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Abstract 

As innovation plays a predominant role in gaining competitive advantage, profit driving companies 

within the private sector have found ways to use innovation to succeed on the market. Although the 

public sector works according to a different set of logic, the demand for innovation within the public 

sector has been found to be growing due to increasing user needs, as well as increasing expectations 

on the effectiveness, availability and the quality of the public services. The district administrations, 

that are partly responsible for delivering such services in the City of Stockholm, face currently also 

various challenges such as a demographical development. A central strategy for innovation currently 

exists, but as such is equally important as systematical processes in order to build a long-term lasting 

capacity for innovation, it was unclear to this point if systematical processes are used at the district 

administrations to actualize innovation. Therefore, this research investigated how innovation was 

actualized at the district administrations in the City of Stockholm in order to identify if systematical 

processes were used, as well as to find which factors potentially hinder innovation from being 

actualized with systematics. Only the implications of the top-management were examined and the 

research was conducted as a case study of qualitative sort where interviews with top-executives, 

projects leaders and managers were conducted in the process. This research found that the district 

administrations neither address nor facilitate innovation in a systematic manner, as systematical 

processes were found to be absent for such purposes. Innovation is rather actualized in an 

unstructured manner, as no systematics was found to be used in relation to any of the stages in the 

innovation process. Among the factors that were found to affect the use of systematic processes was 

the absence of a climate that facilitates innovation, the lack of know-how knowledge for managing 

innovation, as well as communication deficiencies. Internal strategies were found to be absent and 

continuous learning was found to not be facilitated adequately, as well as knowledge in general was 

found to not be sufficiently enhanced. Heavy workloads and emergency driven operations cause 

difficulties to actualizing innovation with systematics. Finally, as much of the daily work at district 

administrations is budget-driven and as innovation is not referred to as explicit objectives, innovation 

is overshadowed by the tasks that are related to the daily operations at the district administrations. 

Key-words: Innovation, Innovation process, Public sector, Barriers to innovation.  
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Sammanfattning 

Då innovation har visat sig ha en dominerad roll i stärkandet av konkurranskraften hos företag har 

vinstdrivande organisationer inom den privata sektorn hittat sätt att utnyttja innovation till sin fördel 

på marknaden. Även om den offentliga sektorn arbetar utifrån annorlunda förutsättningar så har 

efterfrågan på innovation ökat med åren då användarna både efterfrågar och förväntar sig en högre 

grad av effektivitet, tillgänglighet och kvalitet av tjänsterna som erbjuds. Stadsdelsförvaltningarna 

som är delvis ansvariga för att leverera olika tjänster inom Stockholms stad står inför olika typer av 

utmaningar, så som en kommande demografisk ökning. En central strategi för innovation existerar 

inom staden, men då forskning påpekar vikten av kombinationen av både strategi och systematiska 

processer för att erhålla en långsiktig innovationskapacitet, var det fram tills nu oklart om processer 

används på stadsdelsförvaltningarna för att förverkliga innovation.  Av denna anledning blev syftet 

för denna undersökning att klargöra hur stadsdelsförvaltningarna förverkligar innovation för att 

identifiera om systematiska processer används, men även att kartlägga vilka faktorer som hindrar 

sådana från att användas. Undersökningen avgränsades till att enbart undersöka implikationerna som 

ledningen har i frågan och utfördes som en kvalitativ fallstudie där högsta ledning, projektledare och 

andra chefer intervjuades i processen. Undersökningen fann att stadsdelsförvaltningarna varken 

adresserar eller faciliterar innovation på ett systematiskt sätt då systematiska processer för ett sådana 

syften var frånvarande. Innovation visade sig förverkligas på ett ostrukturerat vis, då ingen sorts 

systematik identifierades i relation till de olika stegen i innovationsprocessen som användes i 

undersökningen. Bland faktorerna som identifieras som hämmande för användandet av systematiska 

processer var bland annat avsaknaden av både ett klimat som främjar innovation samt praktisk 

kunskap inom ämnet, men även bristande kommunikation i frågan. Det visades sig även saknas 

interna strategier för innovation och ett kontinuerligt organisatoriskt lärande. Tunga arbetsbördor 

och en viss grad av akutstyrning visade sig även skapa svårigheter för stadsdelsförvaltningarna att 

arbeta med innovation. Då budget används som det främsta styrverktyget, men där bland annat 

innovation inte är inkluderat som explicita mål som man kontinuerligt mäter och följer upp, gör att 

innovation även hamnar i skymundan av det dagliga operativa arbetet. 

Nyckelord: Innovation, Innovationsprocesser, Offentlig sektor, Barriärer för innovation.  
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1. Introduction 
The following section includes an explanation of the background to the problem that this research addressed together 

with the definition of the problem itself as well as how the research contributes to exiting literature. Included is also both 

the purpose and aim of the research, as well as the research questions that were used, but also the delimitations used for 

the research. 

1.1 Background 

In an environment that is constantly changing, innovation plays a predominant role in gaining 

competitive advantage for companies in the private sector, especially when competing on a global 

market (Potts and Kastelle 2010). By mobilizing skills, knowledge and assets, more attractive 

products or services can be created and provided to both customers and users (Bessant and Tidd 

2013). However, innovation does not only refer to new products or services, but is rather defined by 

Bessant and Tidd (2013, 17-18) as: 

"…a process of turning opportunity into new ideas and putting these into widely used practice." 

Creating and delivering innovation by putting ideas into practice in large organizational structures is a 

complex process. Ideas have to firstly be generated by a person or an event and thereafter 

strategically selected and combined with both resources and capabilities in order to be converted into 

practical use. The value has to be delivered and the invested efforts have to be justified for 

innovation to be regarded as successful (Bessant and Tidd 2013). What makes innovation both a 

strategy and the dominant form for gaining competitive advantage in a global economy is that it 

enables both existing and new opportunities to be captured (Potts and Kastelle 2010). Schumpeter 

(1934) describes innovation within the private sector as a form of lever that could explicitly be used 

to both maximize profit and reduce costs, but also simultaneously to strengthen a firm’s position on 

the market. 

Profit driving companies within the private sector have by this point realized the importance of 

innovation, as well as understood how it could be used to succeed on the market. Although the 

public sector works according to a different set of logic, innovation is equally important in the public 

sector (Albury and Mulgan 2003; Borins 2001; Potts and Kastelle 2010; Sørensen and Torfing 2011). 

In relation to private firms that innovate to strengthen their position on the market, the public sector 

use innovation to enhance the value that the public receive by providing better services, preferably to 

a lower cost (Albury and Mulgan 2003; Potts and Kastelle 2010). With the public sectors standing for 

between 20% - 30% of the GDP in most of the OECD countries, the public sectors are an 

important block in a country’s national economy, suggesting that the work related to innovation is 

not insignificant and should therefore not be neglected (Potts and Kastelle 2010). Research suggests 

that successful innovation is a factor that fosters effective public services, but where it has been 

viewed upon as an unsolicited treat by many public sectors (Borins 2001). Albury (2003) suggests 

that one of the solutions is to start considering innovation as a core activity within the public sector. 

Meanwhile, several researchers suggests that the demand for innovation within the public sector is 

growing due to increasing needs, as well as increasing expectations of the effectiveness, availability 
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and the quality of the public services, which both inhabitants and private companies use (Borins 

2001; Vigoda-Gadot et al. 2008). Borins (2001) explicitly suggests that innovation within the public 

sector could be used to meet the increasing needs by achieving faster responsiveness. 

Nonetheless, the culture within the public sector have through the years been characterized as risk 

averse and short term oriented, which have hindered innovation from becoming a part of their 

agenda. In addition, these sorts of factors have also contributed negatively on the development of 

the organization (Borins 2001; Sørensen and Torfing 2011). Further, Albury and Mulgan (2003) 

suggest that it is equally important to have a diverse organization that pays attention to the needs and 

the expectations of the users, but also combine these with formal techniques and experimentation to 

promote innovation. The researchers also highlight the importance of evaluating innovation efforts 

thoroughly by devoting both resources and time, as it both could minimize risks related to 

innovation and facilitate new ideas. Previous research also suggest that innovation within the public 

sector is many times caused by periodical accidental events, rather than being produced from 

strategic choices (Eggers and Singh 2009; Potts and Kastelle 2010). As innovation is not a product 

from strategic choices, public organizations fail to build up a capacity that is long–term lasting, which 

hinders them to continuously innovate. Arguably, the need for strategic processes which are rather 

permanent and long-term oriented, clearly exist within the context of the public sector. However, for 

such to be achieved, researchers suggest that a strategy that penetrates the whole organization has to 

exist, and that such has to include systematic processes (Eggers and Singh 2009). 

In recent years, the City of Stockholm has realized the importance of innovation. Although 

researcher suggest that competitiveness is not the main driver for innovation for the public sectors, 

municipalities across Sweden compete against each other to deliver social, economic and 

environmental value, as they all face the same challenges (Potts and Kastelle 2014, Stockholms stad 

2015). The objective of the City of Stockholm is to become the most innovation driven economy by 

year 2025, but as the municipality is a small compared to others regions across the world, Stockholm 

need to enhance their ability to commercialize new findings from different public functions in the 

city (Stockholms stad 2015). To achieve this, in year 2015 the City Council decided upon an 

innovation strategy that would serve as a directional document for innovation for various public 

actors across the municipality (Stockholms stad 2015). Among these actors are fourteen district 

administrations that the City of Stockholm is geographically divided into. The district administrations 

are fundamental cornerstones in the municipality as they are responsible for various communal 

services in their respective districts. Among there are the public preschools and the elderly care. As 

several researchers suggest, to build up a long-term lasting capacity for innovation both a strategy as 

well as systematical processes is required (Albury 2010; Eggers and Singh 2009). Although it is clear 

that a strategy for innovation exists, it is still unclear if systematical processes are used at the district 

administrations to actualize innovation. Therefore, the aim of this research is to examine how 

innovation is actualized at the district administrations in order to identify if systematical processes are 

used, as well as to find which factors potentially hinder innovation to be realized with systematics. 

As innovation has become a well-established topic within the field of engineering, much of the 

previous research has focused on innovation within the context of the private sector (i.e. Gray 2006; 
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McDermott and O’Connor 2002; Laursen and Slter 2006; Becker and Diertz 2002). Although 

research have been conducted within the context of the public sector (i.e. Borins 2001; Albury 2005; 

Albury and Mulgan 2003; Potts and Kastelle 2010), innovation has not been investigated to the same 

extent in the public sector as in the private sector. In addition, as the public sector stands for 

between 20% - 30% of the GDP in most of the OECD countries, the public sector is an important 

block for many countries national economies, and where it has been argued that innovation is not 

insignificant within the context of the public sector (Potts and Kastelle 2010). Firstly, this research 

aims to add to existing literature about innovation processes within the public sector as it has been 

argued that innovation is not insignificant within this specific context, and because the topic has not 

been investigated to the same extent as in the private sector. Secondly, this research also aims to add 

to existing literature (i.e. Fogelberg and Nählinder 2015; De Vries et al. 2016) regarding how the 

public sector define, but also view and work with innovation in practice, as this has not been 

extensively investigated previously. In addition, the research aims to contribute to existing literature 

about innovation processes as well as to the existing literature about barriers and capabilities for 

innovation, as it aims to clarify the relation between these as well as their implications on innovation 

(i.e. Assink 2006; Danneels 2012; Eggers and Sing 2009; Ellströms 2002). 

1.1 Problem definition 

The district administrations in the City of Stockholm face various challenges. Among these is a 

demographical development and increased competitiveness in-between municipalities in the country 

(Stockholms stad 2015). Meanwhile, research suggests that the demand for innovation within the 

public sector is growing due to increasing user needs, as well as increasing expectations of the 

effectiveness, availability and the quality of the public services (Borins 2001; Vigoda-Gadot et al. 

2008). In addition, innovation has been found to be a dominant form for gaining competitive 

advantage as it enables both existing and new opportunities to be captured (Potts and Kastelle 2010). 

The public sector could use innovation to enhance the value that the public receive by providing 

better services, preferably to a lower cost (Albury and Mulgan 2003; Potts and Kastelle 2010). To 

manage the future challenges, in year 2015 the City Council decided upon an innovation strategy that 

would serve as a directional document for the district administrations across the municipality 

(Stockholms stad 2015). However, as research suggests that both a strategy as well as systematical 

processes is required to build up a long-term lasting capacity for innovation, it is still unclear if 

systematical processes are used at the district administrations to actualize innovation (Albury 2010; 

Eggers and Singh 2009). 

1.2 Purpose and aim 

The purpose of this research is to investigate how innovation is currently being actualized at the 

district administrations in the City of Stockholm in order to identify if systematical processes are 

used, as well as to find which factors potentially hinder innovation from being actualized with 

systematics. The aim of this investigation is therefore to clarify how the actualization is expressed in 

the process linked to innovation, as well to highlight the factors that affect the actualization. 
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1.3 Research questions 

The purpose will be answered with a main research question, which is formulated as: 

How is innovation currently being actualized by the district administrations in the City of 

Stockholm? 

The main research question will be answered with two sub-questions, which are formulated as: 

RQ1: How is the actualization expressed in the process linked to innovation? 

RQ2: Which key factors have affection on the actualization? 

1.4 Delimitations 

This research is delimited to examine the district administrations in the City of Stockholm. More 

specifically, four of the fourteen district administrations that the City of Stockholm is divided into 

will be focused on in this research. In detail, the organizational level that this research is limited to is 

the top-management, where only their implications will be examined. This will provide an overall 

view of how the district administrations, including the functions and units within, actualize 

innovation. Furthermore, because innovation is a broad field, this research is delimited to innovation 

processes. As innovation processes on a top-management level are in focus, this research will only 

examine how the district administrations actualize innovation, and will exclude addressing which 

categories of innovation they work with. 

1.5 Disposition 

In the first chapter, the main research topic has been presented together with the research questions 

the study seeks to answer. The introduction has also covered the purpose of the research and 

explained why the topic is of interest to examine. The literature review aims to present previous 

research conducted within the field relevant for this study, but also to introduce key concepts for the 

reader. The third chapter, methods, explains thoroughly how the research was executed and which 

methodological approach and design was used to answer the research questions. The fourth chapter 

presents information about the public sector that is relevant for the research. The findings chapter 

presents the retrieved empirics, which is the sixth chapter analyzed and discussed in relation to the 

theoretical concepts introduced in the second chapter. Based on the analysis and discussions, 

conclusions answering the research questions are presented in the last chapter. The disposition of the 

thesis is presented in figure 1. 



5 
 

 

Figure 1: The disposition of the thesis with both the main chapter and corresponding subchapters. 
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2. Literature review 
The following section includes a review of the existing literature that was considered to be relevant for the research. The 

main themes that are included are: innovation, the innovation process, capabilities for innovation and barriers to 

innovation. 

2.1 Innovation 

Innovation is today a large and well-established subject that is both acknowledged in research and 

practice. Defining innovation has been a difficult task, and as Edison et al. (2013) proposes, the 

definitions are many. The author presents a total of 41 different definitions. Because individuals have 

different perception of innovation, related activities also becomes hard to define, prioritize and 

evaluate. Therefore, importance lies within creating a common understanding of the term. Crossan 

and Apaydin (2010) systematically reviewed literature from the last 27 years in the field of 

innovation, and managed to create a comprehensive definition for the term. Crossan and Apaydin 

(2010, 2) defined innovation as: 

"…production or adoption, assimilation, and exploitation of a value-added novelty in economic and social spheres; 

renewal and enlargement of products, services, and markets; development of new methods of production; and 

establishment of new management systems. It is both a process and an outcome." 

The authors’ definition includes several important implications. Innovation does refer to both some 

kind of exploitation and value adding activities that does not have to be of technological sort. Also, 

the term refers to innovation as both a processes and an outcome. Innovation does not necessarily 

have to be internally actualized, but can as well be adopted from the outside. However, because the 

definition by Crossan and Apaydin (2010) is broad and abstract, the following definition for 

innovation was found to be more relevant in this research:  

"…a process of turning opportunity into new ideas and putting these into widely used practice." 

(Bessant and Tidd 2013, 17-18) 

From the two definitions above, for something to be regarded as innovation two criterions has to be 

met. An idea has to in some sense be new or unique, but also actualized in practice. With innovation 

refereeing to some kind of change, as the definitions above propose, the magnitude of the change 

does not define something as innovation or not. As Dewar and Dutton (1986) explain, the 

magnitude of an innovation is referred to as radicalness, and where innovations can be of 

incremental or radical sort. As research suggest, innovation of incremental sort refers to minor 

improvements or changes of technology, procedures or products that already exists. In contrast, 

innovation of radical sort refers to improvements that are rather major in their nature and that comes 

with discontinuous processes (Bessant and Tidd 2013; Dewar and Dutton 1986; Ritala and 

Laukkanen 2013). 

Based on the definitions above, it is clear that creativity is not equal to innovation. Further, verbs 

such as creative and innovative are often misinterpreted and used to describe the same actions. 
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However, creativity is an important prerequisite for innovation because it includes the process of 

generating new ideas. Nonetheless, it is not the only prerequisite, because if the ideas fail to be 

implemented and utilized in practice, these cannot be regarded to as innovation (Styhre and 

Sundgren 2005). 

2.1.1 Innovation and slack 

Innovation comes with a certain risk and requires different resources in order to prosper. There are 

also uncertainties regarding how, which or if certain ideas will emerge to become innovations, and 

when this will occur. Nonetheless, it is almost impossible to know beforehand which ideas will 

become innovations (Utterback 1994). Although innovation includes risk and requires both 

resources and capabilities, organizational conditions have an important role in increasing the success 

rate of innovation. Among these, slack is mentioned. The term is defined by Nohria and Gulati 

(1997, 604) as: 

"…the pool of resources in an organization that is in excess of the minimum necessary to produce a given level of 

organizational output." 

The authors suggest that a fair amount of time should to be allocated and devoted to organizational 

processes related to innovation. This time should be beyond the time that is already devoted to the 

day-to-day activities of the organization, for innovation to succeed. Devoting time affects 

experimentation, but also the discipline over, influencing innovation within an organization 

positively. Research conducted in later days further confirms that a certain degree of slack can affect 

organizational innovation in a positive manner (Marlin and Geiger 2015). However, the presence of 

excess slack may inhibit innovation because individuals may start behaving lazy and becoming 

increasingly unaware of the negative effects from failed projects. Also, inconsistencies may arise 

within the investments that are related to innovation activities (Nohria and Gulati 1997; Jensen 1986; 

Jensen 1993). In addition, awareness is also a fundamental cornerstone for innovation, where the 

understanding of the importance could affect an organizations future choice of actively focusing on 

the topic, which could lead to innovation becoming a topic that is more extensively worked with 

(Anderson 2007; Larsen 2010). 

To summarize, Singh (1986) argues that the ability to take risks within an organization can be 

promoted with a certain type of slack. This argument fulfills Utterbacks (1994) prerequisite for 

innovation, where the author argues that innovation requires a certain risk. Several other authors 

explain that activities related to innovation can be promoted with a certain degree of slack (Marlin 

and Geiger 2015; Nohria and Gulati 1997). Based on these arguments, the risk taking ability within 

an organization could be promoted with slack, in order for the organization to increase their 

activities related to innovation and therefore possibly become more innovative. 

2.1.2 Innovation and learning 

Research suggests that it exist a distinct connection between innovation and learning. Lundvall and 

Nielson (2007) suggest that firms that simultaneously focus on both innovation and learning have a 
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higher probability of bringing solutions of innovative sort to existence. Høyrup (2010, 150) defines 

learning as: 

"… the processes (and related products) by which individuals expand their capacity (knowledge, skills, competence, etc.) 

through action, experience and social interaction." 

Ellströms (2001) argues that innovation can be induced by learning, especially when it includes some 

sort of new competencies or expertise. The author argues that learning tends to question 

conventional processes, which fosters new solutions. As described in section 2.1, for something to 

be regarded as innovation two criterions have to be fulfilled. The first criterion is that an idea has in 

some sense be new or unique (Tidd and Bessant 2013). The new solutions described by Ellström 

(2001) arguably fulfills he first criterion, therefore reasonably allowing learning to be considered as 

one of the inducing factors for innovation. 

According to Gustavsson (2009), learning can be integrated in organizations day-to-day work as an 

informal process, where innovation could be facilitated (Ellström 2001). Gusavsson (2009) propose 

three factors that encourage learning on both an individual and group level. Firstly, pressure from 

outside tends to increase the competitiveness of an organization, which force managers to make 

changes within. Also, their role to act supportive rather than controlling have shown to increase 

employees’ willingness to learn. The managers’ role in facilitating innovation is also important for 

organizational innovation to prosper. Furthermore, enhancing managers’ skillset in evoking learning 

in an organization have also been identified as a key element. These factors have shown to be 

positive to a group’s ability to self-organize, execute and evaluate processes with both the capabilities 

and the consumers need in mind. Arguably, these factors could therefore implicitly be used to 

facilitate innovation (Ellström 2001; Tidd and Bessant 2013). 

In detail, knowledge has been found to be one of the key elements that both influences and affects 

innovation (Parlyby and Taylor 2000; Gloet and terziovski 2004; Cavusgil et al. 2003; Pyka 2002). It 

could potentially lead to increased collaborations and more networking, where external actors could 

be included in the work (Cavusgil 2003; Pyka 2002). However, if knowledge is not worked with 

systematically, organizations could potentially miss out on enhancing individual competence 

appropriate for the innovation process (Scarbrough 2003). In addition, organizations also risk of 

missing out on acquiring necessary capabilities if knowledge is worked with in a formal manner 

(Gloet and Terziovski 2004). 

2.2 The innovation process 

All ideas do not necessarily become innovations, but the ones that do, proceed thought several steps. 

