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Abstract: This research looks at the main information sources supporting innovation in the
public sector of Kosovo. This study is exploratory and a mixed methodology is used, while
the findings are compared and contrasted with the current literature in the field of public
sector innovation. Findings clearly indicate that visits to conferences, followed by ideas from
management and examples of best practices by other governments were fundamental
information sources supporting innovation in the public sector of Kosovo. Another important
information source supporting innovation is the use of domestic sources of information and
rarely information sources supporting innovation from events or organizations in European
Union countries. Although, authors point out that gaining experience from public sector
institutions in developed countries contributes in driving or supporting public sector
innovation. In spite of that, public sector managers in Kosovo have failed to engage citizens
or service users as information sources supporting innovation. The most recent literature
provides evidence that citizens or service users knowledge and creativity is of paramount
importance in enriching innovation. Henceforth, it is a prerequisite for public sector
managers in Kosovo to be aware of the importance of co-creating and co-innovating with its
service users. Conclusively, this study is a unique contribution to Kosovo's academics,
administration practitioners and public policy makers.
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1. Introduction
Innovation is crucial in today’s environment. It is not of importance to organizations only,
rather, it is of great importance to economies at large (Kallio et al., 2013). Moreover,
innovation not only increases the capabilities of private organizations to remain competitive
in the global market, nevertheless, it is of prime importance to today’s public sector
excessively (Goyal and Pitt, 2007; Bason, 2013).
European governments are acknowledging the prerequisite for innovation within the public
sector, they require more productivity with fewer resources and continuously promote to
foster creation of more public values and better response to new challenges. Governments
worldwide are under pressure to reduce costs and become more efficient due to lack of
resources, while demand for public services is increasing.
In the sphere of public sector innovation, open innovation and networked governance have
gained the interest of both, academics and practitioners. According to the idea of open
innovation, the innovation process should not be narrowly organized rather it should be
facilitated in open settings with external actors (Lee et al., 2012). When firms focus
internally, they have a tendency to miss a number of opportunities that we find outside the
firm (Chesbrough, 2003). Open innovation is to go beyond the technocratic e-government
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paradigm. Open innovation focuses on external collaboration and innovation between
citizens and public administration by offering new ways of citizen integration and
participation in innovation (Munksgaard et al., 2012). Open innovation in the public sector
realm tends to integrate the knowledge and experience of customers, users and external
performers into the innovation and value creation process. Open innovation uses internal
and external sources for collecting information (Munksgaard et al., 2012; Ghezzi et al.,
2014).
In networked governance, the role of innovation is diversified and flexible. It is rather a
bottom-up and user-driven way of incorporating innovation through social participation and
by combining local resources for offering better services (Hasu et al., 2011). Co-innovation
and user-driven services have been acknowledged to impact positively the innovativeness
of organizations (Alam and Perry, 2002; Blazevic and Lieven, 2008). In networked
governances, the users are the innovators themselves (Sundbo and Toivonen 2011; Brand,
2005).
Addressing the issue of public sector innovation is imperative, especially in transitional
countries like Kosovo. Supporting innovation in the public sector enables achieving
economic advantages, poverty reduction, harmony and institutional stability (Batalli, 2011).
In Kosovo, the problem of poverty is evident, institutional stability is only an idea and
economic growth is stagnant. The importance of addressing this problem is mandatory.
Since this research is part of a larger study, the focus of this research is on identifying the
information sources supporting innovation in the public sector of Kosovo.
The research objectives for analyzing the query are:
 O1. Discover the main information sources supporting innovation in the public
sector of Kosovo.
 O2. Compare and contrast the information sources supporting innovation in the
public sector of Kosovo, with the existing literature.

