciriiiiiiiiie ettt st 1
c) 3 person-months to less than 12 person-MoNnthS .........cccceeiiiiieiriiie e 1
d) 12 person-months to less than 24 person-mMonthS ...........ccceoviiieiriiieeieeeee e 1
€) 24 PErSON-MONTNS OF MOFE .....eiiiiiiiieeiiiit ettt s et e e e e s atb e e e eeesnneee s 1
) DOMEKNOW .oiviiviitiicte ettt ettt ettt ettt st et e bbb e et et e se e b et esesbe s eneebe s e 1

Did your work unit obtain assistance, advice, technology or other inputs to the development of this
most important innovation from the following sources?

(Tick one box per row)

Don’t

Yes No know
a) Other work units within your organization | O O
b) Other government organizations O O O
c) Universities or public research institutes O O a
d) Businesses including consultants O O O
e) Design firms, innovation labs or living labs O O (|
f)  Providers of specialized software or ICT equipment | O O
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C.12 Were the following methods used to develop your work unit’s most important innovation?

(Tick one box per row)

Don’t
Yes No know
a) Assign one individual to take responsibility for this innovation O O O
b) Assign a dedicated team to this innovation O O O
c) Review relevant good practices of other government or business O O O
organizations
d) Conduct research to identify the challenges to be addressed by this (| O O
innovation
e) Conduct research to identify different types of users for this innovation O O O
f)  Brainstorming or idea generation to identify solutions O 1 O
g) Development of a prototype of this innovation O O O
h) Pilot testing of this innovation O O O

Involvement of users in this most important innovation

C.13 Were the following methods used to obtain input from users for the development of this most
important innovation?

(Tick one box per row)

Don’t
Yes No know
a) Analysis of data on the experiences of users with previous or similar (| O O
services or processes
b) One-to-one in-depth conversations with users to identify challenges or (| O O
unmet needs
c) Focus groups with users to identify challenges or unmet needs (| O O
d) Inclusion of users in brainstorming or idea generation workshops (| O O
e) Real-time studies of how users experience or use a prototype of this O O O

innovation

C.14 Was this most important innovation evaluated after implementation?

(Tick one box only)

A) Y S ottt ettt h et h b b e bt st eb e b st b et r e be et seebe et e st ebe e b et ebe b e e ebeebe e ebeere e O
b) No, and no plans for an EVAIUALION............oooiiiiiiiie e O
¢) No, but the innovation will be evaluated in the future .............ccccoo e O

(If yes to C.14): Were user experiences of this innovation included in the evaluation?
(Tick one box only)

a) Yes, and no changes to the innovation required to improve the user experience ................ O
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b) Yes, and changes to the innovation were required (or planned for in the future) to
IMProVe the USEr EXPEIENCE .......evi ittt e e e e s e e e 1

c) No evaluation of user experience

<if no or don’t know to all options in C.13 go to C.16, otherwise go to C.15>
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Effects of involving users on outcomes

C.15 How important was the contribution of users to the development of your most important innovation
for the following outcomes?

Level of benefit from user involvement

(Tick one box per row)

Don’t
High Medium Low None know
a) Reduced development costs [ (| O O O
b) Reduced development time O O O O O
¢) Reduced need to revise the innovation after O O O O O
implementation
d) Improved fit with user needs (uptake, O O O O O
understanding, acceptance, etc.)
e) Improved quality O O O O O
f) Reduced risk of innovation failure O O | d O

Outcomes of the most important innovation
C.16  What effects did this most important innovation have on the following outcomes? (Service outcomes

may not be relevant for process innovations.)
(Tick one box per row)
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a)
b)
c)

d)
e)
f)
9)

Simpler procedures
Time to deliver a service

Ability to target a service to those who
need it

User experience of a service
User access to information
Employee satisfaction

Safety of employees or individuals
(citizens, residents, etc.)

Reducing costs
Service quality

Other

o haradod By
e Eurepoan Union

Positive
effect

a
d
d

O 0O0O0ao0

o O

Neutral
effect

O
O
O

O 0O 000

o 0O

Negative Too early to

effect
O
O
O

O 0O 0O0o0

o O

estimate
O
O
O

O 0O 000

o 0O

Not

relevant

a
|
|

O 0O 0O00

o O
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Obstacles to developing or implementing this most important innovation

C.17 How important were the following factors in hindering the development of this most important innovation?
If you reported no innovations in question B.1, please answer this question by reporting the importance
of the following factors in hindering innovating in your work unit.

a)

b)

d)
e)

g)

h)

Political or senior management pressure for
rapid development and implementation

Lack of a supportive culture for innovation in
your organization

Lack of support by senior management
Lack of support by politicians

Senior management concerns over risk
(failure, poor publicity, technical difficulty,
etc.)