This procedure is regarded by several researchers as the innovation process or cycle (Albury 2010; 

Eggers and Singh 2009; Van de Ven et al. 2008). The process consists of several phases and can at 

first sight appear to be linear. However, as Van der Ven (2007) explains, reorganizing and combing 

phases in the process is not unusual in practice. Chaotic behavior also characterizes the models 

because phases can reoccur several times before innovation is facilitated. These iterations are referred 

by Fogelberg and Nählinder (2015) as innovations journeys, where each innovation follow a different 
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path and have different outcome. However, even if the innovation process is complex and iterative, 

clear benefits arise from systematically categorizing the procedure. Albury (2005, 53) states that: 

"…a more systemic approach could make innovation a core characteristic of public sector development." 

Fogelberg and Nählinder (2015) argue that both continuous and systematic organizational support 

have beneficial advantages, and could be used sequentially throughout an innovation’s journey. 

Because all journeys are unique, they both need a different sort and amount of support. Further, 

Albury (2005) suggest that a systematical approach could be used to foster innovation within the 

public sector, but also as an instrument when working both theoretically and practically with 

innovation. In addition, the absence of a systematical process could reduce the likelihood of 

innovation turning into an essential element of an organizations development is reduced (Albury 

2010). Further, the absence also reduces an organizations capacity to work with innovation, as the 

capacity usually is strengthen by systematic processes. In addition, if organizations lack such 

processes, their ability to select the accurate components, as well as deciding on trade-offs, that are 

needed for innovation is reduced (Pisano 2015). Eggers and Singh’s (2009, 7) model for the 

innovations process is presented in figure 2. 

 

Figure 2: Eggers and Singh (2009, 7) model for innovation processes 
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The model consists of four phases, and those are described as: 

Idea generation – the phase where ideas are fostered. Ideas are not generated on their own, but rather 

spawned from problems, dilemmas and opportunities that an organization, or individuals within, 

have identified and are questioning. These can also originate from organizational targets and 

objectives as well as from beliefs and values (Eggers and Singh 2009). Clayton (2003) explicitly 

describes the most important component for innovation is the bond between the ones that create the 

ideas, and the ones that are going to use them. Implicitly, the ones that create the ideas have to 

understand the need of the ones that will use them. Further, Albury (2005) argues that ideas in many 

cases are generated by individuals that have the ability to see problems differently. For instance, 

newcomers and individuals with nontraditional backgrounds have a tendency to more easily identify 

peculiarities and deficiencies. Nonetheless, all individuals, provided with the right tools, can foster 

great ideas because initiation of ideas is not exclusive to the top management (Albury 2010; Borins 

2001). This highlights how crucial it is to of provide necessities such as appliances, distance and 

consent to individuals on all organizational levels, as a lever to foster innovation (Albury and Mulgan 

2003; Albury 2010). Further, Albury (2005) highlights the importance of individual creativity, which 

the author explains is possible to grow with the correct appliances and techniques. In addition, as 

both creativity and incentives have been shown to be factors that could positively affect innovation, 

organizations potentially miss out on using such to increase the amount of ideas that are being 

generated (Alves et al. 2007; Barros and Lazzarini 2012; Mumford 2000; Birke and Swann 2006). 

Nonetheless, if individuals are limited in sharing their ideas, the level of creativity will not have any 

significance. Therefore, importance lies on enabling and promoting individuals to express their 

thoughts and ideas, but also in embracing failures, as a mean to increase creativity to facilitate 

innovation. Ideas can also be inspired by understating how and why both competing and non-

competing organizations operate and innovate. Managers also have a significant role in facilitating 

innovation, where a supportive character that provides clear targets and directions affects the 

generation of ideas in a positive manner, and therefor also the facilitation of innovation (Albury 

2010; Gustavsson 2009). In addition, a collective approach in this phase is also important. The 

absence of such kind in regards to innovation could cause that different perspectives are left out as 

diversity is not promoted, which could negatively affect an organizations capability to be innovative 

(Hewlett 2013). In addition, as teams have shown to have a positive impact on complex problems, as 

they are in some cases innovative to a greater extent than single-individuals, organizations risk of not 

fully leveraging off the possibilities that a collective approach to innovation could offer (Kozlowski 

and Bell 2007; Nijstad and Dreu 2002). 

Idea selection – the phase where ideas often are many, but only partly developed. With a culture and 

environment that stimulate creativity, ideas tend to flourish (Albury 2010). Based on the value that 

ideas could bring to an organization, the challenge becomes to select which ones are worth investing 

resources in, to be further developed. Some researchers suggest that the most favorable ideas are the 

ones that are more radical in their nature but at the same time are realistic and alterable, as well as 

widely acknowledged. In addition, the absence of structured processes when evaluating ideas could 

potentially cause inefficiencies in how organizations select which ideas are worth proceeding with, as 
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they also risk of proceeding with ideas that do not ideally satisfy users’ needs (Eggers and Singh 

2009). As Rietzschel (2010) emphasize on, not using explicit criteria’s could also draw organizations 

attention to ideas that are non-realistic or less advantageous. Moreover, internal discussions and 

conflicts with disagreements, compromises and agreements are often included in this phase (Eggers 

and Singh 2009). Albury (2005) argues that ideas should be systematically selected based on explicit 

criteria’s. Those often differentiate widely between organizations, but should preferably be aligned 

with overall targets and objectives of the organization. The criteria’s should also be realistic and 

practically implementable, because individuals tend to become discouraged if criteria’s are too 

thought or impossible to operationalize. Moreover, because the managers often are the ones that are 

responsible for understanding the need of the users, and for distributing resources, the selection 

often depends on the their judgment. As several researchers propose, learning could be used when 

facilitating innovation (Ellström 2001; Gustavsson 2009) Further, as innovation comes with a certain 

risk, the risk-averse characteristic, that the public sector often is associated with, is often influenced 

by two factors (Albury 2010; Utterback 1994; Sørensen and Torfing 2011). Firstly, transparency 

allows the public to scrutinize their actions, operations and decisions. Secondly the influence the 

public sector has on the life quality of individuals and communities raise awareness of their decisions 

and actions. Moreover, ideas have to therefore be selected to simultaneously mitigate risk. This could 

be done with the use of safe spaces or simulations that allows confidential voting systems, 

experimentation and testing of ideas, before those are selected. However, in cases where progress is 

emerging slowly and insufficiently, there are clear benefits of using direct control systems (Albury 

2010). 

Idea implementation – the phase where ideas are put into practice thought procedures. For ideas to be 

converted and applied in practice, real processes and operations are required (Eggers and Singh 

2009). In addition, Eggers and Singh (2009) argues that the absence of a systematic approach in this 

phase could lead to situations where organizations fail to provide users with innovations that are of 

value to them. In addition, the author explains that the absence of a systematical approach could also 

affect the amount of ideas that are produced by individuals in an organization, as they could feel 

discouraged when ideas are not continuously converted into practice. According to Klein and Sorra 

(1996), among the factors that influence the implementation process are the organizational climate 

and clarity of the purpose for a certain innovation. In order to reduce resistance and increase 

commitment in the process, the climate has to favor innovation, and individuals have to understand 

which user need is aimed to be satisfied. Regarding the execution process, planning and budgeting 

sets the preconditions and are often used to provide guidelines when deciding the amount of 

resources that will be needed for the facilitation (Albury 2010). According to Klein et al. (2001), the 

implementation phase requires monetary finances which could be used to provide suitable training, 

apparatus, hardware etc. in order to establish new practices. Moreover, Clayton (1997) explains that 

four different types of resources (material, personnel, conceptual and time) are generally needed to 

succeed with the implementation. These resources involve means of monetary and physical sort but 

also labor, competence and time, dedicated for both testing and the transformation itself. Further, 

unpredictable obstacles and issues are often encountered, and have to be managed smoothly. 

Therefore, leadership with relevant knowledge and skills regarding how change and transformations 
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is managed becomes important in order to mitigate risks within the process, especially when well-

established practices need to be configured (Eggers and Singh 2009). Further, experimentation and 

testing are also fundamental elements for innovation, where an organization risks of not increasing 

its ability to become more innovative when such are not used in the implementation phase (Yang 

2005; Jang and Schumm 2011). In addition, as Thomke (2003) suggest, an organization also 

potentially miss out on expanding its knowledge if the benefits that experimentation could bring are 

not exploited. Moreover, incentives influence the effectiveness of the implementation, where the 

style of the leadership often influences how motivated individuals are to proceed with the 

implementation. Therefore, a systematical approach is preferable when implementing innovation. 

Necessary appliances and tools, as well as clear guidelines for the process have to be provided to 

mitigate confusion and to increase the effectiveness of the implementation (Albury 2010; Eggers and 

Singh 2009). 

Idea diffusion – the phase where key procedures are evaluated and shared, as well as new practices 

established. With successful innovation, key learning’s and accomplishments could be disseminated 

internally or externally, in order to fully exploit the successes and to enhance future capacity (Eggers 

and Singh 2009). Internal dissemination provides effective sharing of successful practices in-between 

departments or entities, while external dissemination could establish future cooperation with actors 

outside the organization. Damanpour (1991) showed that a high level of communication had a 

positive effect on innovation within public organizations. Both communicating internally, but also 

with external partners of different kinds, is preferred. Albury and Mulgan (2003) highlight the 

importance of cooperating with external partners because all phases within the process could be 

affected in a positive manner. Moreover, spreading success can also be used to underline how 

important innovation can be to an organization, but also used to convince less optimistic individuals 

that innovation can be possible to actualize (Eggers and Singh 2009). Borins (2001) also highlights 

the importance of recognizing successful innovation and Albury (2005) explains that best practices 

often are formed after processes have been summarized. However, Albury (2005) argues that there 

are clear limitations of using such practices, because different circumstances require customized 

procedures. By relying on others learning’s, the ability to examine and understand the own 

environment could be reduced, and where customized practices that fit the organization are failed to 

be created. This highlights the importance of the need for a systematic approach rather than best 

practices when working with innovation (Albury 2010). Moreover, as discussed in section 2.1.2, and 

as several researchers suggest, learning is critical component of innovation (Albury 2010; Hamel and 

Getz 2004; Gustavsson 2009; Ellström 2001). Therefore, focus should be on enhancing internal or 

external networking, where both successful and less successful experiences could be shared as a 

mean to increase knowledge (Albury 2010). Moreover, with evaluations being used to obtain new 

knowledge and embrace further learning. In addition, failures could also be a rich source for future 

innovation, where organizations could exploit such to their advantage (Hardagadon and Sutton 2000; 

Champion and Carr 2000). Albury (2005) emphasizes on the importance on evaluating innovation 

processes. The author explicitly states that "Absorbing "what works" and does not, generates the 

next wave of possibilities." (Albury 2010, 54). Further, there exist clear drawbacks from evaluating 

processes too often, and in evaluating if ideas have developed to the innovations they were intended 
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to become. Evaluations should focus rather on questions like "What works in what circumstances 

and why" (Albury 2010, 55). Also, because innovation is not predictable, it is important to evaluate 

honorable ideas that unfortunately never proceeded to become innovations. Finally, the risk 

tolerance and patience dedicated to innovation projects could also be assessed in order to decide if a 

higher or lower degree should be dedicated to future projects. However, a perfect level of such kind 

does not exist and should rather be customized to fit the organization (Albury 2010). In summary, 

dissemination could induce networking and communication as well as perspective sharing. As 

networking could contribute positively to produce outcomes related to innovation, enable expertise 

to be shared in-between, as well as induce collective learning, organizations potentially miss out on 

the opportunity to use such to their advantage if dissemination is not extensively worked with (Ahuja 

2000; Hagendorn and Duysters 2002; Ericksson and Jacoby 2003). Organizations also potentially 

miss out on recognizing future opportunities if communication is not promoted, but also risk of 

inhibiting their capability of producing positive outcomes related to innovation if experiences are not 

shared (Calantone 2002; Pfeffermann 2011; Scarbrough 2003). 

2.3 Capabilities for innovation 

Capabilities are defined as a group of competence, skills or capacities that enables the innovation 

process to proceed.  To facilitate innovation, it is therefore important for organizations to obtain 

these capabilities (Collis 1994). However, because they are various and differentiate, they are 

commonly grouped into different categories, such as dynamic and organizational capabilities, as well 

as organizational learning. 

2.3.1 Dynamic capabilities 

Weerawardena and Mavondo (2011) refer to dynamic capabilities as the extent to which an 

organization can alternate their process of capturing, creating and delivering value to their customers 

or users. The magnitude of the alternations however varies, where they in some cases are small 

modifications or rather major in other situations. Further, Collis (1994, 145) have interpreted the 

capabilities from research conducted by Teece et al. (1994), and concretized them as: 

"…the ability of an organization to learn, adapt, change and renew over time." 

Zollo and Winter (2002) explains however that abilities have to include a certain degree of structure 

(i.e. predetermined activities that follows an organized design) to be considered as capabilities. The 

activities (i.e. procedures) should be possible to independently modify in order to increase efficiency. 

As dynamic capabilities mainly refer to internal transformations in an organization, these should be 

possible to execute regardless of which environment the organization is active in. Zollo and Winter 

(2002) explains that organizations that manage to leverage off new opportunities and ideas 

efficiently, are the ones that obtain structures and procedures that are intended for managing 

transformations. Besides organizations being well-prepared when transformation are required, it also 

enables them to efficiently change to a behavior that is more suitable for the transition. An 

organizations ability to both gain and preserve their competitive advantage is influenced by their 

dynamic capabilities, especially on markets where changes emerge quickly (Eisenhardt et al. 2000). 
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Weerawardena and Mavondo (2011) also suggest that innovation is at risk of being excluded in an 

organization where dynamic capabilities are absent. 

2.3.2 Organizational Learning 

As discussed in section 2.1.2, learning has an important role for innovation, where it arguably is an 

inducing factor in the process (Ellströms 2001). Fiol and Lyres (1985, 803) refers to organizational 

learning as: 

"…the process of improving actions through better knowledge and understanding." 

An organizations ability to learn can be viewed as a necessity to prosper with innovation, because it 

enables them to acquire dynamic capabilities. This is also the explanation to why these two are 

considered to be closely related. The capabilities are however often distinguished as either internal or 

external. Capabilities of internal sort refer to the development and integration of knowledge 

internally within an organization, and external refers to expertise of changes that originates from 

outside of the organization and occurs rather suddenly (Eisenhardt and Martin 2000; Grant 1996; 

Leiponen 2006).  

2.3.3 Organizational Capabilities 

Collis (1994, 145) refers to organizational capabilities as: 

"…the socially complex routines that determinate the efficiency with which firms physically transform inputs onto 

outputs." 

They are fundamental elements in both the construct and practices of an organization, as well as in 

its climate and culture. They can for instance be observed in the ability to execute procedures and 

activities, but also in the communication in-between individuals, and their relationships (Teece 1982). 

In addition, such could furthermore positively impact the efficiency in both the decision making 

process and the application of new methods, which often are needed to fulfill user needs. Collis 

(1994, 146) summarizes how capabilities are linked to both organizational efficiency and learning by 

stating: 

"This captures in a single definition both capabilities as a direct improvement to efficiency, such as a continuous 

improvement in manufacturing process capability, as the ability to conceive new ways to create value." 

As operational procedures and processes could have an impact on an organizations competitive 

advantage, continuous improvement of those through the use of adequate capabilities, could help to 

preserve the advantage over time (Lado and Wilson 1994; Tecce et al. 1994). 

Understanding customers, users and technology is of high value to an organization. In the case of the 

first two ones, in order to deliver value to the users, understanding what they need, want and prefer 

is fundamental. Equally important is to understand how the innovation will be communicated and 

delivered to the users, emphasizing on the importance having access to them. In the case of 

technology, such capabilities refer to competence regarding how the innovation should be created 
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(i.e. innovation process, manufacturing process), what it should include and which procedures are 

necessary. Both these capabilities are however equally important to obtain, because they depend on 

each other to a certain extent (Danneels 2002). In detail, several researchers argues that innovation 

could be positively affected by communication, as it could help to promote cooperation, build trust 

and increase efficiency (Health 2006; Jaatinen and Lavikka 2008; Sucliffe 2001). Organizations could 

use communication to prosper with innovation, as it has been shown to be a critical element 

(Moenaert 2000). In detail, both networking and communication have shown to have an affection on 

an organizations capacity to innovate (Chen and Paulraj 2004; Gomes-Casseres et al. 2006; 

Eisingerich et al. 2009; Tajjeddini 2011; Dittrich and Duysters 2007; Sherwood and Covin 2008). 

Networking could influence an organization to focus more consistently on innovation as it enables 

them to more easily both recognize and foster new innovations, but also assists them to establish a 

behavior that circuits around innovation (Eisingerish et al. 2009; Chen and Paulraj 2004). In addition, 

as several researchers suggest, engaging more extensively in alliances and collaborations could enable 

organizations to acquire relevant knowledge, which could be used to facilitate innovation (Chen and 

Pauraj 2004; Gomes-Casseres et al. 2006). Know-how knowledge could also be accessed through a 

higher degree of partnerships (Dittrich and Duysters 2007; Sherwood and Covin 2008). Further, 

Tajjeddini (2011) explain that expanding cooperation to also include users could enable organizations 

to create new desirable services and innovations. 

Another capability that is of great value is the capacity to continuously transform because it reduces 

the risk of focusing on activities that do not deliver any value. Organizations that have been active on 

a market for a long period of time risk of losing the ability to see things from different perspectives, 

and where they miss out on delivering a value that is up-to-date, unique or desirable. Organizations 

that have a strong internal hierarchy are also in the risk zone, where for instance the status quo is not 

being continuously questioned, could lead to operating processes and constructs that could facilitate 

innovation being hindered. Modern, versatile and flexible organization that disrupts the industry is 

the ones that the larger organizations risk of losing their competitive advantage to (Assink 2006). 

As new competencies could be beneficial for innovation, abolishing outdated reasoning, logic and 

procedures that do not provide any value could also be advantageous. A problem from the absence 

of this capability is that the expertise of the management, but also employees, fails to be sufficiently 

developed to the modern technology. The results could be that appropriate technology that could 

bring value to the organization is not acquired. However, if sufficient solutions are purchased, they 

risk of not being optimally leveraged. Nonetheless, both cases generally lead to an absence of profit 

(Assink 2006). 

As innovation comes with a certain risk, a risk-averse organization could fail to make investments 

that include innovation. Unrealistic expectations regarding how soon investments should provide 

profit as well as high initial expenditures are examples that could promote such behavior. Therefore, 

targets and incentives that do not exclude innovation have to be provided to the executives in order 

to reduce this sort of behavior. The executive also be given a sufficient amount of space to take risks. 

To promote and facilitate innovation, obtaining an organizational climate that is open-minded 

towards contingencies is important. Such conditions could inspire different perspectives and ideas as 
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well as procedures that permit repeated attempts to be taken (even if they many times lead to failure), 

until success is accomplished. This sort of climate promotes decisions to be taken that include 

innovation in a larger extent. The success that organizations of great scale are linked with could make 

them reluctant to organizational changes, such as within operations and resources, that currently 

generates value. Over time, competitive advantage could be lost to organizations that made the right 

decisions when such were needed (Assink 2006). In detail, a climate that facilitates innovation within 

an organization could be strategically advantageous as it could affect their ability to be innovative 

(Ekvall 1997; Albury 2010; Armenakis and Bedeian 1999; Parker et al. 2003; Shally and Gilson 2004). 

Organizations could benefit from building a climate that continuously challenges the personnel, and 

that simultaneously provides them with a sufficient amount of support, independence and patience. 

Such are fundamental cornerstones for innovation as such enhance creativity, but also provide 

personnel with incentives to work with innovation (McLean 2005; Parker et al. 2003; Shally and 

Gilson 2004; Ekvall and Ryhammar 1999). 

Another key capability is also to obtain expertise that is specific to the innovation process. Firstly, 

executives should have knowledge regarding how innovation should be facilitated, and which factors 

could influence the process. Also, including suitable personnel in the process is valuable for the 

facilitation, especially in the first stages (Stevens and Burley 2003). Because the first phases depend 

on understanding both the market and the users, obtaining adequate methods and procedures that 

could be used for future predictions could be advantageous. In cases where users are satisfied, it 

could be advantageous for organizations to focus on growing markets to seek to satisfy needs that 

have not already been met (Assink 2006).  

2.4 Barriers to Innovation 

A barrier is defined by Piatier (1984) as a mean or element that affects the innovation process in a 

negative manner. Barriers generally obstruct innovation. However, if are managed correctly, their 

implications could change to the opposite, in which they could become facilitators for innovation. 

This change is often caused by variations in the conditions that the organization operates within or 

by the maturity level of the organization (Koberg et al. 1996). Further, all barriers are not equal, and 

can therefore be classified as either external or internal. The difference is their origin and the extent 

to which they are possible to influence. External ones descend from outside of the organization and 

cannot generally be influenced, while the internal originate from within an organization and are 

possible to influence. Only internal barriers are discussed in this research, because those are relevant 

for this research. Moreover, all internal barriers are not equal, and are therefore generally classified 

as: people, structure and strategy related barriers (Hadjimanolis 2003). The innovation process 

consists of several phases, as discussed in section 2.2, the barriers could either affect a specific phase 

or progress through the whole process (Hadjimanolis 2003). The author further explains that their 

affection varies, but that the first phases generally are the most venerable one. If an organization fails 

to manage the barriers in the early phase, a passive and defensive mindset towards innovation could 

be fostered. Other negative aspects from the disruption are that new solutions are either entirely 

hindered or reach users later than expected. However, both of these outcomes usually lead to 

unnecessary costs, which often are higher than needed (Hadjimanolis 2003). Nonetheless, awareness 
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of what could cause disruptions is also beneficial because it is a crucial part of the learning process 

that was discussed in section 2.1.2, which is a fundamental element for managing and stimulating 

innovation. Considering risks and barriers should therefore be done in relation to the innovation 

process, as a mean of decreasing uncertainties when innovation is being actualized (Hadjimanolis 

2003). 