2. Literature review
2.1. Public sector innovation
Public sector organizations around the globe are becoming aware of the importance that
innovation has in reaching effectiveness and efficiency in their daily activities. The
importance of being innovative is occurring due to the rapid changes that are happening in
the environment they perform, which is becoming complex and unified. Population in
western economies is aging, economic growth is declining, service needs are growing due to
shifts in population etc. (Kallio, 2013; Steen, 2009). These factors have reasoned the need
of the public sector to innovate, to go outside its boundaries through collaborating with
internal partners and external service-users for developing a more effective and efficient
administration and to offer better service delivery (Bloch and Bugge, 2013).
To understand public sector innovation, in particular, we have to consider previous attempts
that have been made to reinvent the public sector. New Public Management (NPM) is one of
the initiatives, which emphasized the need of using private sector tools for achieving better
outcomes. NPM is about transforming the public sector into result-oriented and transparent
entity (Noordhoek and Saner, 2005; Hartley, 2005). Although NPM and public sector
innovation have similarities, innovation initiatives do not highlight using private sector
techniques. Innovation considers any idea, from any of the internal or external users that aim
to improve the public sector in general. NPM was oriented in giving public sector managers
the room and space to achieve their objectives but neglected employees and independent
parties such as service-users. The innovation movement is oriented in giving all employee's
as well as external parties the freedom to be critical and express new ideas but for this to
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happen, the culture and structure of the public sector must adapt to this new initiative
(O’Byrne et al., 2014).
Networked government is another public sector initiative, which is aimed to reform the public
sector. The idea of networked government is about improving performance by engaging
multiple governmental organizations to work together on addressing particular problems and
finding solutions to these problems (Yusoff, 2005). Networked government is associated
with recognizing complex issues, which the public sector may face. Issues may be such as
terrorism and globalization, and networked government faces these issues through
coordinating activities and use of expertise from multiple governments. There is a link
between networked government and public sector innovation whereby both indicate that the
actual methods for managing the public sector are not satisfactory (Steen, 2009; Scott,
2010).
With the notion of public sector innovation, continuous improvement is also perceived as a
driver of innovation in the public sector. The difference is that continuous improvement is
about identifying areas where improvement can be made, while leaving behind the
consequences of decisions derived (Liu, 2008). Continuous innovation is about reducing
waste, reducing costs, improving performance and customer satisfaction (Fryer et al., 2007).
Whereas innovation goes beyond: it is about developing a complete new product, service or
process, by emphasizing that everyone needs to be innovative and that all have the
responsibility and freedom to explore and criticize (Moore, 2005; Hartley, 2005; Borins,
2001).
2.2. Open innovation and networked governance
Open innovation has gained growing importance in the field of management (Ghezzi et al.,
2014). The notion open innovation has been first used by Chesbrough (2003) and has since
gained tremendous attention from both practitioners and researchers. The intense changes
in dynamic markets characterized by outsourcing, networking and specialized technical
knowledge have led to growing interest in open innovation (Durst and Stahle, 2014).
However, open innovation only recently has received interest in the public sector domain
and is also considered as a foster of innovation (Lakomaa and Kallberg, 2013; Fuglsang,
2008; Feller et al., 2008).
The idea of open innovation is to structure a business model by which innovation potential is
converted into economic value. The innovation process should not be narrowly organized,
rather it should be facilitated in open settings with external actors (Munksgard et al., 2012;
Lee et al., 2012). When firms focus internally, they have a tendency to miss a number of
opportunities that we find outside the firm (Chesbrough, 2003). As for the public sector, they
are encouraged to capture the benefits of open innovation (such as getting involved,
identifying demand, exploring incentive, co-creating, and encouraging entrepreneurship).
Open innovation in the public sector realm tends to integrate the knowledge and experience
of customers, users, and external performers into the innovation and value creation process.
Open innovation uses internal and external sources for collecting information (Munksgaard
et al., 2012; Ghezzi et al., 2014).
Hilgers and Ihl (2010) have derived to three dimensions by applying the concept of open
innovation in the public sector realm:
1. Citizen Ideation and Innovation: This first tier focuses on engaging citizens in public
sector innovation and ideation processes. It focuses on the knowledge and creativity
within the citizenry for enhancing the quality of the common good.
2. Collaborative Administration: The second tier addresses the integration of citizens in
advancing public administration processes. The objectives are to enhance the speed
and responsiveness on issues of concern to the citizens and to reduce cost and
increase quality.
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3. Collaborative Democracy: This level contemplates ways of improving public
participation in improving policy processes.
Open innovation is often linked to the notion of citizen sourcing, which describes the design
and configuration of a new relationship between the government and its people based on
practices known to the private sector (Terwiesch and Xu, 2008). However, until now,
innovation activities in the public sector have long relied on stiff sector specific, top-down
mechanisms, rather than flexible and empowered bottom-up practices (Carstensen and
Bason, 2012). Gradually, both citizens and employees have become active in public sector
innovation (Hasu et al., 2011; Bessant and Maher, 2009; Hartley, 2005).
Regarding networked governance, a shift from a ‘bureaucratic’ model of governance to
‘networked governance’ has happened (Hartley, 2005). Botero et al. (2012) have stated that
there are changes taking place in how the role of citizens in society is experienced – in terms
of how they feel responsible for things happening – and also in what is expected from them.
In networked governance, the role of innovation is diversified and flexible. It is rather a
bottom-up and user-driven way of incorporating innovation through social participation and
by combining local resources for offering better services (Hasu et al., 2011). Co-innovation
and user-driven services have been acknowledged to impact positively on the
innovativeness of organizations (Alam and Perry, 2002; Blazevic and Lieven, 2008). In
networked governances, the users are the innovators themselves (Sundbo and Toivonen
2011; Brand, 2005). Therefore, networks are considered a natural source of innovation. The
proliferation of interactive form of governance through networks is important in enhancing
public innovation (Sorensen and Torfing, 2011).

