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Abstract
Purpose – Today’s public administration is facing a wide range of challenges. This situation requires an
ability to change and innovate. However, difficulties in the implementation of innovations have been seen as
the cause of many administrations’ inability to achieve the intended benefits of innovations. The purpose of
this study is, therefore, to empirically determine which – out of a wide range of enabling factors for innovations –
may be the most important for the specific process step of moving from ideas to implementation of innovations
in a public administration context, and, furthermore, to identify possible additional enablers for this specific
process step.
Design/methodology/approach – This study is a qualitative study based on semi-structured
interviews with city officials in four cities on four continents.
Findings – The study identifies five key enablers for transforming ideas into implemented innovations in
public administration: a committed and hands-on leadership, internal as well as external networking,
innovation processes over time alternately organized as a separate project and, as part of the standard
operating procedures, a system understanding, including an understanding of how the parts contribute to a
shared vision and communication of achieved, tangible, short-term results. Three of these enablers are
previously identified as overall enablers for innovation and two complement previously identified enablers.
Originality/value – The article identifies enabling factors for the specific step of going from idea
generation to implementation of innovations in a public sector context. The article also reviews enabling
factors from real experiences. Much of the former literature is conceptual. The article analyses an area in which
there is a general lack of empirical research.
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Introduction
The OECD (2014) argues that public administrations in many countries are approaching the
limit of what they are able to achieve using existing processes and service delivery systems.
Public administrations must, therefore, develop these processes and systems. Albury (2011),
Brorström (2015) and Wihlman (2014) argue that it is not enough to develop ongoing
processes but that public administrations also need more innovative development to meet
the challenges they face. In other words, to achieve high value for citizens both incremental
development of operating procedures and innovation are needed. The importance of
innovative development as well as incremental development of operating procedures is also
emphasized by Gilson et al. (2005) who argue that teams that are successful in combining
innovative development with incremental development of operating procedures have the
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highest levels of effectiveness. Upon reflection, this insight is much in line with the
managerial breakthrough approach proposed by Juran (1964), which argues that all
managerial activities should be directed at holding the resulting gains, i.e. control, namely,
prevention of change or breaking through into new levels of performance. However, previous
research shows that public administration seems to have difficulties in coping with more
radical development needs (Hartley, 2005; Stacey and Griffin, 2006; Aagaard, 2011). Public
administrations seem to have a culture and structure for incremental development but lack
the culture and structures for innovations (Wihlman, 2014; Palm et al., 2014). So, to balance
both incremental developments with innovations, there is a particular need for a greater
ability to manage innovations.

Some previous researchers have divided the innovation process into just two phases
(Somech and Drach-Zahavy, 2013; George, 2007; Wolfe, 1994): the idea generation phase and
the implementation phase. The first phase consists of the generation of new ideas and the
second of their successful implementation. This is a simplified description, but, in many
cases, practical and adequate. The model is also suitable for the phenomena studied in this
article. Also, Moore and Hartley (2008) stress the two phases when they argue that
innovation occurs only when new ideas and practices are brought into implementation.

Furthermore, Brorström (2015), Birken et al. (2015) and Piening (2011) argue that a
problem when trying to achieve innovative development is the tendency for innovative
initiatives taken in public administration to have difficulty in moving on from idea
generation to implementation. In other words, the innovation process often stops after idea
generation. This problem has also been identified by Klein and Sorra (1996), who identified
implementation failure as the cause of many administrations’ inability to achieve the
intended benefits of innovation development. On the whole, this is problematic as the
innovative development processes needed for public administration can only be considered
as complete when a new product, service or process has been implemented (Knight, 1967;
Damanpour et al., 2006). So, to achieve innovative development, it turns out that an important
factor is the ability to take innovations from ideas to implementation.

Previous researchers have identified enabling factors for innovations in public
administration (Albury, 2011; Piening, 2011; Bason, 2010; Cunningham and Kempling, 2009;
Greenhalgh et al., 2008; Mulgan and Albury, 2003). But, previous scholars have also noticed
that there is a general lack of empirical research on enablers for the specific step of moving
from idea generation to implementation (Brorström, 2015; Stewart, 2014; Piening, 2011). The
research purpose with this study is, therefore, to empirically determine which – out of a wide
range of enabling factors for innovations – may be the most important for the specific
process step of moving from ideas to implementation of innovations in a public
administration context and, furthermore, to identify possible additional enablers for this
specific process step.

Conceptual definitions
This study aims to contribute to the development of value for citizens. This is in line with a
basic idea that has come to characterize the quality movement and was emphasized by one of
the quality movement’s proponents, Shewhart. He notes that quality is ultimately about
satisfying the desires that people have (Shewhart, 1931). The purpose of satisfying people’s
desires has more recently been described as raising customer value, something that, in this
study, can be described as value for citizens rather than customer value. However, the
research literature offers various interpretations of what customer or citizen value is.
Woodruff (1997) argues that even customer-oriented management practice provides only a
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vague sense of what customer value means. However, Woodruff (1997, p. 142) defines
customer value as:

A customer-perceived preference for and evaluation of those products’ attributes, attribute
performances, and consequences arising from use that facilitate (or block) achieving the customer’s
goals and purposes in use situations.

Woodruff (1997) notes that this definition adopts a customer perspective on value derived
from empirical research into how customers think about value. Woodruff’s definition of
customer value is transformed into value for citizens and is used in this article.

Furthermore, the definition of the concept “innovation” can possibly only be made in each
unique organizational context. Lynn (1997 p. 154) states that:

Innovation must not simply be another name for change, or for improvement, or even for doing
something new lest almost anything qualifies as innovation. Innovation is properly defined as an
original, disruptive, and fundamental transformation of an organization’s core tasks.