2.4.1 People related barriers 

Barriers of people related sort are generally caused by perceptional dissimilarities, such as differences 

in interest and objectives, between the organizations and their individuals. These dissimilarities can 

also arise from the absence of skills and expertise (Hadjimanolis 2003). Research suggests that 

"innovations champions" can be used to reduce the resistance for change caused by the 

dissimilarities. These individuals have often an ability to predict, notice and identify new ideas or 

opportunities, but also are characterized as being dedicated in the innovation process, as well as 

having an ability to involve others (Gemuenden 1988; Hauschildt and Kirchmann 1999; Markhan 

and Aiman-Smith 2001). In addition, change agents could also be used by organizations. Such has 

shown to be able to speed up transformations as they both transfer information and promote 

communication (Berkes et al. 2001). In addition, these could be used to provide support throughout 

the innovation process (Birkinshaw et al. 2008). Further, leadership affects the facilitation. However, 

innovation can often be overlooked or avoided by management due to a lack of engagement and 

commitment. Factors to this are often a prioritization of day-to-day operations or due to the 

perception that innovation is difficult and carries high risk (Hendry 1989). In addition, research has 

shown that leadership has a positive affection on innovation within organizations (Amabile 1998; 

Correa et al. 2005; Schweitzer 2012; Hoch 2013; Jung 2001). The leadership could for instance 

influence organizations ability to learn, as well as positively affect individual creativity, which are both 

known facilitators for innovation (Correa et al. 2005; Jung 2001; Hoch 2013). The leadership could 

have a strong influence on an organizations ability to innovate (Tidd 2006). In addition, a leadership 

that focuses extensively on transitions and changes could also enable dynamic capabilities to be 

expanded (Schweitzer 2012). Further, a low degree of tolerance for failure and hindering of projects 

that are related to a higher risk further increase the avoidance. Moreover, the absences of motivation 

or expertise are included in the barriers related to people. The origin of these is however different 

where authors suggests that motivation refers to personal characteristics (i.e. avoiding questioning 

the status quo and the risk of being blamed, preferring working with known procedures etc.), while 

expertise refers to individual capabilities (i.e. creativity etc.) obtained by individuals (Webb 1992; 

Tang and Yeo 2003). These capabilities refer to breadth (i.e. number of different specialist 

knowledge), but also the depth (i.e. the intensity of the specific knowledge) of expertise. Both these 

should be taken into consideration because they complement each other well, but also because these 

can negatively affect the innovation process if one of them (or both) is not present when needed 

(Yap and Souder 1994). Further, the risk of losing up-to-date knowledge exists when management 

has been a part of an organization for a long period, especially when the field that they have active in 

is no longer relevant. In this context, continuous learning, as well acquisition or enhancement of 

expertise is important elements (Staudt 1994). Nonetheless, it is important that innovation processes 
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are focused on by the leadership, as such could help to simplify the complexity that innovation 

consist of (Rosing et al. 2011). 

2.4.2. Structural related barriers 

Barriers related to structure refers to deficiencies within the flow of information between involved 

individuals or entities and incentives systems that are unsuitable for promoting innovation, but also 

to blockage caused by internal department or unsuitable integration between those. These barriers 

tend to influence the behavior of individuals throughout the whole innovation process, and could 

negatively affect organizations long term capacity related to solving problems (Hauschildt 1999; Hitt 

et al. 1993). According to Hendry (1989), deficiencies within the communication and collaboration 

are often caused by differences in values, drivers and targets within an organization. Further, the 

absence of a collective approach to innovation in organizations could cause that different 

perspectives are left out as diversity is not promoted, which could negatively affect the capability to 

be innovative (Hewlett 2013). In addition, as teams have shown to have a positive impact on 

complex problems, as they are in some cases innovative to a greater extent than single-individuals, 

organizations risk of not fully leveraging off the possibilities that a collective approach to innovation 

could offer (Kozlowski and Bell 2007; Nijstad and Dreu 2002). Further, Koberg et al. (1996) explains 

that centralized power could either be a barrier or facilitator for innovation. The authors suggest that 

older organizations are often affected in a negative manner, while younger organizations benefit 

from centralized power. Moreover, Burns and Stalker (1961) explain that hierarchal structures could 

influence innovation, where the authors propose that strict structures could exclude individuals from 

engaging in the innovation process. This could negatively impact innovation, especially when the 

environment is unstable. However, involvement from higher organizational levels has shown to have 

a positive affection on an organizations ability to execute innovation (Wong 2003). In addition, 

managers could be considered to be involved when objectives that will be used for future evaluations 

of innovation performance are selected, as doing so could increase their performance related to the 

topic (Perez-Freije and Enkel 2006). Moreover, according to Schoemaker and Marais (1996), 

organizational inertia could also disturb the innovation process, as well as procedures that are too 

formal. As Webb (1992) also proposes, formal structures and procedures could lead to distrust 

between individuals that could result in innovation being avoided or met in a defensive manner. As 

research suggest, there exist both advantages and disadvantaged with formal control systems. Such 

could hinder innovation to be carried out as flexibility is not always ensured, which innovation to 

some degree requires (Bonner et al. 2002; Sethi and Iqbal 2008). In addition, formal control systems 

could also hamper creativity as they in some cases lead to activities being executed in a forceful 

manner (Armstrong 2002; Seal 2001). In contrast, such systems could also have a positive affection 

on an organizations ability to innovate as it often induces a well-organized behavior, which could 

increase the effectiveness. In some cases, failures and costs could also be avoided or cut (Cooper 

2008). Formal control systems also provide clarity of assignments and objectives (Takikonda and 

Montoya-Weiss 2001). Such could help to set aside resources more strategically for innovation, and 

could lead to decisions being taken in a more tactical manner (Benner and Tushman 2003). 

According to Hadjimanolis (1999), the absence of time was also found to be a factor that could 
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inhibit innovation. The author argues that the amount of dedicated time affects how procedures, 

tasks and efforts are coordinated, organized and delegated, but also affects the amount of 

specialization that can be obtained. Moreover, Armenakis and Bedeian (1999) refers to organizational 

culture as the common beliefs, values and norms that individuals share in-between. A culture that 

does not encourage transformation becomes an obstacle for innovation. Further, innovation is also 

inhibited if fear for condemn and blame exists within. The authors suggest that these factors could 

affect the extent of experimentation within an organization, which is fundamental for different 

transformations. Within the cultural context, incentives and punishment practices are included. 

These refer to the willingness and acceptance for change, and often tend to overlap with the barriers 

related to people (Amabile 1997). The author explains that these procedures often are affected by the 

work environment. An adverse of such kind could influence individual creativity, by reducing the 

willingness and acceptance for change. Moreover, researchers also suggest that there is an 

importance on reducing deficiencies within the process of both obtaining and disseminating 

information and expertise. Procedures regarding how expertise is found and collected externally have 

to be complete, reliable and efficient. The same requirements have to be applied to the practices 

regarding how information is disseminated internally (Madanmohan 2000; Sheen 1992). 

2.4.3 Strategy related barriers 

Barriers related to strategy include deficiencies in the organizational strategy. As Lee (2000) propose, 

both the agreement and awareness of the strategy is important for innovation to prosper. 

Innovations have to be delegated a sufficient amount of resources, including time, that corresponds 

with the time that have been devoted to a certain strategy or vision. The author also suggests that 

people that work exclusively with new solutions have a tendency to become unacquainted of the 

strategic context which could lead to their solutions not being interpreted by management as 

valuable. In addition, a factor that arguably facilitates innovation is the amount of space individuals 

within an organization are provided with to work with the topic. Circumstances where individuals are 

provided with a certain degree of space could lead to more accurate decisions to be taken, which 

could favor innovation (Eisenhardt and Martin 2000). Regarding the managers, a lack of expertise 

could hinder them from realizing the value on their own, leading to beneficial solutions never being 

actualized. Failing to delegate the correct amount of resources to valuable solutions can also be 

caused by differences in how objectives are perceived or by defensive attitudes towards risk-taking, 

as well as due to an absence of support in the same context. The obscure future which comes with 

innovation, as well as individual aversion of questioning the current state of something may possibly 

reduce the chance of contemporary methods, as well as strategy, being deserted (Markides 1998). 

The authors’ explication to this is hindrance in the decision-making which would lead to such 

outcomes. As a strategy for innovation have an important role for systematically working with the 

topic, the absence of such could cause difficulties to organizations. A strategy aligns personnel on 

both management and non-management positions as targets and prioritization becomes clearer to 

them. In addition, a strategy could also enable efforts to be focused on the personnel, as well as on 

the targets and priorities, simultaneously (Pisano 2015). Moreover, Peteraf (1993) argue that 

organizational capabilities and resources can be reinforced with an adequate strategy. Among these, 
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and closely linked to innovation, are technological expertise as well as competence in advertisement, 

retailing, commerce and maintenance. The skill to generate and implement ideas in practice, as well 

as an organizations networking capacity (i.e. cooperation’s and collaborations) are equally important 

capabilities for innovation (Rosenkopf and Nerkar 2001). Over time and due to changes in the 

environment or in technology, capabilities could transition into organizational burdens because they 

lose their ability to provide competitive value (Leonard-Barton 1995). Schoemaker and Marais (1996) 

explains that sort of commitment combined with these situations have a tendency to lead to costs 

that usually are not possible to recover. Moreover, among the strategy related barriers are also 

shortages of resource (i.e. experimentation, technological necessities and apparatus) included. 

Importance lies on both devoting resources in the efforts related to development and on the 

importance of having a department that works with development on a daily basis. The importance 

comes from the risk of fostering more obstacles to innovation if not sufficiently dealt with. 

However, if innovations are managed to be actualized by an organization, additional capabilities have 

to either be obtained or developed as a mean to fully exploiting the capacity of the innovations 

(Tecce 1986). Finally, as discussed in section 2.1.1, slack can act as a facilitator for innovation. 

According to Nohria and Gulati (1996), innovation is positively affected by slack, but only to a 

certain degree, where the effect becomes the opposite after a certain point.  
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3. Methods 
The following section includes an explanation of how the research was conducted together with both the approach and 

design that was used for the investigation. Included is also an explanation of how the empirics were analyzed, as well as 

how the quality of the research was assured, but also how ethical aspects were addressed. 

3.1 The methodological approach 

According to Collis and Hussey (2013), the choices regarding how research will be conducted are 

affected by philosophical outlines which often are  referred to as paradigms, and can be chosen by 

researchers based on what the aim of research is. An interpretivist outline was chosen for this 

research because the approach assumes that reality is influenced by personal opinions that 

differentiate depending on the context.  Because the research also investigated activities related to 

individuals, the approach was arguably suitable for the study (Lincoln et al. 2011). If it would have 

been possible to assume that reality is not influenced by subjectivities, a positivist outline could have 

been used, which however was not the case (Lincoln et. 2011). 

The research method of conducting a case study was chosen for this investigation. According to 

Collis and Hussey (2013), case studies are often combined with an interpretivist outline, and are 

defined by Yin (2003) as an empirical research that focus on a contemporary phenomenon that is 

occurring in real context, but where the limitations between are not evidently obvious. In this thesis, 

the case was chosen to be conducted on the district administrations in the City of Stockholm. To 

clarify, the City of Stockholm is a municipality, which is geographically divided into fourteen 

different district administrations. In detail, this research was delimited to examining four of the 

fourteen district administrations. In addition, the organizational level that this research was delimited 

to was the top-management, where only their implications were examined. This provided an overall 

view of how the district administrations, including the functions and units within, actualize 

innovation. The organizational structure of the City of Stockholm, as well as how the municipality 

operates, is explained in detail in section 4. 

The choice of conducting the case study on the district administrations was because these both are 

responsible for the development of their respectively city district and because they are reasonable for 

ensuring that objectives that has been decided upon are achieved. In addition, the choice on 

conducting the case on the district administrations was also because they have also been provided 

with an explicit strategy regarding how innovation should be worked with in the coming future. 

From public documents, it was also clear that the City of Stockholm is most populous municipality 

in Sweden where their aim is to become the most innovation driven economy by year 2025 

(Stockholms stad 2015). With this said, it was clear that an ambition to work with innovation existed 

within the municipality as well as within the district administrations, which made the conduction of 

this research relevant in this specific context. In detail, the interest lied within exploring to which 

extent the district administrations have successfully managed to actualize innovation in order to 

identify if systematical processes have been used, as well as to find which factors potentially hinder 

innovation from being actualized with systematics. 
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According to Yin (2003), delimitations can be used in a case study to ensure that the research does 

not become too extensive or widespread. This research was delimited to the district administrations 

in the City of Stockholm. More specifically, four of the fourteen district administrations that the City 

of Stockholm is divided into were focused on. Further, the organizational level that this research was 

delimited to was the top-management, where only their implications were examined. This provided 

an overall view of how the district administrations, including the functions and units within, actualize 

innovation. Furthermore, because innovation is a broad field, this research was delimited to 

examining innovation processes. As innovation processes on a top-management level were focused 

on, this research only examined how the district administrations actualize innovation, and excluded 

addressing which categories of innovation they work with. 

According to Yin (2003), examining what implications a specific phenomenon or topic has within a 

specific context can be done by using relevant research questions. One of the sub- research questions 

was formulated as a "how" question, while the other one was defined as a "which" question. Yin 

(2003) recommends using such formulations in the conduction of a case study in which the research 

is of exploratory sort. According to Yin (2003), approaching and conducting research by gathering 

and analyzing historical data can also be done when dealing with studies that are of explanatory sort. 

However, this methodology would not have been sufficient in this specific case because the thesis 

aimed to understand how the district administrations work contemporary with innovation processes. 

Other methodologies such as action research and experimentation can also be used when conducting 

research (Yin 2003; Collis and Hussey 2013). Furthermore, longer periods of time are a necessity for 

conducting action research and experimentation usually requires a certain degree of control of the 

research environment. Because none of the preconditions would have been possible to guarantee 

throughout this research, the case study approach was most suitable for this thesis. 

According to Collis and Hussey (2013), case studies can be conducted differently where both 

qualitative and quantitative data can be used. In this thesis, qualitative data have been the main 

source of data, which have been gathered from interviews. Hsieh and Shannon (2005) discuss how 

the choice of approach can affect the quality of gathered empirical data. Based on their arguments, 

an inductive approach has been emphasized on throughout the interview processes in this research, 

in order to avoid influencing the interviewees with information and insights gathered from literature. 

Further, the process of how the empirical data was gathered is in detail explained in section 3.2.3. 

Benchmarking and comparing the findings to how the private sector works with the same topic was 

considered to be included in the thesis. There would exist a value in receiving a small fraction of 

understanding how the sectors differentiate in their work related to innovation processes. However, 

due to time constraints, benchmarking had to be left out. 

3.2 The research design 

According to Yin (2003), firmly documenting the design of the research is an essential and important 

part of succeeding with an investigation. This study was managed iteratively where the problem 

definition and the research questions were frequently adjusted throughout the conduction of the 
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research. The main reason behind the iterations was because the empirical data or literature 

continuously provided new insights. 

The research was initiated by defining a first draft of the problem definition, the research questions 

and the purpose for the investigation. These were later on inspired by both the commissioner and 

the supervisor in the manner where the outcome of the research would satisfy the criterions 

provided by the university but also provide value to the commissioner. At the City Executive Office, 

informal interviews were conducted in order to retrieve insight of what was to be investigated. After 

gaining enough insight, an initiation phase of collecting relevant literature was engaged. The 

combination of the information gathered from the first informal interviews and the literature 

provided a brief idea of what was to be examined. This introduction phase also provided insight of 

how the investigation process would be carried out within the City of Stockholm, and which type of 

information should be pursued in the formal interviews. The process of gathering data 

simultaneously from both interviews and literature was used to cover gaps. Literature provided 

insights of what would be pursued in interviews, and interviews provided insights of what have been 

missed out in literature. Besides covering gaps, this design allowed the problem definition, the 

research questions and the purpose to be iteratively improved. To clarify, the problem definition, the 

research questions and the purpose were iteratively revised and improved repeatedly during the 

research. Simultaneously as data was collected and analyzed, the report was written. The design of 

the research is presented in figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: The design of the research 
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3.2.1 Crafting the problem, the purpose and the research questions 

The first step in the process of defining the problem within the research areas consisted of an 

introduction phase that both included collecting and reviewing relevant literature and informal 

interviews at the City of Stockholm. In addition, seminars and workshops have also had a 

contributing role in the crafting process. The main target for the phase was to obtain a general 

understanding of how innovation have been perceived by the district administrations and what their 

challenges have been so far. After a brief status was obtained, a preliminary problem and a purpose 

as well as preliminary research questions were constructed. To clarify, the empirical data does not 

include the informal interviews from the introduction phase.  

The contact person at the City Executive Office in the City of Stockholm proposed people which 

could be of interest to interview for the research. The reasoning for the interviewees’ relevance was 

that all of them worked close to the development within each of the district administrations. Besides 

informal interviews at the City of Stockholm, seminars, workshops and sessions for discussion were 

held or attended at the university. The seminars were a part of the thesis course and consisted of 

sequential presentations sessions as well as peer reviewing. The workshops and sessions for 

discussion consisted of discussions with both the supervisor and others. The reasoning for the 

workshops and sessions was to retrieve external thoughts on the preliminary work, and was shown 

to be very rewarding as those individuals have a broad experience in previously managing thesis 

work. The duration of the informal interviews, seminars, workshops and sessions for discussion were 

usually between 1-3 hours. Neither the any of the sessions were recorded or transcribed, but focus 

lied on taking notes from the sessions. The informal interviews, seminars, workshops and sessions 

for discussions are presented in table 1. In order to ensure anonymity, the names of the persons have 

intentionally been excluded. 

Table 1: List of informal interviews, seminars, workshops and sessions for discussion 

Organization Individuals Type 

The Royal Institute of Technology External advisor Workshop 

The Royal Institute of Technology Other master students Seminar 

The Royal Institute of Technology Supervisor and external advisor Session for discussion 

The City of Stockholm Contact person Informal interview 

The Royal Institute of Technology External advisor Workshop 

The Royal Institute of Technology Other master students Seminar 

The Royal Institute of Technology Supervisor Session for discussion 

The Royal Institute of Technology Other master students Seminar 

The Royal Institute of Technology Supervisor Session for discussion 

The Royal Institute of Technology Supervisor Session for discussion 

Within the crafting process, literature and public documents have continuously been collected and 

reviewed. The reasoning behind using relevant literature was to obtain a brief understanding of the 
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research topic but more importantly to gain an understanding of how the district administrations 

currently work with questions regarding innovation. Therefore, reviewing public documents 

contributed in the understanding of how their contemporary strategies, including culture and 

processes, are designed and used. By reviewing the organizations objectives and targets related to 

innovation also contributed in the process of crafting the problem definition, the research questions 

and the purpose, because it was possible to align the research to a real context. 

3.2.2 Literature Review 

The purpose of the literature review was to create a substantial base for the research, to introduce 

readers to the topic, as well as to both understand and discuss the empirical data. Literature was 

continuously collected, scrutinized and used throughout the whole research process, both to provide 

insight of which empirics was desired in interviews but was also an essential part of the analysis and 

discussion. 

Literature was gathered and scrutinized to obtain an overall understanding of previous research 

about innovation processes as well as about barriers and capabilities linked to the topic. Literature 

was also found in order to understand how these topics have been previously reflected on within the 

context of the public sector. In addition, According to Collis and Hussey (2013), the research design 

can be influenced by the literature review because it provides insight how other researchers have 

conducted investigations. In this case, the literature review had both an impact on the crafting 

process and the choice of the research design discussed in section 3.2. 

Literature was gathered from different databases.  Among the databases used were Web of Science, 

Scopus, Google Scholar, IEEEXplore and The Royal Institute of Technology’s catalogue Primo. The 

literature that was used was peer-reviewed articles, mainly from recognized journals or books. The 

process of gathering literature was conducted in three phases. The first phase consisted of a broader 

search with the use of search words such as "Innovation", "Innovation processes", "Barriers to 

Innovation", "Capabilities for innovation", "Innovation implementation" and "Public sector 

innovation". The idea was to obtain an overall understanding of which literature could be relevant 

for the research by identifying frequent occurring themes and authors within the field. The second 

phase consisted of narrowing down the search, which was done by combining the search words and 

focusing on the most cited articles and authors. After the second phase, the references within the 

found literature were decomposed and the authors were studied, before the articles were chosen to 

be used. However, due to time constraints, the last phase was only executed on the articles and 

authors that were most frequently referred to in the report. 

3.2.3 Interviews 

According to Collis and Hussey (2013), interviews can be used as a qualitative method to collect 

empirical data. The authors suggest that this method is sufficient to use when the target is to 

investigate acts, feelings, and thought of a person. Interviews were the only method that was used in 

this research to collect empirical data. The reasoning for using this method lied within the interest of 

capturing how the district administrations actualize innovation, in order to identify if systematical 
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processes are used, as well as to find which factors potentially hinders innovation from being 

actualized with systematics. This was possible to explore by interviewing individuals at the district 

administrations, especially on management positions, as only their implications were investigated. 

Furthermore, the District Administration Executives at the district administrations are responsible 

for ensuring that objectives that have been decided upon are achieved. As development is included 

within these objectives, and as the executives are responsible for the overall development of their 

respectively city districts, the executives were considered to be relevant to be interviewed for this 

research. However, in order to reduce bias and capture a more realistic picture of how the district 

administrations actualize innovation, interviews were conducted with executives from several district 

administrations. In addition, in order to capture different perspectives, other managers at the district 

administrations as well as project leaders were also interviewed in the process. Also, the management 

at the City Executive Office was also interviewed as they are in close dialogue with the management 

at the district administrations. Finally, the interviewees were all considered to be relevant for this 

research because they all work close to the management at the district administrations, but also 

because their point of view differentiate. The interviewees were therefore chosen as they enabled 

different perspective to be captured within the context of the research. This method enabled an 

extensive triangulation of the gathered data, but also allowed the empirics to be put in relation to 

existing literature in an adequate manner. The triangulation increased the quality of the research and 

the conclusions within as it helped to reduce bias, but simultaneously also fostered a more 

elaborative analysis and discussion. 