3. Methodology
For this study, a mixed methodology is utilized. Mixed methods are a convergence of
quantitative and qualitative methods (Driscoll et al., 2007). To achieve the objectives set in
this paper, two methods of collecting primary data are used. In principle, there is a structured
survey questionnaire, the “Innobarometer 2010” developed by “The Gallup Organization”,
and an open-ended questionnaire for the interviewing part, which is derived from the
“Innobarometer 2010”. The Innobarmeter brings the attention of the public on a regular
basis, by a series of publications regarding innovation (Onisor, 2012). The Innobarometer
questionnaire was the most applicable one since it is related directly with the research
objectives. Some minor changes have been made in order to adapt it to the specific
objectives of the study.
The structure of the sample includes the central government, local governments and public
corporations. The questionnaire was distributed to 52 public sector managers ranging from
middle and top-level managerial positions and 8 interviews with public sector managers
were successfully completed in accordance with the criteria set to achieve a balance
between the methods and to achieve a more comprehensive view of the findings. The study
is piloted in Kosovo.
Table 1: Participation of public institutions, according to activities
Activities
Distribution
General government activities or finance
15.40%
Education
15.40%
Social services
25%
Health
5.80%
Other
34.60%
[Refusal]
3.80%
TOTAL
100%
Author’s calculations based on data extracted from the distribution of questionnaires
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Regarding the sampling procedure and data collection, this study is based on convenient
factors (contact details) and snowball sampling strategy (networks).
Due to the area of research, the analysis is mainly descriptive which relates to other studies
in this area. Based on the methodological approach, data is analysed through comparison
between both types of measurement tools, whereby the quantitative analysis offers a
statistical view while the qualitative analysis provides a more exploratory understanding of
the topic under research.

4. Data Analysis and Findings
The major sources of information that played an important role in developing innovation in
the public sector domain were: Examples of best practices by other governments (23%),
ideas from management (35%), and visits to conferences (42%). Examples from other
professional organizations also played an important role in fostering innovation (33%).

Figure 1: Importance of information sources for development of innovation
Source: Author’s calculations based on data extracted from the distribution of questionnaires

Citizens as clients or users were significantly less likely to have had an important role as a
source of information for developing innovation (whereby 37% said that it was not important
as a source of developing innovation). Enterprises as clients or users were also among the
least often noted sources of information for innovation development (27% did not obtain any
relevant information related to innovation from this source). Concerning the average
importance in developing innovations, ideas from staff were more important than ideas
coming from management (staff: 69%, management: 39%).
Regarding the qualitative data analysis, public sector managers in general have stated that
“visits to conferences, examples of best practices by other governments and support from
external experts or professional organizations” have been essential in supporting innovation.
Interviewee P6 states: “The best way to originate to new solutions for solving specific
problems is to gain experience from European Union countries or from countries in the
region, by organizing specific conferences, by training our employees to become more
innovative in their working environment after their return”, whereas interviewee P4 supports
the statement above by saying that “they continuously compare their current condition of
innovation with examples of best practices by other governments in the region and
governments in European Union countries, and thus evaluate their current condition of
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innovation and derive to specific solutions for specific problems.” Another important source
of information for supporting innovation is “ideas from management”. All interviewees have
stated that they have regular meetings where they discuss about specific problems and
share ideas on how to approach the problems identified. Nevertheless, they also indicate
that their employees have the dedicated space and time to share ideas in supporting
innovation, however they point out that their employees are not motivated and not used to
this culture of co-creating and co-innovating. In addition to that, although employees have
the space and time, the management in most of the cases does not take their ideas
seriously. Therefore, it can be concluded that all eight interviewees consider “visits to
conferences” and “benchmarking with other organizations” as main sources of information
supporting innovation. The qualitative and quantitative findings regarding sources of
information are in line.
While considering the scope of activities: local, regional and national level public sector
institutions tend to draw information from visits to conferences (which was the most
predominant source of information for innovation, with 35% in the local scope, 47% in the
regional level and 67% in the national level).

Ideas from
staff

Examples of
best
practices...