Lack of knowledge on how to innovate within
your organization

Difficulties in finding potential users to
participate in developing this innovation

Management resistance to including user
input in the development of this innovation

Legal or regulatory obstacles to including
user input in the development of this
innovation

Other legal requirements or regulations
Insufficient financial resources or staff

Insufficient demand from users

High
O

O o o o oOoOoo O

OO

Degree of importance

(Tick one box per row)

Medium

O

O o o o oOooo O

OO

Low

O o o o oOooo o O

OO

None

a

O o o o oOoo O

O O

Not

relevant

O

O o o o o000 O

Oad
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Please use the following text box to provide any comments on the topic of this survey
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Annex B Guidelines for coding text describing the most important innovation (C1)

The written information provided by respondents on their most important innovation (Mll) should be
coded into 11 variables. Each variable should equal ‘1’ for ‘ yes’ and be left blank otherwise. The
variables are as follows:

Variable Description

name

External Service provided to citizens, residents or businesses outside of

service government. External services can be divided into four types listed
below. In the rare case that someone reports a product, include it
under external services and ‘s-other’.

S-health | Services for health, including mental health
S-education | Services for education and training at all levels (primary, secondary,
tertiary etc.

S-social | Social services covering social welfare (income), housing,
transportation, etc.

S-other | All other types of services, such as infrastructure, environmental, etc.
Also include products here. Do not use this as a default category if
there is insufficient information on the external service, only tick 1 for
external service for those cases.

Online Include all references to online or web-based services including apps.

Internal Services provided to government departments or to government

service employees.

Process All type of process innovations for improving service delivery,
government functions, data gathering and monitoring to improve
decision making, etc. These can be further divided into two types:

Oth-ICT | The innovation involves ICT other than online/web based systems

which are covered in another variable. Under ‘Oth-ICT’ include the
use of digitalized processes plus references to ICT management
software (CRM — customer relations management; RPA (Robotic
process automation), etc. There are multiple example in English of
acronyms such as these and this is probably true in other languages. |
found it helpful to look them up on google to verify that it was an ICT
based.

Always assign a value of ‘1’ to Process if Oth-ICT = 1.
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Org | Organizational innovations. These include restructuring, changing
work responsibilities, creating new units to handle certain tasks or
combining pre-existing units, etc.

Always assign a value of ‘1’ to Process if org = 1.

Unknown Insufficient information provided in the text to classify the innovation.
DO NOT code respondents as ‘unknown’ if they provide no written
description. Leave those blank.

External service, Internal service, Process and Unknown are stand-alone categories, try to code the M|
into at least one of these categories. The online category can also be a stand-alone category if not
enough information is provided on whether it’s a service or process.

One innovation can be assigned to multiple variables. In fact, you should be able to assign most
descriptions to multiple variables. For instance, all ext-service innovations should also be assigned to
one of the four sub-types of service innovations (s-health, s-educ, s-social, and s-other), plus a service
innovation might also involve changes to back-office processes (Process = 1), be provided online or
through the web (online = 1) and involve forms of software innovation (Oth-ICT=1).

Many innovations might involve Oth-ICT, but the respondent fails to give sufficient information to make
this clear. Don’t assign a value of ‘1’ to the Oth-ICT variable unless you have reasonable evidence that
this is the case. For example, an innovation that involves ‘systems’, ‘dynamic scheduling’, or ‘new
technology’ probably involves Oth-ICT and consequently this variable can be given a value of 1. But
other terms do not necessarily involve ICT, for instance references to ‘integration’ or simply ‘new
processes’. We expect that our variable for Oth-ICT will under-report the actual involvement of ICT.

Of note, at this stage we are only coding the MIl based on the written answers of respondents on
guestion C1 and we are not using any other information of the respondents or answers to other survey
guestion to code. The reason for this is to be unbiased in our coding.

Coding examples:

1. “Integration of services of children involving health, education and social care”

Ext-service = 1, plus s-health, s-education, and s-social. Even though the word ‘integration’ is used, there
is not enough information to assume that process or organizational innovation was involved.

2. “Review of existing practices and restructuring to reflect new priorities”.

Assign a value of 1 to both Process and Org.
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3. “Implement new processes to collect and information from businesses”

Assign a value of 1 to Process only. There is not enough information to assume that this process involved
Oth-ICT or was provided online. Also, this is not a service to the business since it does not improve the
operations of the business and in fact could be a costly increase in data reporting. Similarly, other
innovations to improve monitoring or data reporting are not service innovations unless it is clear that
the purpose is to help citizens or businesses in some way.

4. “New grants program for community groups”

This is a service innovation, but no other variable can be assigned a value of 1. In addition, streamlining
grant-funding or other systems where citizens apply for funding or other forms of support are likely to
be both a service and a process innovation. Research innovations are rarely a service innovation because
they are too far away from resulting in a change.

5. “Co-provision of service delivery across four government levels leading to efficiencies and improved

quality of service”.

Code as a service, but leave the type of service blank since insufficient information is provided. Also code
‘Process’ = 1, based on the reference to efficiencies. The ‘co-provision of service delivery across four
government levels’ indicates organizational innovation as well.

6. “Introduction of advisory service to help internal departments work more efficiently”. Or
“Development of intervention matrix to use as a tool to decide which intervention fits best with a

particular case.”

Code as an Internal service, and Process. Do not tick ‘Org’ as insufficient information is provided.
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