The structure that was used for the interviews was a semi-structure, which followed either open 

ended or event based questions. According to Collis and Hussey (2013), by structuring the questions 

in this manner reduce the risk of influencing the interviewees, which leads to their own thoughts to 

be shared. Also, formulating the interview questions in this manner allowed more detailed responses 

to be captured, because the risk of receiving yes or no answers was reduced. Collis and Hussey 

(2013) also highlight the importance of follow-up questions. The authors suggest that the semi-

structure enables questions to be formulated spontaneously throughout the interviews which could 

contribute to more relevant data being received. The choice for not using structured interviews in 

this investigation was influenced by Collis and Hussey’s (2013) argument that such could obstruct 

research because the answers are in many cases limited and not sufficient enough to be used. The 

interviews focused on two main themes. The first theme was the innovation process, and second 

theme was barriers and capabilities related to the innovation process. The first theme focused on 

how capturing how the district administrations actualize innovation in order to identify if 

systematical processes are used, while the second theme focused on capturing which factors 

potentially hinders innovation from being actualized with systematics. The same themes were 

focused on in all interviews in order to reduce the risk of discussing topics that would not provide 

any value to the research, but also in order to capture as many different perspectives on the same 

themes as possible. As the interviews were conducted successively, findings from previous interviews 

were not shared with the interviewees in advance. The only information that was shared beforehand 

was the purpose of the research. As little as possible information was shared with the interviewees in 

advance in order to capture a genuine opinion as possible. This have been argued to be appropriate 
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as interviewees are less influenced in advance, and where the outcome is more authentic (Collis and 

Hussey 2013; Hsieh and Shannon 2005). To capture the two themes in the interviews, a template 

with related interview questions to each of the themes was used in the interviews. The same template 

was used in all of the interviews, but was slightly updated in-between. There were four main 

questions related to the first theme and two main questions related to the second theme. In addition, 

in the template, several other questions were included in order to ensure that the interviews focused 

on the two themes that were intended to be investigated. These questions were also used as 

inspiration for the follow-up questions that were asked during the interviews. The complete 

interview template can be found in Appendix 1.  

As development and innovation falls into the responsibility of the District Administration 

Executives, all executives were identified. These were found on the various webpages for each one of 

the district administrations in the City of Stockholm (Stockholms stad 2019c). Further, several of the 

identified District Administration Executives were contacted by e-mail, together with a brief 

explanation of what the research aimed to investigate. Representatives from The City Executive 

Office also contacted the same District Administration Executives in order to highlight the 

importance of this research, as well as their participation. The total number of identified executives 

in the municipality was fourteen. The total number of interviews that was conducted in this research 

was nine, where four of the interviews were conducted with District Administration Executives. The 

overview of the number of identified District Administration Executives, contacted District 

Administration Executives and number of interviews with those are presented in table 2. 

Table 2: Overview of the number of identified District Administration Executives, contacted District Administration 

Executives and interviews 

No. of identified District 
Administration Executives in 

the City of Stockholm 

No. of contacted District 
Administration Executives 

No. of Interviews with 
District Administration 

Executives 

14 5 4 

As mentioned in the beginning of this sub-section, not only District Administration Executives were 

interviewed in this research. In the process of capturing different perspectives on the topic that was 

investigated, other managers at the district administrations as well as project leaders were also 

interviewed. All of these work either closely with the District Administration Executives in their 

work related to innovation, or are affected by their efforts and decisions. As mentioned earlier, all of 

these have been interviewed in order to capture different perspectives, which enabled the gathered 

data to be triangulated in-between, but also in relation to existing literature. Further, the triangulation 

increases the quality of the research and its conclusions as it helps to reduce bias. The overview of 

the formal interviews with corresponding reference ID, location, date and length are presented in 

table 3. 
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Table 3: Overview of the formal interviews with corresponding reference ID, the perspective they represent, date and 
length. 

Reference ID Perspective Role Date Length 

R1 District administration Top-executive 19-10-23 70 min 

R2 District administration Top-executive 19-10-21 80 min 

R3 District administration Top-executive 19-10-23 70 min 

R4 District administration Top-executive 19-10-25 80 min 

R5 The City Executive Office Top-executive 19-10-07 70 min 

R6 The City Executive Office Project manager 19-10-03 60 min 

R7 The City Executive Office Project manager 10-10-15 70 min 

R8 District administration Manager 19-10-30 80 min 

R9 District administration Manager 19-10-03 50 min 

Further, the interviews were all between 50-80 minutes and each one of them were both recorded 

and transcribed. The interviews were transcribed in order to assure that as much information as 

possible was retrieved. In addition, transcribing the material also aimed the enable the analysis to be 

conducted with systematics. Nonetheless, this method was used to minimize the risk of taking 

information out of its context. Further, all the interviews were conducted in Stockholm and all, 

accept one, of the interviews were conducted face-to-face. Moreover, the interviews were all 

conducted in Swedish, but were translated into English as the material was analyzed. The interviews 

were conducted in Swedish as it was assumed to be the most appropriate language to be used in 

order to reduce confusion or misunderstandings. Moreover, notes were continuously taken 

throughout the interviews. The interviews were conducted by only one person, the researcher. This 

caused complications to both asking questions and taking notes simultaneously. However, as the 

interviews were recorded, it was possible to confirm later on in the process if the gathered 

information have correctly been understood. 

In addition to the interviews, one workshop was also attended. The workshop was conducted by the 

City Executive Office in the City of Stockholm, and focused on highlighting how innovation have 

been worked with in the districts administrations. In addition, the workshop also highlighted 

different sorts of innovations that have been brought forwards in the last years in the municipality. 

Further, representatives from different functions and units from several districts administrations 

attended the workshop. During the workshop, questions were continuously asked to the participants 

and the answers were written down. The overview of workshop with corresponding type, location, 

date and length is presented in table 4. 

Table 4: Overview of the workshops with corresponding type, location, date and length 

Type Organization Location Date Length 

Workshop The City Executive Office Stockholm 19-10-05 4 h 
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The motivation for why this workshop was attended lied in gathering an overall insight of how 

innovation has both been worked with and looked upon in the municipality during the recent years. 

3.2.4 Method for analysis 

The procedure of how the gathered data was analyzed is described in the following section. 

Interviews 

The method of analyzing the data gathered in the interviews followed a formal and structured 

procedure. According to Hsieh and Shannon (2005), approaching the transcribed material with 

structure and formality allows categories and themes to be extracted. Kondracki and Wellman (2002) 

explains that a formal approach reduce the risk of the data to be categorized based on predetermined 

perceptions that the researcher has, and allows data to be purely extracted from the gathered 

empirics. Due to these two reasons, this method was chosen to be used in this research. 

Firstly, as Tesch (1990) suggests, the transcripts was read separately several times to gain an overall 

understanding of the gathered data. Thereafter, as several researchers suggest, a deeper reading of the 

material was done where specific words that indicated an act, feeling or thought were underlined 

(Miles and Huberman 1994; Morgan 1993; Morse and Field 1995). These words are referred to as 

codes within the analysis. This process was repeated several times, and new thoughts were captured 

and coded each time. Similar thoughts were classified into themes. To clarify, each theme reflects 

several thoughts of similar nature. After several themes came into existence, their relationship was 

mapped out. The relationships between the themes allowed them to be separated into different 

reasonable categories. In detail, the categories that were extracted in this research were: 

 The innovation process 

 Leadership, responsibility, climate and space for innovation 

 Knowledge, learning, communication and networks 

 Control systems, resource allocation, structures and risk management 

The findings, as well as the analysis and discussion sections in this report were structured based on 

these themes, as such followed a logical arrangement. As a part of the discussion and analysis in 

section 6, the categories were discussed in relation to the literature presented in section 2. 

3.3 Research Quality - Validity and Reliability 

Validity refers to how well a certain concept have been measured in regard to what was intended to 

be measured, while reliability refers to the consistency of the measurements used (Heale and 

Twycross 2015). To clarify, if a research successfully achieved to investigate what it was intended to 

investigate, a high level of validity would have been achieved. Furthermore, if a research was to be 

re-conducted (under the same circumstances) and the result would be the same every time, a high 

degree of reliability would have been achieved. According to Collis and Hussey (2013), both validity 

and reliability are terms that explain insufficiencies. These can be used to both describe the quality of 
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the research, and its limitations. How validity and reliability have been managed in the literature 

review and the interviews is discussed in the following sections. 

3.3.1 Literature review 

Journals within the field of industrial and innovation management were considered to be relevant for 

this specific research topic. Therefore, articles were mainly gathered from journals within this specific 

field, such as the Harvard Business Review and the Research Policy. The chosen literature has 

thought the years had a significant influence on the field of innovation, innovation processes as well 

as on its related barriers and capabilities, and has repeatedly been reviewed by researchers.  The 

reasoning behind the choice of gathering theory from relevant, recognized and reliable sources was 

because the quality of the research can in this way be improved, both in terms of the degree of 

validity and reliability. 

Nonetheless, the literature was approached with criticism. The methods chapter in the articles was 

reviewed from a validity and reliability point of view. The chapter in each article that describes the 

limitations of the certain research was also scrutinized in detail. These steps were executed in order 

to understand if the certain literature was applicable in this research, before being used. 

3.3.2 Interviews 

According to Collis and Hussey (2013), among the benefits of the interpretivist approach is that the 

gathered empirical data often obtains a high degree of validity. The explanation to this is that focus 

lies on examining a distinct phenomenon thoroughly, within a given context, thought accurate 

explanations. In this case, as interviewees’ perceptions were investigated, the phenomenon described 

in section 1 was thoroughly examined. 

As explained in section 3.2.3, several candidates were interviewed. The choice of conducting as many 

interviews as possible was to enable data to be triangulated well in-between. With triangulation, 

validity can be improved because more than one viewpoint is captured. Nonetheless, uncertainties 

regarding if the findings actually reflects reality exists. In this case, because the interviews were not 

identically conducted, reality was slightly differently captured. 

According to Collis and Hussey (2013), a high level of reliability can be difficult to achieve in 

qualitative research. The authors suggest that individual interpretations of reality could influence 

observations encountered in the research. The method used in this research have been firmly 

explained in section 3 (and in related sub-sections), and all the material that was used in the 

interviews can be found in Appendix 1. This was done to ensure the replicability of the research. By 

assuring that the research could be re-conducted by others could further increase the reliability of the 

investigation. Further, the gathered data was repeatedly processed and analyzed, with the use of the 

transcriptions obtained from the recordings. To reduce skewness in the findings, notes were taken 

during the interviews as a complement to the recordings. However, because the research was 

conducted by only one person, certain unreliability could exist within how the empirics were 

analyzed. Collis and Hussey (2013) propose that interviewer bias has to be considered in cases like 

this because the dimension of discussing the findings is often left out if research is conducted by one 
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person. Therefore, the research would have been more reliable if the investigation was conducted by 

several individuals. However, the findings were continuously discussed with the supervisor and 

material was peer-reviewed in seminars as a mean to address these issues. Moreover, the interviewer 

effect was continuously managed throughout the research, and can be explained as the occurrence in 

which the interviewee provides the interviewer with a response on a question which the interviewee 

presume is preferred, alternatively to a response that consists of their genuine standpoint (Bell 1995). 

To reduce this occurrence, as Collis and Hussey (2013) recommends, the questions were formulated 

to be open-ended and previous findings were not shared to the participants, unless all of the 

interviews were conducted. This was done to avoid influencing the interviewees and in order to 

receive answers that ware as honest as possible. Furthermore, by formally analyzing the empirics, as 

described in section 3.2.4, insufficiencies can arise. Hsieh and Shannon (2005) argue that a drawback 

from not entirely comprehending the circumstances surrounding the empirics is that certain themes 

can be missed out. With important themes not being a part of the discussion, validity and reliability is 

at risk. In this case, this was managed by a two-step process, where the first step focused on 

separately analyzing the findings and the second step focused on drawing conclusions. 

The research quality could have also been influenced by the amount of time that was spent on the 

research. The investigation was conducted as a part of the thesis course and progressed continuously 

for approximately twenty weeks. The total number of conducted interviews was nine, which creates 

uncertainties regarding the generalizability of this research. With this said, a larger number of 

interviews would increase the validity and the reliability, as well as the generalizability, of the 

research. However, this is more in detail discussed in section 7.3, where the limitations of this 

research are discussed. 

3.4 Ethical aspects 

Ethical aspects were managed by everlasting reflection on the recommendation from both the 

Swedish Research Council and Swedish Engineers, as these are recognized organizations in both the 

research and engineering community (Vetenskapsrådet 2002; Sveriges Ingenjörer 2018). Further, the 

recommendations suggested by Blomkvist and Hallin (2015), consisting of the aspects: consent, 

confidentiality, formation requirements and good use requirements, were additionally reflected over 

and used in this research as a mean to manage ethical aspects.  

Firstly, a description of the purpose of the research and a brief introduction of the researcher was 

delivered to the interviewees ahead of the interview process. It was also explained who the 

commissioner of the research was, and why the research was important within the specific context. 

Interviews were preceded with when the participants have given permission to be interviewed, and 

the retrieved content was used when the content had been approved by the participants. Further, 

recording was initiated when the participants had given their allowance for such to be used, and the 

retrieved content was strictly used in a manner of which the participants have given their approval 

for. To make sure that confidentiality was assured, reference IDs was given to each of the 

participants. Additionally, the retrieved content was, and will continue to be, retained private to 

assure confidentiality, both to this point as well as in the future. 
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As both methods and the approach could help to manage ethical aspects, recognized methods were 

used in this research simultaneously as the investigation advanced with both sincerity and broad-

mindedness (InterAcademy 2016). Firstly, it was clarified to all the interviewees that the retrieved 

content would be discussed in-between the researcher and the supervisor during session that were 

continuously held throughout the research. Secondly, plagiarism was one of many concerns related 

to ethics that was discussed during these sessions. With this said, concerns related to ethical aspects 

were possible to both bring to the table and discuss during these sessions, which helped to address 

concerns related to ethics continuously throughout the research. Finally, methods approved by the 

research community were used in the research. The motivation for this lied in their trustworthiness 

since such have previously been reviewed by researchers in terms of reliability and validity, as well as 

in terms of ethical aspects. 
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4. The City of Stockholm 
The following section includes an explanation of the context that this research was conducted in. Included is a 

presentation of how the City of Stockholm operates, as well as the district administrations role within. An explanation 

of the organizational level that this research was delimited to, as well as what the research aimed to provide is also 

presented. Finally, the City of Stockholm’s innovation strategy of is also included in this section. 

The City of Stockholm is one of the 26 municipalities in the Stockholm County, and is the largest of 

the 290 municipalities in Sweden with over 960 000 inhabitants (Sveriges Kommuner och Landsting 

2019, Statistiska centralbyrån 2019, Statistiska centralbyrån 2018). As in all municipalities in Sweden, 

the highest deciding organ is the City Council which is parliamentary assembled. The City Council 

decides the municipality’s objectives and how monetary finances will be used, and concretize those in 

an annual budget and in various directional documents. Further, the City Executive Board has the 

overall responsibility to make sure that the City Councils decisions are executed, as well as followed 

up and evaluated. Both the City Council and the City Executive Board are assembled every fourth 

year based on the results from the local election. The City Executive Board assists the City Council 

by providing them with compilations of proposals with necessary information, before a decision is 

taken by the City Council. The City Executive Board is therefore responsible for the economy of the 

city, but also of the municipality’s future development (Stockholms stad 2019a). 

4.1 The City Executive Office 

The City Executive Office assists the City Executive Board and the City Council, as their 

responsibility is to efficiently lead, develop and coordinate the municipality’s operations. Their work 

is based on the annual budget and various documents, and is conducted in close dialogue and 

collaborations with various administrations and companies. The work is led by the City Chief 

Executive, which in difference to the City Council and the City Executive Board is not elected but 

rather employed by the municipality. The City Executive Office responsibility is also to financially 

control the municipality’s finances in relation to both short and long term ambitions. They both 

follow and analyze the development of the municipality, on a strategic level, in order to inform the 

City Council and the City Executive Board about potential improvements. Further, they also 

coordinate large processes and errands that involve several committees and administrations. 

Furthermore, the City Executive Office is divided into different departments (quality and urban 

development, finance and digital development, legal, communication and market, personnel strategy), 

which are all responsible for their respective operations (Stockholms stad 2019a, Stockholms stad 

2019b). 

4.2 The district administrations 

The City of Stockholm is geographically divided into fourteen different district administrations which 

are responsible for the functionality of the different communal services that they are responsible for 

providing to the inhabitants in their respective districts. The district administrations are presented in 

figure 4. 
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Figure 4: The fourteen district administrations in the City of Stockholm (Stockholms stad 2019c) 

The services that are provided by the district administrations are referred to as different functions. 

Those are the public preschools, the elderly care, and the communal psychiatry as well as both 

individual and family care. Leisure school and culture, as well as providence of support and service to 

people with disabilities are also functions that the district administrations are responsible for 

providing. Also, maintenance of parks and consumer guidance lies within their responsibility. In 

addition, within each function at the different district administrations there are several units that 

deliver services to the inhabitants within the municipality. To clarify, as the elderly care is a function 

in the district administrations, units within this function refer to different retirement homes and 

home care services. The work at the district administrations is led by the District Administration 

Executives, which as the City Chief Executive is employed by the municipality. As the budget and 

various directive documents decide what should to be executed, in addition, in each district 

administration there is an elected City District Committee which decides the prioritization order 

within each of the functions. Thereafter, the district administrations should execute what has been 

decided upon in regard to the prioritization order (Stockholms stad 2019a, Stockholms stad 2019c). 

An exemplification of how the district administrations can be structured from an organizational 

point of view is presented in figure 5. 
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Figure 5: An exemplification of how the district administrations can be structured from an organizational point of view 

In addition, this research was delimited to examining four of the fourteen district administrations 

that the City of Stockholm is divided into. In detail, the organizational level that this research was 

delimited to was the top-management, where only their implications were examined. This provided 

an overall view of how the district administrations, including the functions and units within, actualize 

innovation. 

4.3 The central innovation strategy 

In year 2015, the City Council decided upon an innovation strategy which became one of several 

directional documents for the district administrations and other utilities within the municipality. The 

overall objective of the strategy was to strengthen the municipality’s ability to innovate and to 

stimulate executives, employees and suppliers to think differently. The strategy was constructed as a 

complement to help the district administrations to contribute to the various challenges that the 

municipality face. Firstly, as the municipality is small compared to other regions across the world, the 

City of Stockholm seek to strengthen their ability to commercialize new findings from different 

public functions in the city, in order to manage future challenges in their quest to become the most 

innovation driven economy by year 2025. Secondly, the district administrations face a demographical 

development in the coming years as well as the competitiveness in-between municipalities’ across the 

country is increasing. Finally, the district administrations face challenges in regard to finding new and 

unique ways to deliver value in terms of quality, effectiveness and availability to their users as their 

expectations on the public services, as well as their needs, have increased in recent years. Moreover, 

the strategy consists of 6 elements that are dependent of each other, which functions as the frame for 

the municipality’s future work regarding innovation (Stockholms stad 2015). The elements are 

(Stockholms stad 2015; 15-18): 

1. Strengthen the directives towards an increased innovation capability to innovate – includes 

the development of a culture that promotes innovation, integrating innovation in the daily 

work, evaluating progress with the use of innovation indicators, and evaluating the strategy as 

a whole. 
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2. Develop tools for innovation – includes the development of systems and support that 

encourages and rewards work that is related to innovation, as well as innovative employees. 

Included is also the development of tools, so that they become clearer and directly focused to 

support employees that want to develop ideas further. Dissecting experiences, as well as well-

functioning methods and process, across the organization should also be done. 

3. Increase and broaden the personnel’s knowledge regarding innovation – includes the 

development of an innovative culture on an individual level, by integrating innovation and 

innovative thinking in the municipality’s education and information programs. 

4. Develop a leadership that promotes innovation – includes the development of a leadership 

that sees change as a natural state, and that can stimulate personnel to learn and develop 

procedures that further increase learning. Innovation and its importance should be included 

in the education programs for executives within the organization, as a mean to broaden their 

expertise in the field. 

5. Develop the municipality’s meeting places and cooperation for innovation, as well as 

partnerships with other actors – complement current meeting arenas with the objectives and 

prioritizations that the City Council has decided upon in included. Strengthening the 

cooperation between the different administrations, such as the district administrations, and to 

public utilities is also included. Increase Strategic cooperation’s with external organizations 

and actors, as well as with the academia, should also be done. 

6. Strengthen the municipality’s role as an innovative client – as the municipality purchase 

products and services for approximately 26 billion every year, partners and providers should 

be promoted to be innovative. The challenges is however to develop and organize working 

procedures that helps to both identify and describe problems that could be solved by 

innovative solutions, so that those could be ordered. The municipality has to develop a more 

optimistic attitude towards new solutions, especially in cases where products or services are 

already developed, but have not yet fully dispersed across the market. 
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5. Findings 
The following section includes a presentation of the empirics that were extracted from the interviews. The section is 

structured based on the categories that were extracted from the research, as such followed a logical arrangement.  