Visits to
conferences

Enterprises as
suppliers

Citizens as
clients or
users

Enterprises as
clients or
users

40
40.9
37.5
11.1
16.7
50
100

0
28.6
25
11.1
16.7
50
0

20
23.8
25
33.3
16.7
0
0

0
47.6
25
22.2
50
0
0

60
42.9
50
33.3
50
0
0

0
4.8
12.5
22.2
16.7
50
0

0
33.3
12.5
0
16.7
0
0

0
14.3
12.5
11.1
16.7
0
0

34.5
17.6
83.3

24.1
17.6
16.7

24.1
17.6
33.3

37.9
29.4
16.7

34.5
47.1
66.7

10.3
17.6
0

20.7
17.6
0

13.8
11.8
0

12.5

25

37.5

50

50

25

25

25

37.5
33.3
38.5
38.9

25
33.3
23.1
5.6

25
33.3
7.7
22.2

50
33.3
23.1
22.2

75
33.3
15.4
44.4

0
66.7
0
11.1

12.5
15.4
33.3
16.7

12.5
33.3
0
11.1

Professional
organizations

Ideas from
management

Table 2: Very important sources of information supporting innovation, % by organizational
background

Size
(employees)

Less than 10
10-49
50-99
100-249
250-499
500-999
1000 or more
Geographic
areas
Local
Regional
National
Sector
General gov't
activities
Education
Health
Social services
Other

Source: Author’s calculations based on data extracted from the distribution of questionnaires

Regarding the use of international sources to obtain information for innovation purposes we
see that innovators predominantly used domestic sources of information (50%), which is
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also indicated from interviewee P5, who states: “The most dominant source of information
for developing innovations are trainings and conferences organized in Kosovo, and rarely
outside of Kosovo”. The next source of information was events organized in European Union
countries (19%), while only (10%) of respondents indicated that they have obtained
information essential to innovations from organizations or events organized outside the
European Union.

Figure 2: Source of information to innovations
Source: Author’s calculations based on data extracted from the distribution of questionnaires

5. Discussion and Conclusions
Data analysis indicates that visits to conferences, followed by ideas from management and
examples of best practices by other governments were the fundamental sources that
supported innovation. These information sources supporting innovation are strongly
supported by the literature. Borins (2011) indicates that employees have to be actively
engaged in innovation by continuously learning from external events regarding public sector
innovation. In addition, ideas from management and benchmarking are very important in
supporting innovation. Fernanderz and Rainey (2006) state that top-management has a
crucial role in achieving a successful alternation from a risk averse culture to an inclusive
culture, which accepts novel ideas from everyone. Public sector managers influence the
outcomes of an organization (Damanpour and Schneider, 2006). As for the comparison of
performance against benchmarks, it is of paramount position in gaining useful information
concerning the weaknesses and strengths of an organization (Garvin et al., 2008).
Therefore, these information sources are acknowledged from the literature and from the
findings as important in supporting innovation.
However, the public sector of Kosovo has failed in engaging citizens as information sources
for supporting innovation. The most recent literature provides evidence that citizens or
service users knowledge and creativity is of great importance in enhancing innovation.
According to the literature, the public sector has to incorporate the knowledge and
experience of customers, users and external performers into the innovation and value
creation process (Munksgaard et al., 2012; Ghezzi et al., 2014; Hilgers and Ihl, 2010).
Therefore, it is a prerequisite for public sector managers in Kosovo to be aware of the
importance of co-creating and co-innovating with its service users.
Regarding the use of international sources of information for supporting innovation, the
public sector of Kosovo in general uses domestic sources of information supporting
innovation and rarely obtains information from events or organizations in European Union
countries. Although, the literature considers international sources of information as
important in driving innovation in the public sector.
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6. Recommendations
Based on the analysis, the following recommendations are directed to Kosovar policy
makers, public sector managers and administration practitioners. Based on the literature,
co-creating and co-innovating with service users is found to be very important in driving
innovation (Kallio et al., 2013). However, Kosovo’s public sector has not provided any
particular result in this area. Therefore, it is recommended to acknowledge the importance of
service-users in the process of developing and implementing public sector innovations.
Another mutable recommendation is to pursue international events, which would enrich and
extend their current knowledge and expertise concerning public sector innovation. Domestic
sources of information were found to be the most widespread information source supporting
innovation. Moreover, ideas from staff aren’t taken seriously, therefore, it is recommended
for public sector managers and public policy analysts to work on creating a culture of
innovation that emphasizes co-creating and co-innovation with internal and external sources
of information for supporting innovation. Nonetheless, these recommendations should be
tackled strategically, since developing a culture of innovation is a lifetime process, which
requires continuous commitment. Finally, researchers and public policy analysts from
developing countries should identify alternative ways to gain experience from developed
countries regarding public sector innovation.

7. Limitation of the study
Access to information was one of the limitations faced under the topic of research. In
addition, the concept of public sector innovation posed a new definition to some of the
interviewees, thus the concept had to be explained thoroughly. A significant limitation to the
study was the use of mixed methods. Public sector managers in Kosovo hesitated to
participate in the study and deliver information regarding their experience with innovation,
especially during the interview process, which had to be recorded. However, clarifying to
participants the purpose of the study solved this drawback and by providing them with a
consent form, which strictly acknowledged their right that the information provided would
remain confidential and only used for study purposes. Moreover, utilizing mixed methods
was time consuming and costly.
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