5.1 The innovation process 

Several of the respondents explain that they lack a systematic process for managing innovation (R1, 

R2, R3, R4, R7, R8). However, some of the interviewees explain that there is an urgency to start 

working with innovation as their personnel is becoming fewer over time and as the user’s needs are 

simultaneously increasing (R1, R3). Many of the district administrations are currently in the initiation 

phase of building a process, but much of the work is still on an inspirational level (R1, R3, R4). R1 

explains that an understanding of innovation and its importance is being created at their district 

administration, while R3 describes that they are currently focusing on finding methods to work with 

innovation. In addition, other district administrations are currently focusing on creating an agenda 

for how innovation could be worked with (R4, R8). Innovation is still a relatively new phenomenon 

for the district administrations where much of the work currently lies on building a leadership that 

promotes innovation and creating a culture that enables executives and managers take decisions that 

facilitates innovation with courage (R5). Furthermore, according to R7, much focus lies also on 

creating structures that fulfills the prerequisites for innovation. However, R8 explain that both 

leaders and personnel lack the ability to see innovation as a process. Several of the interviewees 

describes that there also is an absence of an internal strategy for how innovation should be carried 

out, and where innovation occur rather randomly (R4, R8). In contrast, one district administration is 

currently testing a process for managing innovation (R2). However, several respondents argue that 

innovation has previously depended mostly on single enthusiasts (R2, R3, R4). Finally, several of the 

interviewees understands the importance of having a systematic process for managing innovation, 

but explain that much work still remains before such process is in place and being used (R1, R2, R3, 

R4, R7, R8). 

5.1.1 Idea generation 

Ideas usually originate from either the needs of the users or from challenges that have been 

encountered. The users are either personnel that works in the district administrations or clients 

whom the different functions and units in the district administrations provide their services to (R1, 

R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7). In the first case, difficulties such as slow, insufficient or too complex 

procedures that personnel encounter on a daily basis generate ideas which relates to new work 

procedures (R1). In the second case, when the users are the clients, the personnel at the units identify 

problems and challenges that their clients encounter as they are closest to them (R1, R3). According 

to R4, the closer the ideas are to the users, the easier are they to implement. Such ideas are also more 

realistic and accurate, and become also more rigidly implemented over time (R4). Ideas can also be 

based on a feeling about something that needs to be changed, rather than explicit knowledge (R7). 

Many times, the need of the users is not completely understood, which cause innovation to be 

initiated wrongly (i.e. by someone telling a unit that they need to develop something without actually 

knowing the actual need) (R8). Ideas have also emerged from inspiration about what currently is 



38 
 

actual on the market, but also by private companies, sales personnel, students, entrepreneurs or other 

municipalities, which the district administrations have worked with, (R8, R9). However, in some 

cases, managers and personnel lack the ability to create business value for the district functions (R5).  

Further, the driver for new ideas comes from the personnel’s willingness and ambition to do 

something better, or solve something in a different way (R1, R7, R9). Creative individuals, as for 

instance the younger generation of personnel, are also a rich source of ideas (R4, R9). Experimental 

individuals that always seek some sort of development, usually generates ideas for alternations of 

current work processes (R2, R4). According to R2, it is important to meet these creative individuals 

differently, by for instance offering them an interesting work environment, in order to reduce the 

risk of them leaving the organization, as innovation is dependent on them. 

Moreover, several respondents express that innovation have depended previously on single 

enthusiast on both management and non-management positions. These have both generated many 

of the ideas and facilitated them further (R2, R3, R4). However, when ideas have come from single 

enthusiasts, these have been hard to implement because the individuals had to proceed without any 

major support. This had an impact on the facilitation as well as the individuals own motivation (R3, 

R4). In such situations, several respondents highlight the importance of managers that are susceptible 

for innovation and that can stimulate motivation, but also facilitate the implementation (R3, R8). R4 

argues that managers also have to explicitly request innovation from their personnel, for ideas to be 

brought to them. However, not all functions and units in the district administrations have such 

managers because some functions are rather traditional or face different organizational changes (i.e. 

changes of management or employees). This has caused difficulties as focus on bringing forwards 

ideas has not been possible. 

Several of the respondents explain that the district administrations lack a systematic approach for 

capturing ideas (R1, R2, R3, R4, R8). R2 explain that a system that enables both managers and 

personnel to share their challenges, so that others can suggest solutions, are needed. In cases where 

systems for capturing ideas have been used, they have been quite poor and insufficient (R7). R3 

explain that ideas are mainly captured in all possible ways of communication. When someone has an 

idea, it is usually directly communicated to their closest manager. This interaction could occur 

spontaneously or randomly, as well as in a formal meeting (R3). In contrast, several respondents 

argue that it is not unusual that personnel do not know how to proceed with their ideas. The reason 

could be that managers do not have the ability to request ideas from the personnel, or because 

forums to discuss ideas does not exist, or due to reduced individual motivation (R1, R7). Trust and 

permission are also two important elements that have to exist for ideas to be captured through direct 

communication (R1). In addition, feedback has to also be provided to the ones that bring forward 

ideas, in order to reduce the risk of them loosing motivation and creativity (R2, R7). In contrast, one 

district administration is testing a digital platform where managers can submit challenges that they 

have encountered. Thereafter, other managers can suggest potential solutions to the challenges (R2). 

As managers from different functions and units submit challenges and solutions, different 

perfectives are captured. The challenges are later on ranked by the managers based on how urgent 

they perceive them as, as well as how suitable the solutions are perceived to be to a specific 
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challenge. The system is currently only being tested, in form of workshops together with managers 

from different functions and units in the district administration (R2). In contrast, another district 

administration has created an internal innovation council with representatives from the different 

functions on all the organizational levels in the district administration (R3). Their objective is to 

identify and capture innovative ways of how work has been conducted at the district administration, 

which the different functions could later on use. Another district administration is capturing ideas by 

bringing the functions closer to each other, so that interactions can occur more spontaneous and 

frequent on a daily basis. Ideas are captured through direct communication in-between managers and 

personnel (R1). 

Creativity has been stimulated differently in the district administrations. Some managers at the 

district administrations have attended workshops provided by OpenLab, where they have both 

experimented with innovation through interactions. OpenLab is a community for innovation and 

they provide courses for various organizations. Similar workshops have been organized internally in 

the district administration, during for instance meetings, in order to internally enhance creativity 

(R1). One of the interviewees describe that creativity has been stimulated at meeting where personnel 

have played interactive games related to innovation (R3). In addition, R2 explain that managers are 

continuously informed and educated about innovation, change management and digitalization 

internally in the district administration. In contrast, R4 argues that a low amount of explicit education 

regarding innovation has been provided to managers and personnel, but where innovation is rather a 

topic that is discussed (i.e. how it should be carried out) at meetings and different time when 

managers meet. 

5.1.2 Idea selection 

Several respondents explain that the decision regarding if an idea will be implemented or not 

depends on the communication between the person from whom the idea originates from and their 

closest manager, but where the managers are mainly the ones that decides if an idea will be 

implemented or not (R3, R4, R7, R8). If an idea only affects a certain unit, the manager for that unit 

decides usually if the idea will be implemented or not. However, if an implementation would affect 

other units in the district administration (i.e. if an idea is implanted in several units), the manager of 

the function is usually the one that decides if the idea will be implemented or not (R4). Much of the 

decision process depends on how susceptible managers are for ideas, and how well they request ideas 

from their personnel (R1, R3, R8). Ideas usually reach decision makers in different way because it 

does not exist an explicit structure for capturing ideas and bringing them to the managers. Ideas 

could for instance reach decision makers by direct communication, but can as well reach them 

unintentionally, causally or by accident (R1). R7 explain that the strong hierarchy, which exist in the 

functions and units that are rather traditional, could hinder ideas form being presented to the 

decision makers. 

Several respondents argue that ideas are not chosen systematically for implementation, but where the 

decision rather depends on managers’ ability to understand if the ides will bring any value to the 

users (R1, R3). However, R7 argues that ideas are sometimes selected on a poor basis. An implicit 
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criterion that is used for selecting ideas is often based on managers belief that the ideas will lead to 

some sort of better results (i.e. higher quality of the delivered services, lower cost of operations, 

higher efficiency or accuracy of daily operations) (R1, R3, R4, R6, R9). Other respondents explain 

that the ideas have to provide value to the ones that will use them, or satisfy a specific user need (R1, 

R3, R6, R8, R9). Also, ideas have to be relevant to the ones that will use them, to be considered to be 

implemented (R1). These also have to be in line with the targets and the vision of the function and 

the unit that will use them, where the ideas also should support their operative functions (R6). 

At the district administration that is currently testing a system for managing innovation, ideas are 

selected on how urgent they are perceived to be. Their system allows managers across the district 

administration to rank both their challenges and solutions based on how urgent they perceive them 

as. Urgency refers to the amount of time a specific challenge cost the district administration and is 

the factor that is aimed to be minimized. Cost is indirectly also aimed to be reduced because 

unnecessary time usually lead to unnecessary costs. By solving challenges based on their urgency, a 

higher efficiency could be achieved (R2). 

5.1.3 Idea implementation 

Ideas are differently implemented, and the implementation is rarely static (R8). However, R4 explain 

that they do not have a systematic approach which they follow when they implement an idea. 

Depending on which level in the district administration an idea is being implemented on, the ones 

that are responsible for conducting the implementation differentiate. According to R2, responsibility 

is kept on the level it affects. If an idea affects only a specific unit, usually the manager for that unit is 

responsible for the implementation. If an idea will be implemented in several units, the manager for 

the function is usually then responsible for ensuring that the implementation is carried out. 

Nonetheless, each unit is responsible for carrying out and following up an implantation at their unit. 

If an implementation affects several functions at a district administration, the responsibility for 

ensuring that the implementation is carried out and followed up lies in the management team of the 

district administration (R2, R3, R6). 

The implementation in practice can look differently depending on the size of the innovation. 

According to R1, changes of daily procedures and methods, that generally involves few ones of the 

personnel and a manger, face less resistance when being implemented. Such are discussed in-between 

and are usually directly implemented by the ones that are affected (R1, R3). These are regarded as 

small projects, where someone that is affected by the implementation often becomes an indirect 

project leader for the implantation. This person becomes responsible for the planning and the 

execution, but also for following up the progress and the outcome. (R1, R9). However, R1 explain 

that these sorts of implementations are not always documented. The implantation process is also 

usually short, because such do not require any major purchases and the ideas can directly be assessed 

trough discussions (R1). In contrast, implementations of ideas that are of larger scales generally have 

more control stations as they usually involve more stakeholders (i.e. higher executives or external 

financers), which have their own requirements that needs to be satisfied. If larger purchases are 

needed (i.e. a new computer system), the implementation also has to go through the process of 
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public procurement, which already is a systematic process that has to be followed. The 

implementation of such scale usually takes longer time to implement (R1). 

The district administrations are encouraged to conduct pilot projects, because there is a value in 

testing ideas before they are scaled up (R5, R6). The reason for this is that individuals learn to fail, 

which builds up an understanding that failures is an essential part of innovation. This could induce a 

behavior where individuals dare to think differently and try out new solutions (R2). Pilot projects 

enable learning and better understanding of not only the technology and procedures that will be 

used, but also of the innovation process (R5). According to several respondents, ideas are generally 

tested on a small scale before being fully scaled up. This enables different solutions to be tried out 

before deciding on which will be used (R4, R5). The testing is a part of the process of forming ideas 

to actually fit the users and their needs, where an evaluation is conducted afterwards, before deciding 

on if an idea should be scaled up or not. To be able to test ideas on a small scale or in a test 

environment is needed (R2). In contrast, according to R2, it is not unusual within the public sector 

that ideas are never tested, because managers or personnel are afraid of failing. Also, R6 explain that 

the district administrations may lack to the tools needed for testing to be conducted. R7 argues that it 

generally have been hard to transfer and integrate knowledge from test projects into the ordinary 

work of the district administrations. The reason for this is due to the absence of a system that could 

both store and transfer both knowledge and experience, for instance across the district 

administrations. 

5.1.4 Idea diffusion 

Several respondents explain that it exist a need to measure innovation and its outcomes more 

explicitly (R1, R2). R2 explain that using explicit objectives and criterions would allow a systematic 

evaluation to be conducted, where delivered effects and value could be easier observed. Several of 

the interviewees argues that is does not exist a systematic approach that is currently being used to 

evaluate innovation, but also that innovation is rarely evaluated in a formal manner (R7, R4). 

Evaluations are rather informally conducted on the spot through discussions in the district 

administrations. These are based on observations (i.e. the effects of an innovation) from both 

managers and personnel that are affected by the certain innovation (R3, R9). Also, evaluations have 

been conducted based on some sort of perceived zero value (i.e. a reference value), where the effects 

have been evaluated in relation to this value. However, this value is rarely directly relatable to 

innovation (R4). Several respondents explain that it generally does not exist any explicit internal 

objectives (i.e. number of ideas produced, number of ideas implemented, number of ideas that have 

provided value etc.) that are referred to as innovation (R1, R2, R3, R4, R7). R2 explain that there 

exist a value in evaluating if an innovation have delivered a short or long term value, as well as 

highlighting failures, to play down the term and to show that such are part of the process of 

facilitating innovation. 

Several on the interviewees describe that innovation is partly disseminated internally in the district 

administrations, but that such have not been done in a systematic or structured manner (R3, R4, R8). 

Innovation is disseminated to a greater extent internally, rather than outside of the district 
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administrations (R8). R1 argues that the district administrations need to become better in spreading 

innovation internally, as they have not yet established a way to bring either forward or spread 

innovation internally. However, managers from different functions meet up on a regular basis, where 

innovation efforts are discussed.  

Innovation has in many cases only been one hit wonders as learning and expertise is rarely gathered 

to be used later at more suitable occasions (R7). One district administration has arranged fairs to 

spread innovation efforts internally and where all personnel in the district administration have been 

invited to attend (R2). Different functions and units present innovations that they have introduced. 

These could be for instance new products that they have started to use, but also new procedures. 

External companies are also invited to unconditionally attend to share ideas, products and innovation 

practices. These fairs have been arranged to both create curiosity and to show that innovation is not 

something that is impossible or strange to work with. 

As innovation can be disseminated externally outside of the district administration, R1 explain that 

successful innovation efforts are presented on a yearly basis in the annual report, which each of the 

district administration is obligated to compose. In the annual reports, each district administration has 

to present how and to what extent they have accomplished the objectives in the budget that have 

been decided upon and provided to them. However, several respondents explain that the objectives 

rarely explicitly refer or relate to innovation (R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R8). Nonetheless, R3 explain 

that the functions and units can include successful innovation efforts in their annual reports if they 

wish to. However, R8 explain that it is unusual that successful innovation effort are spread outside of 

the district administrations, for instance to other functions or units in other district administrations, 

or to the City Executive Office. 

Several respondent argues that it exist a need to share innovation efforts in-between district 

administration across the municipality to be able to learn from each other. However, this is currently 

is not being done (R1, R3). The District Administration Executives meet up regularity to discuss the 

progress of their district administrations. All the District Administration Executives are gathered 

once per month. These are also gathered once per year with the executives of the public utilities (R1, 

R2, R3, R4). The focus in these meetings is mainly on the core operations of the district 

administrations, where innovation is sometimes brought forward as a topic to discuss. However, 

innovations it is not a part of the daily agenda (R3). As innovation is not explicitly discussed at those 

occasions, the topic is sometimes touched upon when the objectives in the budget are discussed (R1, 

R4). Nonetheless, the District Administration Executives are allowed to share how they have worked 

with innovation, or present innovative solutions that they have introduced (R1, R3, R3). However, 

the executives are not obligated to present how they have managed innovation in their district 

administrations during these gatherings (R4). In addition, several respondents explain that the 

District Administration Executives have also been invited to attend gatherings where innovation has 

been more explicitly discussed. These occasions are arranged between two to three times per six 

months. However, each executive has to decide if they want to attend as they are not mandatory. 

They also are allowed to bring managers from both functions and units from their district 

administration (R3, R7). 
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Moreover, innovation efforts have been shared and discussed in-between the district administrations 

at either fairs (i.e. the Fair for Good Examples, or the Quality Fair) or by direct communication 

between functions or units from the different district administrations (R1, R2, R3, R4, R7, R9). At 

the fairs, successful efforts and solutions are brought forwards. However, R1 explain these fairs 

focus much on quality assurance and operational development, rather than on innovation. In 

addition, informal competitions are conducted, where prizes (i.e. the Renewal Prize) can be won by 

functions or units at the districts administrations. However, these prizes focus on digital 

development, rather than on innovation (R1). In addition, personnel at the City Executive Office 

work with spreading innovations and good examples in-between the district administrations. 

Successful innovations efforts are also shared on the municipality’s internal web services (R3, R4). 

One of the factors that increase the chance of an innovation being spread is its success. In such 

cases, when functions and units across the municipality hear about an innovation that could be 

suitable for their own challenges, they often directly contact the function or unit that came up with 

the idea (R4). However, using others solutions have not always been possible, and have been 

problematic in many cases due to a lack of understanding of the context that an innovation have 

been implemented on, as well as a lack of an understanding of how the implantation have been 

carried out (R1, R7). 

5.2 Leadership, responsibility, climate and space for innovation 

5.2.1 Leadership and responsibility for innovation 

It has been found that is mainly is the leaders at the district administrations that are responsible for 

ensuring that innovation  is worked with continuously, and in ensuring that it becomes a part of their 

daily work, rather than something that is worked with in the shadow of the daily operations (R2, R3, 

R4, R8). Innovation lies within each of the District Administration Executives responsibility and is 

mainly initiated by them. If they are not aware and engaged in the topic it will be hard to involve 

managers and personnel (R3, R5, R8). The executives work on inspiring, exemplifying and 

stimulating curiosity and creativity (R4). Their support affects the degree of work related to 

innovation being carried out at the district administrations (R8). It has been clarified to the managers 

at the functions and the units, by the District Administration Executives, that innovation is a part of 

their core assignment, which they are responsible for carrying out (R3). It has also been clarified to 

the managers what innovation refers to (R4). Further, the managers for each function and unit are 

responsible for informing and educating their personnel about innovation, as they are responsible for 

ensuring that innovation is carried out at their organizational level (R2, R3, R5). However, both the 

executive and the managers have to take a conscious decision to work with innovation, for 

innovation to actually be carried out.  This also helps to ensure that innovation is not carried out in 

the shadow of the daily operations, and that time is devoted for innovation as managers have much 

on the daily agenda (R7, R8). According to several respondents, in the past, driven managers have 

been the main facilitators for innovation (R7, R8). They are usually the ones that receive the ideas, 

but also the ones that usually decide if an idea should be implemented or not. They are also the ones 

that have contributed to sharing both ideas and experiences to other district administrations (i.e. by 

direct communication with other managers at the other district administrations) (R3). 
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Further, leaders in the district administration talk about innovation more regularly with their 

personnel, both in a formal and informal manner, as a part of ensuring that innovation becomes 

integrated in the daily work of the district administrations (R1, R2). This sort of communication is 

expected to occur more extensively over time (R3). However, leaders have to request innovation 

from their personnel more extensively because it is not enough to allow and enable innovation to 

occur, in order for it to be carried out (R1). Competitions and prizes could be such sorts of informal 

requests for innovation as they increase the individual motivation for innovation (R1). R5 explain 

that the personnel are not always guided in an optimal manner, where their human capital for 

instance is not always used to the extent it could. 

5.2.2 Climate and space for innovation 

Several respondents explain that a climate that facilitates innovation is important, for innovation to 

be able to prosper in the district administrations (R1, R2, R3, R4, R8). However, some functions and 

units are differently traditional in how they conduct work, which affects how acceptable they are to 

new ideas and perspective. The less traditional ones are more acceptable for new ideas, procedures 

and perspectives (R2, R3, R8). Some functions and units face other sorts of issues, such as a high 

turnover of personnel or changes in management as well as a high workload, which have made it 

hard for them to focus on innovation. In such cases, ideas have been hard to bring forwards and 

management have been less receptive to them (R3). A climate that enables a dialogue from the 

bottom-up and that focus on cooperation and encourages personnel to work with innovation is 

many times missing (R7, R8). In addition, R7 explain that here is an absence of structures and 

procedures that promotes and enable innovation to be a apart of the daily work at the district 

administrations. 

Nonetheless, some district administrations are currently working on creating a climate that facilitates 

innovation (R1, R2, R3). One district administration is currently bringing together all managers for 

their functions to one location, in which they all will conduct their work from. This has been done to 

increase interaction, so that different ideas and perspectives can be shared simultaneously as they 

work with their daily tasks. More time is informally devoted for innovation as innovation also is 

indirectly requested from their functions (R1). Another district administration has conducted an 

organizational overview of their district administration, where they are trying to create a beneficial 

climate for innovation by recruiting new personnel on key positions (i.e. a new chief of development 

and a manager that is responsible for strategic communication) (R2).  

Several respondents explain that the district administrations are supported and encouraged by the 

City Council to work with innovation through both the budget and directional documents (i.e. the 

innovation strategy) (R1, R2, R3). The decided upon innovation strategy has induced district 

administrations to take innovation more seriously, as innovation is requested to a greater extent than 

before (i.e. innovation is now one of the main orientation targets in the budget) (R1, R3). The new 

budget expects innovation to come internally from the district administrations, rather than from the 

outside (i.e. the market, private companies, and entrepreneurs) (R1). In addition, the City Executive 

Office rhetoric’s also stresses the importance for the district administrations to work with innovation 
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(R2). A factor that has created more space for the district administrations to work with innovation is 

that the targets in the budget have become fewer and more open, but more stringent. This have 

enables the district administration to choose more freely how the targets will be accomplished (i.e. by 

for instance finding new unique procedures) (R1). Risk-taking has been encouraged to a greater 

extent, as the objectives are clearer and innovation is included explicitly in the directional documents 

(R6). 

Several respondents explain that the space to work with innovation can be created by the District 

Administration Executives, as well as by the managers at the functions and the units (R2, R3, R6, R7, 

R8). As innovation lies within both executives and managers responsibility, they have to find time to 

both bring the question to the table, but also discuss the topic with their subordinates and personnel. 

Importance lies on enabling innovation to be worked with, but also communicating that innovation 

is a part of everyone’s responsibility, and that it therefore should be carried out by everyone (R2, R3). 

However, R6 explain for instance that one of the biggest barriers to innovation is the absence of 

brave and trustful leaders. These often have a fear of doing wrong, which results in them avoiding 

takings risks. 

Several respondents explain that there also is need to play down the term innovation, where in many 

cases, both managers and personnel find innovation as something complicated, unknown, 

demanding or confusing (R1, R2, R3, R4). Some individuals fear that innovation will cause their 

work to become worthless and replicable, while others are confused regarding how innovation 

should be worked with. Also, individuals have a false perception where they believe that innovation 

requires much time for it to be worked with, but which they in many cases need for their daily 

operative work (R1, R2, R7). However, it lies in the executives and the manager’s responsibility to 

provide space for their subordinates and personnel to work with innovation. According to several 

respondents, this could be done by providing clarity (i.e. through education), or providing them with 

security and trust. Nonetheless, according to several respondents, managers and personnel are not in 

any way limited to take risks, nor are they forced to dedicate a certain amount of time for innovation 

(R2, R3, R4). However, in cases where individuals have been enabled to work with innovation, they 

sometimes get stuck in the hamster wheel as they prefer to work with their daily operations because 

they do not believe that they have time to work with innovation (R2). 

5.3 Knowledge, learning, communication and networks 

5.3.1 Enhancement of knowledge for innovation 

There is a need to educate executives, managers and personnel about how innovation should be 

carried out in practice to a greater extent (R9). In addition, R6 explain that it would be beneficial to 

increase education about how innovation could be managed systematically, in order to enable 

continuous learning for the ones that are involved. Learning is many times missed out as innovation 

is not systematically evaluated and disseminated (R7). 

Six of the municipality’s District Administration Executives will be provided, by the City Executive 

Office, with courses in change and innovation management, as they will become change managers 
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(R1, R2, R5, R6). Innovation processes are included in the courses, as well as education about how 

innovation should be carried out (R6). Afterwards, the executives should have a common vocabulary 

and understanding of innovation which they can use to discuss innovation in-between, as well as they 

will be able to create more favorable circumstances for innovation at their district administrations. 

Their knowledge is also thought to be shared internally in the district administrations, so that their 

subordinates and personnel can work with innovation in practice (R9). The change managers could 

possibly be used as a tool to help other district administrations with innovation (R1, R2, R6). 

Managers and personnel’s knowledge and creativity have been stimulated in various ways. The City 

Executive Office has arranged leadership courses, which include innovation, a few times per year, 

and gathered HR Executives on a monthly basis from each of the district administrations. During 

these occasions they are informed about innovation and its requirements (i.e. the importance of a 

climate and leadership that stimulates innovation), and where discussions also have been included 

(R5). At one district administration, managers have also attended workshops that focus on trying out 

different methods and exercises to enhance creativity. These have been provided by OpenLab. 

Similar workshops have later on been conducted locally at the district administration with the 

mangers from the various functions and units. However, such workshops have not yet been 

conducted with the personnel (R1). Another district administration has created an innovation council 

that explicitly discusses innovation, consisting of managers from the different functions. These have 

also been provided with a course in change management and innovation (R3). Moreover, managers 

have been continuously informed and educated about innovation and change management internally 

in several district administrations during meetings (R2, R4). However, learning is mainly promoted 

today by providing inspiration and curiosity for innovation. Time will be more explicitly dedicated 

for innovation in the future where lectures, as well as rooms for discussions, will be provided more 

extensively to the managers and personnel (R1, R2). In addition, R2 explain that their district 

administration currently do not have a person that is responsible for informing and educating 

managers and personnel about innovation. However, deficiency of knowledge regarding innovation 

is something that both managers and personnel encounter on a daily basis (R9). In addition, 

according to R4, the amount of education regarding innovation that has been provided to managers 

and personnel has been rather low. Also, education about innovation, as well as learning is many 

times fragmented at the district administrations. There is for instance a need to have a person that 

work across the functions and units that facilitates learning and communication, but that also 

enables, motivates and helps managers to work with innovation (R7). 

5.3.2 Internal and external communication regarding innovation 

Internally in the district administration, innovation is differently communicated. Innovation is for 

instance discussed at regular meetings, where the innovation as a process still remains on an 

inspirational level (R1). Occasionally, time is set aside at meetings, where managers for the functions 

and units are gathered, to discuss innovation (R4). However, meetings dedicated to explicitly discuss 

innovation, different ideas and innovation as a process have not been arranged (R1). In contrast, one 

district administration has created in internal innovation council that consists of different managers 

from the different functions. Their task is to change how individuals at the district ministration 
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perceive and think about innovation. When the council is gathered, innovation is explicitly discussed. 

In addition, the participants have been provided with a course in innovation and change 

management, and they will communicate innovation more directly to the personnel at the functions 

and the units (R3). Another district administration has created internal forums for managers from the 

functions and the units, where they meet once per month to discuss innovation. The ambition is to 

increase the level of maturity regarding how the managers perceive and think about innovation, as 

well as increasing their creativity and ability to find new ways of conducting work. During the 

gatherings the participants have been provided with lectures, and they have also practically worked 

with a method called Design Thinking through various activities. Managers have also attended 

several planning days, where they have discussed how they internally communicate and network, as 

well as the challenges they have encountered related to communication. Together, they have tried to 

find potential solutions to them (R4). 

Innovation is differently communicated externally out of the district administrations. However, 

several respondents express that it does not exist a forum where the district administrations can 

discuss innovation and share experiences in-between (R2, R8). In addition, a system for 

communicating in-between the district administration does not currently exist (R2, R4). Such would 

be beneficial for the district administrations as they could find ways to trade experiences and learning 

in-between (R2). Innovation is not explicitly discussed in-between the district administrations, which 

sometimes have led to different solutions being created to one common challenge that all of the 

different district administration experience (R4). However, according to R5, using different solutions 

to one common challenge is not always beneficial. However, R4 explain that in some cases several 

district administrations have implemented a common (or two, three) solution. This has been done 

because a certain innovation has been included in the budget, which obligates every district 

administration to implement it. In addition, several respondents express that there exist a need to 

gather the district administrations more extensively, but where innovation is focused on, so that 

more interference and collaborative work can be initiated. This could enable them to work with each 

other more extensively regarding innovation (R2, R7). In addition, the district administrations 

basically face the same challenges, but it does not exist a system that enables ideas and experiences to 

be exchanged and tested (R2). Further, several respondents explain that the District Administration 

Executives are gathered on a monthly basis to discuss the progress of their district administration 

(R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6). However, innovation is not explicitly discussed during those meeting, as 

much of the focus is on the budget and the daily operative work (R4, R5, R8). In some cases, The 

District Administration Executives have been asked to present how they work within innovation 

during these occasions (R3). However, it could be beneficial to require that each District 

Administration Executive should present at least one innovation that they have implemented at their 

district administration, in order to increase the focus on innovation (R2). However, according to R3, 

the District Administration Executives have been invited to seminars to discuss innovation and share 

experiences. These seminars are arranged between two to three times per six months, but it is up to 

each one of the executives to decide if they will attend. The executives can also bring managers from 

different functions or units to the gatherings (R3). In addition, the District Administration 

Executives haves also been gathered together with executives for the different public utilities, where 
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they have been provided with lectures about innovation and played interactive games. This has 

served as a mean for them to become more aware of innovation and its implications. This has 

enabled them to start working with innovation at their district administration, as well as network 

more extensively in-between. Managers from different functions and units have also been invited to 

attend (R4, R5). However, regarding the functions and units, R4 explain that innovation is mainly 

informally discussed in-between the district administrations because they do not have a structure for 

such discussions. Mangers discuss rather spontaneously how they work with specific development 

projects at their district administration, as they occasionally meet up (R4). In addition, R9 explain 

that different functions and units from the different district administrations rarely meet to share and 

discuss innovation (R9). However, other respondents express that there have been occasions where 

functions and units have been gathered to exchange experiences and learning’s (R6, R7). 

Moreover, the district administrations rarely share resources (i.e. a person that helps to facilitate the 

work related to innovation) related to innovation in-between (R3). However, several respondents 

explain that coordinators that work across the district administrations are needed. Such could bring 

individuals together, which could lead to perspectives and experiences being exchanged and shared 

more extensively. These coordinators could also educate the district administration about innovation, 

as a mean to induce learning (R7, R8). Currently, each district administration mainly works separately 

from each other, but where collaborations have occasionally occurred (R3). However, networking is 

something that should occur more frequently and be used to a greater extent so that District 

Administration Executives, as well as managers for the different functions and units, can exchange 

experiences and perspectives (R5). 

5.3.3 External actors 

External actors, such as private companies and research centers, have in some cases also been 

communicated with. Regarding private companies, several respondents explain that communication 

have mainly been with local actors that are located in the districts (R3, R4). Such companies have 

been invited to attend meetings where different questions, such as innovation, have been discussed. 

During such occasions, how they could collaborate and work more extensively together have also 

been discussed (R3). In addition, these actors have also been invited to attend regular meetings, 

where the district administrations internally discuss their daily operations. The companies have been 

able to participate in discussions, and been able to express what the district administrations could do 

to benefit the private companies in their district. Generally, these sorts of meetings are scheduled 

four times per year, but R3 explain much spontaneous contact occur in-between the scheduled 

meetings. The companies have been mainly contacted directly, for instance by e-mail or telephone. 

In some cases, the district administrations have acted the middle hand between different companies 

or public entities to establish collaborations, so that common challenges within the district can be 

collaboratively solved (R3). Also, research centers that work closely with different companies have 

also been communicated with (R4). These have showed the possibilities that innovation could bring 

to the district administrations, as well as bridged them with private companies that could potentially 

provide them innovative solutions. In addition, the external actors could also help to inspire and 
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educate personnel at the district administration about innovation, as well as provide support in the 

process of managing innovation in the future (R4). 

5.4 Control systems, resource allocation, structures and risk management 

5.4.1 The request for innovation from the City Executive Office 

Several respondents express that the City Executive Office have high ambitions regarding the topic 

of innovation. As they are interested in the topic, they are also continuously supporting the district 

administration in their work related to innovation (R1, R2, R3, R4). In addition, innovation is 

requested (i.e. through the budget and directional documents) in a greater extent by the City 

Executive Office than in the past. In detail, they expect the district administrations to work with 

innovation more extensively. As innovation is currently prioritized, the district administrations are 

encouraged to take more risks (R1, R2, R6, R8). The City Executive Office is currently creating 

structures and prerequisites for innovation, as they also are providing information to the district 

administrations about why innovation is important to work with (R2, R3). Moreover, the District 

Administration Executives are expected to transfer and spread this knowledge internally in their 

respective district administration, by for instance educating their managers through internal courses. 

Resources have also been provided to the district administrations, where for instance the District 

Administration Executives have been provided with courses in change and innovation management 

(R1, R2, R3, R4, R6). However, several respondents explain that the City Executive Office should 

provide more tools to the district administrations, which they could use to manage and carry out 

innovation. They also could be clearer about which tools the district administrations currently have 

access to (R2, R3, R4). One district administration express that they need communicative tools, 

which they could use to communicate innovation to the personnel that is less interested in the topic, 

in order to more easily engage them in the work related to innovation (R2). Other district 

administrations express that they need more concrete guidance (i.e. instructions) regarding how 

innovation should be carried out, as well as networks so that they could share experiences, 

perspectives and practices, as well as to be able to find new partners (R3, R4). 

5.4.2 Control systems for innovation 

Several respondents express that the main control system that is used for ensuring and following up 

the progress and the performance of the district administrations is the budget. In addition, 

directional documents points in which direction the district administration should be working 

towards by highlighting topics that are currently prioritized. The district administrations are obligated 

to present to which extent they have achieved the objectives that have been decided upon in the 

budget. This is concretized in two tertiary reports and in one annual report. It is also clear, in both 

the budget and the directional documents, that the district administrations have to work with 

innovation (R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6). However, several respondents express that the objectives in the 

budget do not refer to innovation explicitly (R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R8). In addition, innovation is also 

not referred to as an own category, but rather included in section of development (R6). Nonetheless, 

the district administrations are obligated to present how they have worked with innovation in the 

annual reports (R3, R6, R5, R8). Several respondents explain that innovation will be included in a 
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much greater extent in next year’s budget, where objectives will refer to innovation more explicitly 

(R1, R3, R6). However, it will not be stated how the objectives should be carried out, which provides 

much room for finding different and unique ways to achieve the targets that has been decided upon 

(R1). One of the interviewees express that creativity is at risk of being reduced if it would be 

specified how the objectives should be carried out (R8). In the near future, the City Chief Executive 

at the City Executive Office will potentially ask the District Administration Executives what they 

have actively done to promote and facilitate innovation at their district administration (R5, R6). In 

addition, the District Administration Executives will be obligated to frequently present how 

innovation has been worked with, together with the results and outcomes that the work have 

provided them (R5). This will force each District Administration Executive to request the same 

scenario to be presented to them by their subordinates, and so on. This will lead to innovation 

becoming more integrated in the leadership’s mindset (R6). 

Moreover, the district administrations do not receive more finances for working with innovation 

than it has been decided upon in the beginning of each year in the budget (R2, R3, R4). Innovation 

can be carried out freely by the district administrations as long as it is done within the frames of the 

budget (R5). Finances can be applied for from external actors, such as Vinnova, if such are needed. 

However, in such cases, the providers of the finances have their own requirements that have to be 

fulfilled (R5).  

Internally within the district administration, each function and unit has its own budget, where the 

managers can decide how the finances will be used. In addition, the District Administration 

Executive can also reallocate finances in-between different functions at the district administrations. 

If for instance a certain function need to implement a new solution, but lack the finances to do so, 

finances can be reallocated from another function to enable the implementation (R2, R3, R4, R8). 

According to R3, the District Administration Executive and managers meet on a regular basis to 

discuss the budget, as well as how and to what finances will be used and devoted. However, R4 

explain that finances have not been reallocated in-between the different functions at their district 

administration to enable an implementation related to innovation. 

Much of the work, included innovation, at the district administrations is conducted on a yearly basis 

because the budget extends over a year (R3, R5, R8). If a function or unit would want to implement 

an innovation but the implementation would require more than one year to be carried out, it would 

not be a problem as long as it is communicated to the management team of the district 

administration (R3). However, several respondents express that the yearly budget could inhibit 

innovations that requires longer periods than one year to implement, as well as individual creativity, 

because the district administrations are mainly driven by the budget (R3, R5, R6, R8). 

5.4.3 Questioning the daily operative work, perspectives and risk management 

The activities in the district administrations can sometimes be emergency-driven, where work that is 

rather acute often becomes prioritized. Innovation is sometimes conducted therefore in the shadow 

of the daily operative work, or pushed forwards to be dealt with later. As acute problems repeatedly 

occur, and as new personnel continuously join, the functions and units become stuck in their 
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traditional procedures. Therefore it can be hard for them to start working with innovation or 

different sorts of transitions (R4). Several respondents explain that it is occasionally unclear how an 

innovation should be implemented or scaled up. In combination with an absence of a leader for the 

implementation, or pressure on individuals, implementations have many times been delayed (R4, R7). 

Several respondents explain that it is in many cases hard to ensure, both by managers and personnel, 

that time is spent on innovation as many of the functions and units deal with heavy workloads, 

which is as a part of their daily agenda (R8, R9). 

Regarding how the district administrations continuously question their daily work, R2 explain that 

they currently do not have a system to do so. Due to an absence of support when ideas are being 

facilitated, individuals rarely express their reflections’ regarding how the daily work is being 

conducted (R7). Most of the time, the objectives in the budget are focused on daily, where both the 

progress and spending of finances are followed up (R2).  In addition, managers reflect over the work 

that has been conducted at the functions and the units as they are questioning if objectives in the 

budget have been achieved (R4). However, as functions and units have much on their daily agenda, it 

is hard for them to set off time to question their daily work. As managers are responsible for the 

daily operations of the functions and the units, much of their time is devoted to the operational 

activities. As these activities are many, and as they usually require much time, activities related to 

innovation is not being focused on. In addition, some functions also face other sorts of challenges, 

such as changes within the management. Such challenges also affect the amount of time that is 

dedicated to reflect over how work is being conducted (R9). According to several respondents, some 

functions, such as the elderly care, question how they conduct work in a greater extent than other 

functions (R3, R8, R9). However, there is still a need of a method or system to both set aside time 

and to ensure that the daily operative work is continuously being questioned (R2, R3). 

Several respondents explain that lack of perspectives in some cases leads both managers and 

personnel to fall back to old ways of conducting work (R1, R2, R3, R4, R7, R9). In addition, 

questioning how work is currently being conducted is rare. As new procedures generally fail to 

instantly provide the same outcomes as the old ones, individuals have a tendency to go back to the 

old procedures, or generally choose to stick to the old procedures to reduce the risk of complicating 

their work (R9). Further, in cases where new tools or systems have been implemented, both 

managers and personnel have been forced to use them as their work had become dependent on the 

new solutions. However, in cases when innovation is rather on an individual level, such as new work 

procedures, it have been harder to ensure that the individuals do not fall back to old habits (R1, R7). 

Individual characteristics, such as their mindset, can also make it hard to unlearn old habits. In many 

cases, based on individual perceptions of what they believe is the optimal way to conduct work, they 

have already decided how they will conduct work. This has made it hard for some individuals to 

accept changes and abolish current solutions (R1, R7). Further, the lack of a person that consistently 

reminds individuals how work should be conducted, cause people to fall back to old habits (R7). 

However, several respondents explain that it lies in the managers’ responsibility to ensure that work 

is conducted in the manner it has been decided upon. In addition, managers have to create incentives 

so that personnel do not fall back on old procedures, as personnel has to also take a conscious 
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decision to conduct work as it has been decided upon (R3, R4). However, being more process driven 

would reduce the risk of falling back to old procedures, where it would be easier for both managers 

and personnel to reflect continuously over the work that they conduct (R2). Also, the district 

administrations need to become better in learning from their mistakes, as they have a tendency to 

repeat them (R5). 

Furthermore, several respondents explain that much of the work related to innovation in the district 

administrations is about identifying risks, as well as developing an individual behavior that has the 

risks in mind, and controlled, at all time. The risk that are encountered at the district administrations 

are often of economical character (R1, R5). According to R1, risk is mainly managed through 

transparency where managers and personnel that are affected by an idea are continuously informed 

as the idea is proceeded with. The transparency work as a filter that helps to minimize bad decisions 

along the way as ideas are developed into innovations. Ideas can also gain support from both 

managers and personnel trough transparency, which helps to motivate why an idea could be worth 

implementing. The problem when innovation is worked with by a single individual in a non-

transparent manner is that failures could lead to unnecessary costs or to situations where unsuitable 

ideas are implemented (R1). However, because risks always have to be addressed carefully by the 

executives and the managers, innovation and changes of different sorts emerge rather slowly at the 

district administrations (R5).  
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6. Discussion and analysis 
The following section includes a presentation of the analysis and discussion of the empirics that were presented in section 

5, and which was conducted with the use of the literature presented in section 2. The section is structured based on the 

categories that were extracted from the research, as such followed a logical arrangement. 

6.1 The innovation process 

As the findings suggest, no evidence was found that any of the district administrations use a 

systematic process when managing innovation. Neither was it obvious that the district 

administrations view innovation as a process (R1, R2, R3, R4, R7, R8). Only one of the district 

administrations that were interviewed was found to be trying out a systematic method to work with 

innovation (R2). 

As research suggest, the absence of a systematical method have several implications on the district 

administrations. Firstly, the likelihood of innovation turning into an essential element of their 

development is reduced (Albury 2010). Further, the absence also reduces the district administrations 

capacity to work with innovation, as the capacity usually is strengthen by systematic processes. In 

addition, as the district administrations lack such processes, their ability to select the accurate 

components, as well as deciding on trade-offs, that are needed for innovation is reduced (Pisano 

2015). The district administrations also risk of failing to provide ideas with the sufficient amount of 

support that they need be to develop into innovations (Fogelberg and Nählinder 2015). Further, 

evidence suggest that the district administrations are rather in an initiation phase regarding how 

innovation will be managed where their current focus lies on building a leadership, structures and a 

climate that supports and facilitates innovation, but also in finding methods to work with innovation 

in practice. In addition, many are currently also working on crafting an agenda for how innovation 

will be worked with (R1, R3, R4, R5, R7, R8). As the leadership and the climate, as well as adequate 

methods, have a significant role in the facilitation of innovation, the district administration’s choice 

to focus on these is convenient (Borins 200; Oke et al. 2008; Sarros et al. 2008; Panuwatwanich et al. 

2008; Hartmann 2006; Scozzi and Garavelli 2005; Cooper and Edget 2008). As much of the work 

related to innovation at the district administrations was found to be on an inspirational level, no 

internal strategies related to innovation were found to be used (R1, R3, R4, R7). As a strategy for 

innovation have an important role for systematically working with the topic, the absence of such 

could cause difficulties to the district administrations. Personnel on both management and non-

management positions would be more aligned as targets and prioritization would be clearer to them 

if a strategy would exist. Most importantly, an internal strategy would also enable efforts to be 

focused on the personnel, as well as on the targets and priorities, simultaneously (Pisano 2015). 

Furthermore, the district administrations organizational capabilities (i.e. the ability to understand 

users or abolishing outdated reasoning) is at risk from not being reinforced as an adequate strategy 

for managing innovation is missing (Assink 2006; Danneels 2002; Peteraf 1993). In addition, the 

absence of an internal strategy could be one of the causes to why certain resources, such as time, are 

not devoted sufficiently for innovation at the district administrations (Lee 2000). Innovation was also 

found to have previously depended much on single-enthusiasts, both on management and non-
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management positions (R2, R3). It has been shown that such individuals could positively impact 

innovation as they contribute with support, willpower and ideas throughout the innovation process 

(Albury 2010). However, the absence of a collective approach to innovation at the district 

administrations could cause that different perspectives are left out as diversity is not promoted, 

which could negatively affect their capability to be innovative (Hewlett 2013). In addition, as teams 

have shown to have a positive impact on complex problems, as they are in some cases innovative to 

a greater extent than single-individuals, the district administrations risk of not fully leveraging off the 

possibilities that a collective approach to innovation offers (Kozlowski and Bell 2007; Nijstad and 

Dreu 2002). Evidence showed that the district administrations are aware of the urgency to start 

working with innovation as they understand its importance, but that much work still remains until a 

process is in place (R1, R2, R3, R4). As awareness is a fundamental cornerstone for innovation, the 

understanding of the importance of innovation could affect their future choice of actively focusing 

on the topic, which could lead to them working with innovation more extensively (Anderson 2007; 

Larsen 2010).  

6.1.1 Idea generation 

As the findings suggests, it is clear that ideas originate from the users, based on their needs or 

challenges that they have encountered. The users were found to be generally the ones that the district 

administrations provide their services to or individuals that works in the district administrations (R1, 

R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7). As the district administrations clearly obtain the most important component 

for innovation, which according to Clayton (2003) is the bond between the ones that create the ideas 

and the ones that are going to use them. In detail, understanding the users is a key capability for 

innovation, which the district administrations could leverage more extensively in order to be able to 

deliver them more value (Danneels 2002). Evidence suggests that ideas are generally generated with 

both relevance and applicability in mind, as they directly originate from the users’ needs. However, 

ideas generally originate from single-enthusiasts, on both management and non-management 

positions. These ideas are in many cases driven by individual characteristics, such as the willingness 

to provide better services (R1, R2, R3, R4, R7, R9). The absence of a collective approach to 

innovation at the district administrations could cause that different perspectives are left out as 

diversity is not promoted, which could negatively affect their capability to be innovative (Hewlett 

2013). In addition, as teams have shown to have a positive impact on complex problems, as they are 

in some cases innovative to a greater extent than single-individuals, the district administrations risk 

of not fully leveraging off the possibilities that a collective approach to innovation offers (Kozlowski 

and Bell 2007; Nijstad and Dreu 2002). The evidence suggests that not any of the district 

administrations use a systematic approach to develop and capture ideas, nor was any explicit tools 

identified to be used for such purposes (R1, R2, R3, R4, R8). Ideas are mainly captured through 

direct communication at both formal and non-formal occasions, but where it is not always clear to 

individuals regarding how they should proceed, or who to turn to, with their ideas (R1, R3, R7). As 

Eggers and Singh (2009) argues, the absence of a systematic approach could lead to situations where 

the district administrations fail to provide users with innovations that are of value to them. The 

absence of tools could negatively affect individuals’ ability to develop ideas, but could also lead to 
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valuable ideas being left out. With this said, the district administrations are not fully leveraging of 

individuals full capability to develop ideas as they are not providing them with the correct appliances 

(Albury 2010; Albury and Mulgan 2003). Evidence suggests that creativity was shown to be partly 

stimulated trough workshops and interactive activities. No indication was found that the district 

administrations provide their individuals with incentives to work with innovation. As both creativity 

and incentives have been shown to be factors that could positively affect innovation, the district 

administrations potentially miss out on using such to increase the amount of ideas that are being 

generated (Alves et al. 2007; Barros and Lazzarini 2012; Mumford 2000; Birke and Swann 2006). 

6.1.2 Idea selection 

It was found that how ideas are selected depends highly on the communication between the person 

from whom the idea is generated by and their closest manager. A structure for bringing forward 

ideas was not found to be used at the district administrations, as ideas were mainly brought forwards 

through direct communication (R1, R3, R4, R7, R8). Managers were also shown to be the ones that 

usually decide which ideas will be implemented, or not, where the decision was shown to be mainly 

based on their belief rather than on any sorts of systematics. The belief that ideas will provide higher 

quality of the delivered services, higher efficiency or lower cost of the daily operations, or satisfy a 

specific user need was shown to be aspects that were considered when ideas were chosen to be 

implemented (R1, R3, R4, R6, R7, R8, R9). The absence of structured processes when evaluating 

ideas could potentially cause inefficiencies in how the district administrations select which ideas are 

worth proceeding with, as they risk of proceeding with ideas that do not ideally satisfy the users’ 

needs (Eggers and Singh 2009). As Rietzschel (2010) emphasize on, not using explicit criteria’s could 

also draw the district administrations attention to ideas that are non-realistic or less advantageous. 

Further, as Albury (2005) suggest, the district administrations are not fully exploiting the benefits that 

a systematical process for selecting ideas could bring them, as ideas are mainly selected on 

individuals’ belief rather on any sort of systematics. 

6.1.3 Idea implementation 

No evidence was found that a systematic approach was found to be used when ideas were 

implemented. However, responsibility was found to vary depending on which level at the district 

administration an idea was to be implemented on, or would affect. Evidence suggest that managers, 

or informal project leaders, at the certain level are usually the ones that are responsible for ensuring 

that the implementation is carried out (R2, R3, R4, R6). The implementation differentiate depending 

on the size and affection of the certain idea, where small ideas usually are executed directly by the 

affected ones, while larger projects usually have more stakeholders involved, where ideas has to pass 

more control stations, but also might need to be publicly procured before being implemented (R1, 

R9). The absence of a systematical approach regarding the implementation process could affect the 

amount of ideas that are produced by individuals at the district administrations, as they feel 

discouraged when ideas are not continuously converted into practice (Eggers and Singh 2009). In 

addition, the district administrations are not implementing ideas optimally as they lack a systematic 

method. Such could for instance decrease confusion as it would provide a higher degree of clarity, 
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but also enable the correct tools and better guidelines to be used for the implementation which could 

increase the overall effectiveness of the execution (Albury 2010). Evidence showed that ideas are 

occasionally tested on a small scale before being implemented. However some respondents 

expressed that they lack the tools to conduct tests, or miss out to use experimentation (R2, R4, R5, 

R7). As experimentation and testing are fundamental elements for innovation, the district 

administration is not fully using such to increase their ability to be innovative (Yang 2005; Jang and 

Schumm 2011). In addition, as Thomke (2003) suggest, they also miss out on expanding their 

knowledge as they are not fully exploiting the benefits that experimentation could bring them. As 

knowledge and learning are positivity related to unique ideas, innovation is not fully being induced at 

the district administrations (Ellströms 2001; Lundvall and Nielson 2007). No evidence was found 

that the ones that are responsible for the implementation have been provided with a fair amount of 

education regarding how changes and transformations related to innovation should be carried out. 

As Danneels (2002) suggest, competence regarding how innovation is converted into practice is a key 

capability for innovation. The absence of adequate knowledge of such kind could lead to innovation 

not being executed efficiently at the district administrations. 

6.1.4 Idea diffusion 

Evidence suggests that innovation has rarely been evaluated, but also that a systematic approach for 

conducting formal evaluation is absent (R7). Innovation is rather evaluated informally trough 

discussions of the observed effects that a certain innovation have contributed with, and in some 

cases in relation to some sort of perceived zero value (R3, R4, R9). The findings also suggest that 

there is an absence of internal objectives at the district administrations related to innovation (i.e. 

number of ideas produced, number of ideas implemented) (R1, R2, R3, R4, R7). The absence of a 

systematical evaluation could decrease the amount of ideas that are generated at the district 

administrations as individuals are hindered from observing the outcomes from previous innovations 

(Eggers and Singh 2009). The district administrations also risk of missing out on both acquiring 

knowledge and induce learning by not conducting systematical evaluations, as they fail to build up an 

understanding of why something works in a certain context (Albury 2010). In addition, as failures 

could be a rich source for future innovation, the district administrations are not exploiting such to 

their advantage (Hardagadon and Sutton 2000; Champion and Carr 2000). Innovation is partly 

disseminated internally, but generally not in a systematic manner. Innovation is rather spread through 

direct communication in-between managers and personnel at the district administrations (R2, R3, R4, 

R8). A similar pattern was found when innovation was spread outside of the district administrations. 

However, the formal scheduled meetings in-between the district administrations focus mainly on 

following up the operative progress for of the each district administrations, and their budget (R1, R2, 

R3, R4, R5, R6, R8). Dissemination could induce networking and communication as well as 

perspective sharing. As networking could contribute positively to produce outcomes related to 

innovation, enable expertise to be shared in-between, as well as induce collective learning, the district 

administration miss out on the opportunity to use such to their advantage (Ahuja 2000; Hagendorn 

and Duysters 2002; Ericksson and Jacoby 2003). The district administrations also potentially miss out 

on recognizing future opportunities, as they do not use communication extensively, but also risk of 
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inhibiting their capability of producing positive outcomes related to innovation as they do not share 

expertise in-between (Calantone 2002; Pfeffermann 2011; Scarbrough 2003). 

6.2 Leadership, responsibility, climate and space for innovation 

6.2.1 Leadership and responsibility for innovation 

Evidence suggests that innovation is initiated from the top, where it lies within in the responsibility 

of the District Administration Executives to ensure that innovation is carried out at the district 

administrations (R2, R3, R4, R8). As innovation is communicated down-streams, the managers at the 

different functions and units are responsible in ensuring that innovation is carried out at their 

organizational level (R2, R3, R5). Further, it was found that managers have had an important role 

when innovation have been previously been facilitated (R7, R8). In addition, the findings suggests 

that it lies within the responsibility of the managers to stimulate creativity, but that those also should 

provide subordinates and personnel with inspiration as they should inform and educate them about 

innovation (R2, R3, R5, R8). Innovation is talked about to a greater extent than previously, and is 

communicated down-streams trough the managers at the district administrations (R1, R2). It was 

found that personnel have not always been guided optimally (R5). Further, evidence suggest that the 

leaders are mainly responsible for ensuring that innovation is carried out on their organizational level 

at the district administrations, where they also are responsible for ensuring that clarity is provided 

and that time to work with innovation is set aside (R2, R3, R4). As research have shown that 

leadership have a positive affection on innovation within organizations, the initiative by the district 

administrations to focus on building a leadership for innovation is strategically advantageous 

(Amabile 1998; Correa et al. 2005; Schweitzer 2012; Hoch 2013; Jung 2001). The leadership could for 

instance influence the district administrations ability to learn, as well as positively affect individual 

creativity, which are both known facilitators for innovation (Correa et al. 2005; Jung 2001; Hoch 

2013). In addition, a leadership that focuses more extensively on transitions and changes could 

enable the district administrations to further expand their dynamic capabilities (Schweitzer 2012). 

Moreover, as perceptional dissimilarities can act as a barrier to innovation, the district 

administrations choice to communicate the term downstream could help to reduce dissimilarities, but 

also confusion, when innovation is discussed. This could also positively affect their efficiency in their 

work related to innovation (Hadjimanolis 2003). However, no evidence was found that targets and 

incentives related to innovation were communicated down-streams. The absence of such could 

inhibit decisions related to innovation to be taken (Assink 2006). Nonetheless, the focus on building 

a climate that facilitates innovation should further continue to be the leaderships main assignment, as 

such would have a strong influence on the district administrations ability to innovate (Tidd 2006). 

However, innovation processes could be focused on more extensively by the leaders, as such could 

help to simplify the complexity that innovation consist of, but that has to be managed (Rosing et al. 

2011). 

6.2.2 Climate and space for innovation 

As the findings suggest, it is clear to the district administration that a climate for innovation 

important. Many are currently focusing on building a climate that includes adequate leadership and 
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structures that both supports and promotes innovation, bringing functions more closely to each 

other, recruitment of key personnel on key positions, as well as crafting an agenda and finding 

methods for how innovation will be worked with (R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R7, R8). However, evidence 

suggest that some functions at the district administrations are rather traditional and therefore less 

acceptable to innovation, but also that some face issues such as a high turnover of personnel, 

changes in management as well as high workloads, which makes it hard for them to focus on 

innovation (R3, R3, R8). In addition, innovation was also found to have previously depended on 

single-enthusiasts, both on management and non-management positions (R2, R3). However, the 

district administrations choice to focus on building a climate that facilitates innovation is strategically 

advantageous as it could affect their ability to be innovative (Ekvall 1997; Albury 2010; Armenakis 

and Bedeian 1999; Parker et al. 2003; Shally and Gilson 2004). The district administrations could 

benefit from building a climate that continuously challenge their personnel, but simultaneously also 

provides them with a sufficient amount of support, independence and patience. Such are 

fundamental cornerstones for innovation as they enhance creativity, but also provides personnel with 

incentives to work with innovation (McLean 2005; Parker et al. 2003; Shally and Gilson 2004; Ekvall 

and Ryhammar 1999). It was also found that a climate that enables dialogue from the bottom-up that 

simultaneously focus on cooperation is missing in some cases, as well as structures and procedures 

that promotes innovation (R7, R8). Several researchers argues that innovation could be positively 

affected by communication, as it could help to promote cooperation, build trust and increase 

efficiency (Health 2006; Jaatinen and Lavikka 2008; Sucliffe 2001). The district administration could 

use communication more extensively to prosper with innovation, as it has been shown to be a critical 

element (Moenaert 2000). Evidence suggests that innovation is supported by the City Executive 

Office, through the budget and directional documents, and that the district administrations also are 

promoted to take more risks (R1, R2, R3, R4, R6, R8). The findings suggest that both executives and 

managers could create their own space to work with innovation, if they wish to, as innovation lies 

within their responsibility. These have to find time and decide to bring the question to the table (R2, 

R3, R6, R7, R8). However, it was also found that the absence of brave and trustful leaders can inhibit 

innovation as leader sometimes are afraid to take the wrong decisions (R6). In addition, evidence 

suggest that the innovation term has to be played down because individuals, both on management 

and non-management positions, sometimes perceive innovation as something complicated, 

unknown, demanding, confusing or fearful, or that innovation will increase their workload (R1, R2, 

R3, R4, R7). As research has shown, leadership could have a positive affection on innovation within 

organizations (Amabile 1998; Correa et al. 2005; Schweitzer 2012; Hoch 2013: Jung 2001). As the 

leaders have an important role at the district administrations, where they evidently could create their 

own space to work with innovation, it could be beneficial for them to focus on playing down the 

term in order to reduce the negative perceptions that individuals have obtained about innovation. 

Fear and condemn negatively affects creativity, as well as willingness and acceptance for change, 

which could inhibit innovation (Amabile 1997). Finally, Although it is clear that the district 

administration are working on building a climate that promotes innovation, no evidence was found 

that explicit tools were used to increase individual motivation or communication, nor was any 

incentives identified to be used to promote innovation. 
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6.3 Knowledge, learning, communication and networks 

6.3.1 Enhancement of knowledge for innovation 

As evidence suggest, enhancement of knowledge has mainly focused on the leaders which have to 

some extent been provided with education regarding innovation and change management. This has 

been done in order for them to be able to create the circumstances at the district administrations that 

are needed for innovation (R1, R2, R5, R6). In addition, managers at the district administrations have 

been provided to some extent with formal education, such as lectures and interactive workshops. 

However, some respondents argue that much of the education has rather been informal and on an 

inspirational level, but also that the level of formal education has been rather low (R1, R2, R3, R4, 

R5). Innovation is rather a topic that is discussed, which individuals are informed about (R3, R4). It 

was found that innovation is not discussed nor informed about from a process perspective, and that 

learning is many times missed out as innovation is not systematically evaluated or disseminated (R6, 

R7). As knowledge has been shown to be one of the key elements that both influence and affects 

innovation, the district administrations are not fully exploiting the opportunities that knowledge 

could provide them (Gloet and terziovski 2004; Cavusgil et al. 2003; Pyka 2002). The district 

administrations miss out potentially on fully making use of individuals’ collective thinking but also on 

the possibility of producing new ideas or acquiring needed know-how expertise. As knowledge could 

potentially lead to increased collaborations and more networking, the district administrations miss 

out on the opportunity to work more closely with other actors to induce innovation (Cavusgil 2003; 

Pyka 2002). In addition, as knowledge is not worked with extensively or systematically, the district 

administrations also miss out on potentially enhance individual competence, appropriate for the 

innovation process (Scarbrough 2003). The district administration could also acquire necessary 

capabilities, as well as promote innovation, by working with knowledge in a more formal manner 

(Gloet and Terziovski 2004). The findings also suggest that is does not exist an explicit person at the 

district administration that is responsible for facilitating communication and learning, nor the work 

related to innovation. However, several respondents expressed a need for such role (R2, R7, R9). 

Such individuals are often referred to as change agents. The district administration could benefit 

from using such because those have shown to be able to speed up transformations as they both 

transfer information and promote communication (Berkes et al. 2001). In addition, those could be 

used by the district administrations more extensively to provide support throughout the innovation 

process, where they could be used as a tool to mediate information, such as about variations of the 

users’ needs (Birkinshaw et al. 2008). 

6.3.2 Internal and external communication 

Evidence suggests that innovation is internally discussed, on an inspirational level, at regular 

meetings where both managers and personnel as present and where time is set aside for the topic 

(R1, R4). It was also found that innovation is at some district administrations more explicitly 

discussed and communicated through internal innovations forums and councils where managers 

share perspectives, find solutions collaboratively and communicate innovation top-down (R3, R4). 

The evidence suggest that innovation is rarely formally discussed outside of the district 
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administration, as several respondents express that forums or systems for communication in-between 

the district administrations currently do not exist explicitly for innovation (R2, R4, R8). It was also 

found that at meetings where the District Administration Executives are frequently gathered, 

innovation is not focused on as the topic is overshadowed by the budget and its objectives (R1, R2, 

R3, R4, R5, R6, R8). However, gatherings have been arranged where the District Administration 

Executives have together with executives for the public utilities been invited to discuss innovation 

more explicitly. In such cases they have been allowed to bring managers with them (R4, R5, R6). The 

findings suggest that functions and units from different district administrations have been gathered 

to discuss innovation, but that such occasions occur rather rarely (R6, R7, R9). Several researchers 

argues that innovation could be positively affected by communication, as it could help to promote 

cooperation, build trust and increase efficiency (Health 2006; Jaatinen and Lavikka 2008; Sucliffe 

2001). The district administration could use communication more extensively to prosper with 

innovation, as it has been shown to be a critical element (Moenaert 2000). Evidence suggest that 

resources, such as a person that works with innovation in-between the district administrations (i.e. a 

communicator, or coordinator) is needed, but is currently not being used. The district 

administrations express a need to be gathered more extensively to network as they face the same sort 

of challenges, but where they currently mainly work separately from each other (R2, R3, R5, R7, R8). 

Evidence suggests that communication, both formal and non-formal, with external actors have 

occasionally occurred. Such have been either with private companies or research centers that are 

located at the districts. Contact has been established by direct communication, where innovation, 

potential collaborations, as well as the operative work of the district administrations have been 

discussed and where perspectives have been shared (R3, R4). The district administrations could 

clearly benefit by networking and communicating, both internally and externally, in a more extensive 

manner as such could have an affection on their capacity to innovate (Chen and Paulraj 2004; 

Gomes-Casseres et al. 2006; Eisingerich et al. 2009; Tajjeddini 2011; Dittrich and Duysters 2007; 

Sherwood and Covin 2008). Networking could influence the district administrations to focus more 

consistently on innovation and allow them to more easily both recognize and foster new innovations, 

but also make it possible for them to establish a behavior that circuits around innovation (Eisingerish 

et al. 2009; Chen and Paulraj 2004). As several researchers suggest, engaging more extensively in 

alliances and collaborations could enable the district administrations to acquire relevant knowledge, 

which they could use to facilitate innovation (Chen and Pauraj 2004; Gomes-Casseres et al. 2006). 

Know-how knowledge related to innovation is clearly something that the district administrations 

lack, but which could be accessed through a higher degree of partnerships (Dittrich and Duysters 

2007; Sherwood and Covin 2008). In addition, as Tajjeddini (2011) explain, expanding cooperation to 

also include users could enable the district administrations to create new desirable services and 

innovations. 

6.4 Control systems, resource allocation, structures and risk management 

6.4.1 The request for innovation from the city executive office 

It was found that innovation is requested by the City Executive Office more extensively than 

previously where they expect the district administrations to work with innovation, as they support 
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(i.e. with leadership courses) them in their work. The District Administration Executives are 

expected to transfer the importance of innovation and other relevant knowledge internally at their 

respectively district administration (R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6). Higher involvement from the City 

Executive Office is preferable as it could have a positive affection on the district administrations 

ability to execute innovation (Wong 2003). However, managers at the district administrations should 

be considered to be involved more extensively when objectives that will be used for future 

evaluations of innovation performance are selected, as doing so could increase their performance 

related to the topic (Perez-Freije and Enkel 2006). Evidence suggests that the district administrations 

in some cases do not have the correct tools for working with innovation. Such were found to be 

tools for both communication and for motivating less interested individuals, as well as concrete 

instructions (R2, R3, R4). According to several researchers, tools, appliances, as well as distance and 

consent are all factors that could be used to foster innovation (Albury 2010; Albury and Mulgan 

2003; Borins 2001). As the district administrations are not provided with explicit tools, such as 

concrete instructions, their ability to execute innovation is arguably reduced. 

6.4.2 Control systems for innovation 

Evidence suggests that the main control system used by district administration to ensure 

performance is the budget and related directional documents. The district administrations are 

obligated to present how the objectives in the budget have been achieved. The findings suggest that 

the objectives do not refer to innovation explicitly, but that the district administrations still have to 

present how they have worked with innovation in their annual reports (R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R8). 

The findings suggests that innovation will be more extensively included in the future budget (i.e. as 

objectives that refer to innovation more explicitly), and that the District Administration Executives 

could become obligated to report directly to The City Executive Office regarding what they have 

actively done to facilitate innovation at their respectively district administration (R1, R3, R5, R6). As 

research suggest, there exist both advantages and disadvantaged with formal control systems such as 

the budget. The budget could hinder innovation to be carried out as such does not ensure flexibility, 

which innovation to some degree requires (Bonner et al. 2002; Sethi and Iqbal 2008). In addition, 

such systems could hamper creativity as they in some cases could lead to activities being executed in 

a forceful manner (Armstrong 2002; Seal 2001). In contrast, the budget could positive affect the 

district administrations ability to innovate as it often induces a well-organized behavior, which could 

also increase effectiveness. In some cases, failures and costs could also be avoided or cut (Cooper 

2008). The district administrations could benefit from controlling innovation performance through 

the budget as it helps to provide clarity of assignments and objectives (Takikonda and Montoya-

Weiss 2001). Such could help to them to set aside resources more strategically for innovation, and 

could lead to decisions to be taken more tactically (Benner and Tushman 2003). Nonetheless, it is 

clear that innovation should be included to a greater extent in the budget, as it is the main control 

system that the district administrations use to navigate their daily operations. Innovation risk of not 

being taken seriously nor worked with by the district administrations as explicit targets and objectives 

related to innovation are absent. Evidence suggests that the district administrations do not receive 

more finances for working with innovation than it has been decided upon in the budget (R2, R3, R4). 
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However, as each function and unit has their own budget, the managers at the respective level can 

decide how finances will be used. Therefore, finances could be reallocated in-between the functions 

and the units at the district administration if needed, as managers continuously meet to discuss the 

internal budget (R2, R3, R4, R5, R8). In addition, finances can also be applied for from external 

actors, such as Vinnova if they are perceived to be needed (R5). As several authors suggest, activities 

related to innovation could be promoted with a certain degree of slack (Marlin and Geiger 2015; 

Nhria and Gulati 1997). However, as much focus has not been on encouraging innovation with the 

use of slack at the district administration, they are potentially not fully exploiting such (i.e. monetary 

incentives) to induce innovation. Evidence suggest that innovation can be carried out freely as long 

as it is done within the frames of the budget, but that much work at the district administrations is 

conducted on a yearly basis. This timeframe was found to be a factor that could potentially inhibit 

innovations that requires longer periods than one year to implement (R3, R5, R6, R8). The space that 

the district administrations are provided with to work with innovation is arguably a factor that could 

facilitate innovation. Such circumstances could lead to more accurate decisions that could favor 

innovation (Eisenhardt and Martin 2000). 

6.4.3 Questioning the daily operative work, perspectives and risk management 

Evidence suggests that there is an absence of a system that continuously questions the daily work at 

the district administrations. It was found hard for both managers and personnel to set off time to 

question their daily work as much focus lies on their daily agenda and the operational activities at the 

district administrations. Some district administrations are also rather emergency-driven, where they 

are forced to focus on problems that occur spontaneously (R2, R4, R8, R9). Several respondents 

express that there is a need for a method or system to both set aside time and ensure that the daily 

work is continuously being questioned (R2, R3). As budget is focused on, in cases when objectives 

have not been achieved, managers have questioned the reasons for the specific outcomes (R4). In 

addition, evidence suggest that it is not always clear to management how ideas should be 

implemented, as heavy workloads have made it hard for them to ensure that time is devoted  for 

innovation. Other district administrations face other sorts of challenges, such as changes in 

management, which makes it hard to set aside time to question the daily operative work (R8, R9). 

With a climate that promotes innovation, and by providing managers and personnel with explicit 

support could incentivize individual to more continuously question their daily operations (McLean 

2005; Parker et al. 2003; Shally and Gilson 2004; Ekvall and Ryhammar 1999). However, as 

leadership have shown to have a positive affection on innovation, the managers could focus more 

extensively on creating a setting where continuous learning is promoted (Correa et al. 2005; Jung 

2001; Hoch 2013). Slack could also be used more extensively at the district administrations to 

promote continuous learning, as time could be set aside more explicitly for discussions (Marlin and 

Geiger 2015; Nohria and Gulati 1997). Evidence suggests that a lack of perspectives, individual 

characteristics, as well as the absence of reminders lead to individuals falling back to old habits. Also, 

when innovations fail to deliver the same value as previous solutions, personnel have a tendency to 

go back to old procedures (R1, R2, R3, R4, R7, R9). Evidence suggest that district administrations 

need to become better in questioning their work, as they have a tendency to repeat mistakes, and 
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where being more process driven could be beneficial for systematic reflections to be conducted 

continuously (R2, R5). In addition, as knowledge enhancement is not worked with extensively or 

systematically, the district administrations also miss out on potentially enhancing individual 

competence. Such could reduce the risk of falling back to old procedures as individual acquire the 

ability to question the status quo more often (Scarbrough 2003). The district administrations could 

receive different perspectives on problems that they have encountered by communicating more 

extensively both internally and in-between the district administrations (Health 2006; Moenaert 2000). 

Change agents could be used by the district administrations more extensively to provide support 

throughout the innovation process, and could be used as a tool to mediate information. Such have 

shown to be able to speed up transformations as they both transfer information and promote 

communication (Birkinshaw et al. 2008; Berkes et al. 2001). As several researchers suggest, engaging 

more extensively in alliances and collaborations could enable the district administrations to acquire 

various knowledge and a more diversified point of view (Chen and Pauraj 2004; Gomes-Casseres et 

al. 2006). Know-how knowledge related to innovation is clearly something that the district 

administrations lack, but which could be accessed through a higher degree of partnerships (Dittrich 

and Duysters 2007; Sherwood and Covin 2008). Evidence suggest that much of the work related to 

innovation is about identifying and managing risks, which often are of economic character. Some 

district administrations manage risks by conducting innovation in a transparent manner, but as risks 

always have to be addressed carefully, innovation and changes in some cases emerge rather slowly at 

the district administrations (R1, R5). However, innovation processes could be focused on more 

extensively by the leadership, as such could help to simplify the complexity that innovation consist 

of, but that has to be managed (Rosing et al. 2011). Leadership with relevant knowledge and skills 

regarding how change and transformations is managed becomes important in order to mitigate risks 

within the process, especially when well-established practices need to be configured (Eggers and 

Singh 2009). The district administrations could consider risks and barriers in relation to the 

innovation process, as a mean of decreasing uncertainties when innovation is being actualized 

(Hadjimanolis 2003). However, because the district administrations do not view innovation explicitly 

as a process, they potentially miss out on the opportunity to mitigate risks related to innovation in an 

efficient manner. 
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7. Conclusions 
The following section includes a presentation of the conclusions that were drawn in this research. Included are answers 

on both the purpose and the research questions that were used in the investigation. An explanation of how this research 

contributes to existing literature, as well as the implications it has on both sustainability and on management is also 

presented. Finally, the limitations of the research as well as future research agendas that were identified throughout the 

investigation are presented in the following section. 

The purpose of this research was to investigate how innovation is currently being actualized at the 

district administrations in the City of Stockholm in order to identify if systematical processes are 

used, as well as to find which factors potentially hinder innovation from being actualized with 

systematics. More specifically, the aim of this investigation was therefore to clarify how the 

actualization is expressed in the process linked to innovation, as well to highlight the factors that 

affect the actualization. The purpose was aimed to be answered with a main research question, which 

was formulated as: How is innovation currently being actualized by the district administrations in the City of 

Stockholm? Furthermore, a case study was conducted on four district administrations in order to 

answer the main research question. The research was delimited to only investigate innovation 

processes on a top-management level, as only their implications were examined. Finally, the main 

research question was answered will the use of two sub-questions. These are presented below 

together with the answers. 

RQ1: How is the actualization expressed in the process linked to innovation? 

In regard to the innovation process that was used in this research to address how the district 

administrations actualize innovation, this research implies that the district administrations neither 

address nor facilitate innovation in a systematic manner, as systematical processes were found to be 

absent for such purposes. Innovation is rather actualized in an unstructured manner, as no 

systematics was found to be used in relation to any of the stages in the innovation process.  

In detail, although the district administrations have direct access to their users, ideas are neither 

generated nor captured in a systematic manner. In addition, neither was any tools found to be used 

for such purposes. Further, creativity was found to be partly stimulated, but no evidence of 

incentives was discovered to be used to promote ideas. Furthermore, it was found to be clear that no 

systematics is used when ideas are selected for implementation. Ideas are rather selected based on the 

belief that they will provide some sort of new, improved or unique value to the users. How ideas are 

selected was evidently found to be highly dependent on the direct communication between the 

person from whom an idea was generated by and their closest manager. In addition, managers were 

found to be the ones that generally decide if an idea will be implemented or not. Further, no 

systematics was found to be used when ideas are implemented. However, the responsibility for the 

implementation varies based on the scale of the innovation, as well as on the amount of stakeholder 

that are involved. In addition, managers or indirect project leaders was found to be the ones that are 

mainly responsible for executing the implementation, when such kind affects their organizational 

level. Also, experimentation was found to not be extensively used, and formal education about 
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change management has not yet been accurately provided to the management. Moreover, although 

innovation is frequently actualized at the district administrations, no systematics was found to be 

used when innovations are evaluated or disseminated. Evaluations were found to primarily be 

conducted in a non-formal manner, and efforts were discovered to be rarely spread, neither internally 

or externally, with structure. 

RQ2: Which key factors have affection on the actualization? 

This research implies that innovation is hindered from being actualized efficiently at the district 

administrations due to several factors. Firstly, as a climate that promotes innovation is a prerequisite 

for both addressing and facilitating innovation efficiently, the absence of such kind cause that much 

of the focus at the district administrations lies on the daily operations. Secondly, deficiencies in the 

communication have been identified at the district administrations. A bottom-up dialogue that 

focuses on collaboration was found to be missing in some cases, as also neither internal nor external 

networking have been focused on, nor leveraged sufficiently. Deficiencies of communicative sort 

inhibit the district administrations ability to exchange experiences and perspectives, as such have 

shown to be essential element for efficiently facilitating and actualizing innovation. Furthermore, 

deficiencies in how knowledge has been managed have also been identified to exist. Individual 

knowledge related to innovation has not been systematically enhanced on all organizational levels at 

the district administrations, and focus has not extensively been on continuous learning. Among the 

reasons for this has been due to the absence of formal evaluations of innovation efforts, as well as 

due to non-adequate disseminations of such kind. Such deficiencies cause difficulties regarding how 

innovation should be facilitated as knowledge relevant to the innovation process is absent. Moreover, 

another factor that was found to affect the actualization was the absence of tools (i.e. for 

communication, concrete instructions) for managing innovation. The absence of such caused 

difficulties for individuals to practically work with innovation as they in many cases lack appropriate 

know-how knowledge related to the actualization. Furthermore, systems and procedures for 

questioning the daily operative work and to ensure that outdated procedures are eliminated were 

found to be absent at the district administrations. In addition, individuals on both management non-

management positions have found it hard to set off time for innovation. Among the reasons for this 

has been due to heavy workloads, but also because the district administrations are to some extent 

rather emergency-driven, where individuals in many cases have to focus on acute problems that 

occur randomly. As internal strategies have an important role in the facilitation process, the absence 

of such at the district administrations cause difficulties for using a systematical process to actualize 

innovation, as personnel on both management and non-management positions are not optimally 

aligned. Finally, the district administrations are driven by the budget, as it serves as the main control 

system for following up both their progress and performance. However, as innovation is not referred 

to as explicit objectives, the topic is hindered from being worked with in the same extent as the areas 

which are currently being more directly measured. 

Main RQ: How is innovation currently being actualized by the district administrations in the 

City of Stockholm? 
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This research implies that the district administrations neither address nor facilitate innovation in a 

systematic manner, as systematical processes for such purposes were found to be absent. In detail, 

innovation is rather actualized without structure, as no systematics was found to be used in regard to 

any of the stages in the innovation process. In addition, it is clear that innovation is still a relatively 

new topic to the district administrations as they are still on an inspirational stage of managing 

innovation. It was also found that innovation is not yet viewed upon as a process, and that the 

facilitation is still dependent on single-enthusiasts, both on management and non-management 

positions, at the district administrations. 

In detail, it is not inconvenient that the district administrations actualize innovation in an 

unstructured manner as both a climate that promotes innovation was found to be absent, and as 

communication is not leveraged optimally as a tool to facilitate innovation. In addition, the absence 

of internal strategies as well as know-how knowledge also restricts the district administrations 

capacity to work with innovation in a systematical manner. Further, it has been found that 

continuous learning is not facilitated optimally and that knowledge is managed inadequately. Both of 

these aspects cause difficulties for the district administrations ability to acquire capabilities that are 

suitable for the innovation process. Further, the combination of heavy workloads and the occurrence 

of acute problems cause difficulties for individuals, on both management and non-management 

positions, to both set off time for innovation as well as to continuously question the daily operative 

work. Finally, as much of the daily work at district administrations is budget-driven and as 

innovation is not referred to as explicit objectives, innovation is overshadowed by the tasks that are 

related to the daily operations of the district administrations. 

To summarize, it is not completely obvious how the district administrations in the City of Stockholm 

actualize innovation. However, it is clear is that innovation is not actualized in a systematic manner 

as the district administrations have not yet fulfilled the prerequisites for innovation, nor are 

managing the related barriers adequately. 

7.2 Contribution to literature, implications on sustainability and managerial 

implications 

As innovation has become a well-established topic within the field of engineering, much of the 

previous research has focused on innovation within the context of the private sector (i.e. Gray 2006; 

McDermott and O’Connor 2002; Laursen and Slter 2006; Becker and Diertz 2002). Although 

research have been conducted within the context of the public sector (i.e. Borins 2001; Albury 2005; 

Albury and Mulgan 2003; Potts and Kastelle 2010), innovation has not been investigated to the same 

extent in the public sector as in the private sector. In addition, as the public sector stands for 

between 20% - 30% of the GDP in most of the OECD countries, the public sector is an important 

block for many countries national economies, and where it has been argued that innovation is not 

insignificant within the context of the public sector (Potts and Kastelle 2010). Firstly, this research 

contribute to existing literature about innovation processes within the public sector as it has been 

argued that innovation is not insignificant within this specific context, and because the topic has not 

been investigated to the same extent as in the private sector. Secondly, this research also contribute 
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to existing literature (i.e. Fogelberg and Nählinder 2015; De Vries et al. 2016) regarding how the 

public sector define, but also view and work with innovation in practice, as this has not been 

extensively investigated previously. In addition, the research also contributes to existing literature 

about innovation processes as well as to the existing literature about barriers and capabilities for 

innovation, as it aims to clarify the relation between these as well as their implications on innovation 

(i.e. Assink 2006; Danneels 2012; Eggers and Sing 2009; Ellströms 2002). 

This research also has implications on sustainability, which often is referred to as social, economic 

and environmental sustainability (Cooper and Vargas 2004; Epstein 2008). Firstly, in reference to 

social sustainability, as the district administrations main objective is to serve the inhabitants in the 

City of Stockholm, the results from this research implies that the inhabitants needs could be both 

more accurately and efficiently satisfied if innovation would be actualized with systematics. As efforts 

would become more users oriented, additional value could also be delivered to the users. In addition, 

this research also implies that the working conditions at the district administrations could be 

increased if innovation would be worked with more strategically. Such could reduce individual 

confusion and disorientation, as well as increase learning and willingness to perform. These factors 

are all positive from a social standpoint. Secondly, in reference to economical sustainability, this 

research implies that the overall efficiency related to the operations of the district administrations 

could be increased by approaching innovation with structure. In addition, the results from this 

research imply that costs could be cut but additional value delivered, as efficiency related to the 

operations at the district administrations could be increased and as finances could be spent more 

strategically. This research also implies that innovation processes could be used to manage 

economical risks more accurately, as such could become more visible. All of these factors are 

positive from an economic standpoint. Finally, in reference to environmental sustainability, the result 

from this research implies that innovation processes could enable resources to be used more 

efficiently. In addition, as operations could become more user oriented, unnecessary innovation 

efforts (i.e. new products or services) could be reduced. These factors are all positive from an 

environmental standpoint. 

As top-management has a significant role on how innovation is view upon and worked with at the 

district administrations, there are several key elements that they should focus more extensively on to 

succeed with innovation. Firstly, as innovation processes provides great benefits in the practical work 

related to innovation, top-management should proceed with innovation with a more process 

oriented approach. Secondly, platforms for communication and networking that includes innovation 

more explicitly should be considered to be built by the management as such are considered to be key 

elements for innovation. Management should further continue to focus on building a climate that 

promotes innovation, but could internal strategies for managing innovation more extensively, as such 

could provide great benefits to the facilitation. Further, tools and means to both acquire relevant 

knowledge and facilitate continuous learning should be focused on more extensively by management, 

as such could help to facilitate innovation. Top-management should find ways to include innovation 

more extensively in the budget (i.e. as explicit objectives which could be continuously measured), as 

it is the district administrations main control system for evaluating progress and performance. 
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7.3 Limitations and future research 

As this research was conducted as a case study, limitations exist within the generalizability of the 

results. Firstly, as this research only examined four of the fourteen district administrations that the 

City of Stockholm is divided into, this investigation does not provide a complete explanation of how 

all of the district administrations actualize innovation. To exemplify, it could potentially exist both 

district administrations within the municipality that work more extensively with innovation, but also 

some that have not at all started to work with the topic. To clarify, the results from this research are 

not sufficient enough to be used as a representation for all the district administrations in the 

municipality actualizes innovation. This research rather highlights areas that have been identified as 

challenging regarding to how the district administrations actualize innovation. Secondly, as only top-

management and their implications were focused on, this research does not provide a complete 

explanation of how innovation is actualized on all of the different organizational levels, vertically, at 

the district administrations. Therefore, this research rather provides an overall explanation of how 

innovation is actualized at the district administrations. As this research was excluded addressing 

which categories of innovation the district administrations work with, this research does not provide 

a complete explanation of how innovation is actualized as the process could potentially differentiate 

depending on the scale or the category of the innovation. 

In regard to future research, there exists a value in broadening this research, where such could 

include more district administrations in the City of Stockholm to be investigated. Such would 

provide a more complete explanation of how the district administrations actualize innovation. In 

addition, there exist also a value in examining how innovation is actualized at other organizational 

levels at the district administrations (i.e. vertically across the district administrations). Such research 

could for instance be conducted in two distinct ways, by either focusing on several functions or units 

at one specific district administration, or by focusing on a few functions or units at several different 

district administrations. Such research could provide insight regarding if innovation is differently 

managed at different functions or units, as well as if such differences potentially depends on the 

district administrations that a certain function or units is as part of. Furthermore, it could also exist a 

value in focusing on one or two categories of innovation and examining such in relation to the 

innovation process. Such research could explain if the actualization depends on the category or scale 

of the innovation that is being focused on. Finally, as benchmarking had to be left out due to the 

timeframe that was given for the conduction of this research, it could exit a value in comparing how 

the district administrations actualize innovation in relation to private companies or other 

municipalities. Such research could provide insight on both similarities and differences of how 

innovation is actualized, with both processes and barriers in mind, as a mean to increase 

understanding of how innovation could be managed more efficiently.  
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Appendix 1 – Interview Questions 

Attention 

The questions that are of bold type should be focused on during the interviews. The other questions 

act as inspiration for potential follow-up questions. 

Introduction 

The aim here is to capture how they interviewee define innovation and allow the interviewee to explain freely how they 

proceed with innovation in practice. 

 How do you define innovation? 

o Do you have any concrete example of an innovation that you are proud of? 

 How and by whom are you supported in your work related to innovation? 

 Tell me about how innovation has been proceeded with in practice?  

o How do ideas go from being ideas to being concretized and used in practice? 

First theme: Questions related to the innovation process 
The aim here is to capture if any sort of systematics are applied to the practical work related to innovation. In this way, 

it could be possible to identify is systematic processes are missing in relation to the stages in the innovation process. 

Stage 1 – Idea generation 

 What do you consider causes new ideas to be developed and how do these originate? 

o How are tools (i.e. workshops) or work procedures used to capture ideas? 

o How is creativity stimulated and new ways of thinking promoted? 

Stage 2 – Idea selection 

 As ideas arise, how are they chosen as worth proceeding with? 

o How are explicit criterions used for selecting ideas? 

o Who sets such criteria’s and what are they based on? 

o How are ideas connected to the users? 

Stage 3 – Idea implementation 

 Explain how ideas are proceeded with as they are being put into practice? 

o How are resources, such as time and finances, distributed when ideas are executed? 

o How is experimentation and testing used before ideas are put into practice? 

o How is it ensured that involved people have sufficient skills for the implementation? 

o How are external actors cooperated with to succeed with the implementation? 

Stage 4 – Idea diffusion 

 Explain what is done after ideas starts to deliver practical value to the users? 

o How are ideas and their implications evaluated, and how often is this being done? 

o How and to whom are innovations efforts being spread and how often is this done? 

o How do you evaluate the activities you have used to achieve a specific innovation? 

o How does the communication look in relation to other district administrations? 
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Second theme: Questions related to the Barriers to Innovation 
The aim here is to identify which difficulties are experienced as the ones that mainly hinder innovation from being 

actualized. 

 Which difficulties have been experienced when innovation has been practically 

worked with? 

 Which difficulties have been experiences as the most troublesome during the process 

of going from a great idea to concretizing and using it in practice? 

People related barriers 

 How are individuals incentivized to work with innovation? 

 How is individual knowledge enhanced throughout the process? 

 How freely can innovation be worked with and how is risk promoted to be taken? 

 How is learning assured throughout the process? 

 To what extent are the work related to the daily operations continuously questioned? 

Structure related barriers 

 How is it assured that information is spread with clarity? 

 How is knowledge received and communicated further? 

 How is time and resources dedicated to the work related to innovation? 

 How are ideas supported as they are being implemented? 

 To what extent does a climate that facilitates innovation exist? 

Strategy related barriers 

 To what extent is innovation included in your internal strategy? 

 How is it ensured that all the involved ones are aware of the strategy and it implications? 

 How is innovation being communicated both internally and externally? 

 Is innovation worked with simultaneously/integrated in the daily work or beyond? 

 How is it ensured that innovation is not overshadowed by other sorts of operations? 
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