In the same vein, Brown and Osborne (2013) argue that it is important to differentiate
between incremental, i.e. continuous change, and innovative change. They believe that
innovation is not simply a normative word to denote beneficial change in public policy or
services, but is rather a distinctive category of discontinuous change. From a quality
perspective, one can also argue that the customer should be at the centre in the analysis of the
concept of innovation. The definition of innovation should be determined based on achieved
customer value, i.e. whether the value for the customer is increased by the innovation. In this
article, the following definition of innovation is used:

Innovation is the process of transforming and implementing ideas into new products, service or
processes, in order to achieve increased citizen value.

Former research on factors that enable innovation in public administration
Despite an extensive academic interest in the link between idea generation and
implementation, Piening (2011) argues that existing research does not provide
convincing explanations of how this connection works. Stewart (2014) also notes that
relatively few studies have been conducted on the implementation of public sector
innovations.

However, through an analysis of previous research on enabling factors providing a
broader perspective on innovations in public administration, it is possible to identify a
number of different descriptions of enablers. Few of these enabling factors are described in
relation to the different phases of the innovation process, but are described in relation to the
overall phenomenon of innovation.

Furthermore, the different perspectives and descriptions of these enablers follow no
common structure. They are described from different angles and do partly overlap each
other. It is, therefore, difficult to make a coherent and distinct compilation of perspectives
identified by different researchers. However, one possible compilation and description of
previous research on enablers for innovation in public administration is the following 15
enabling factors. It can, to a larger extent than the other 13, be questioned whether the last
two are enabling factors or not:

(1) A committed and hands-on leadership;
(2) a permissive organizational culture with leaders who tolerate failure;
(3) a shared vision among those involved in the innovation process;
(4) paying attention to the needs and expectations of users and frontline staff;
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(5) promote formal creativity techniques;
(6) structure to support further development of innovations, e.g. incubators, labs and

innovation intermediaries;
(7) internal as well as external networking;
(8) overcome short-term delivery pressure;
(9) time to try out the innovation;
(10) leeway for experimentation with the innovation;
(11) a design-led innovation processes;
(12) knowledge support to those who will use the innovation;
(13) financial and human resources;
(14) innovation processes alternately organized as a separate project and as part of the

standard, operating procedures; and
(15) diversity of staff.

Several scholars agree that a committed management which encourages staff to experiment
and innovate and supports their attempts is very important for the innovation process. This
goes for both top and middle managers’ ability to demonstrate support for innovation and
develop incentives for individuals and organizations to be innovative (Birken et al., 2015;
Denti, 2013; Albury, 2011; Choi and Chang, 2009; Damanpour, 2006; Mulgan and Albury,
2003; Chatterjee et al., 2002; Borins, 2001; Klein et al., 1990).

Another enabler, related to the leadership, is the permissive organizational culture. There
is a need for leaders who tolerate failure and who can create an organization that learns from
failure and from mistakes. This reasoning is consistent with the development of risk
management, including a positive engagement with risk. This enabler is also about
developing a more positive view on deviation (Steiber and Alänge, 2013; Denti, 2013; Brown
and Osborne, 2013; Borins, 2001; Albury, 2011; Williams et al., 2006; Georgsdottir and Getz,
2004).

Further, we can see that scholars have identified that innovation effectiveness seems to be
positively related to a shared vision among those involved in innovation processes (Pearce
and Ensley, 2004).

Paying attention to the needs and expectations of users and frontline staff is described by
scholars as another enabler for innovation in public administration (Mulgan and Albury,
2003; Høyrup, 2010). This perspective is aligned with Greenhalgh et al. (2008) and argues that
the innovation will be more easily adopted and implemented when the users perceive the
benefits of the innovation. It is also important that the public organization promotes formal
creativity techniques to generate innovative ideas (Mulgan and Albury, 2003). One example
could be to institute innovation competitions (Bason, 2010).

Another enabler is to develop structure to support further development of innovations.
These can be incubators, labs, innovation intermediaries, etc. (Frenkel et al., 2008; Albury,
2011). Leminen et al. (2012) have expressed similar opinions and argue that an effective
approach to support further development of innovations would be to set up organizational
structures, such as living labs as open innovation networks.

Also, internal and external networking processes are key factors for innovation. This
includes the need to form guiding coalitions to assist a change process in concerned
organizations (Cunningham and Kempling, 2009). It is also important to create structures to
overcome the often-existing short-term delivery pressure (Mulgan and Albury, 2003).
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Innovation can be facilitated if the organization has the time to try out the innovation. The
more opportunities that those who will use the innovation can have to try it out, the more
efficient the implementation will be (Piening, 2011; Zuboff, 1988; Choi and Chang, 2009). It
seems also to be important that there is organizational flexibility and leeway for
experimentation with the innovation. If a potential adopter can adapt or modify the
innovation to suit his or her own needs, it will be more easily adopted (Brorström, 2015; Denti,
2013; Greenhalgh et al., 2008).

Design-led processes are identified as enablers for innovation in public administration.
Scholars argue that a valuable toolkit can be found in the field of design methods (Bason,
2010; Bessant and Maher, 2009). Furthermore, knowledge support to those who will use the
innovation is important. If, for example, new technology is supplied with a support system,
i.e. training and a helpdesk, it will be more easily assimilated. The other side of the same coin
is that lack of capacity development in relation to the innovation can be an obstacle for
moving the innovation forward (Choi and Chang, 2009; Greenhalgh et al., 2008; Wolfe, 1994).

Scholars also argue that resources are critical for a successful innovation process.
Innovation requires both financial and human resources (Damanpour et al., 2006; Klein et al.,
2001; Kumar et al., 2002). Another aspect that relates to enabling innovation processes is if
and when innovation should be handled in a separate organizational unit or be integrated in
the operation organizational unit (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2013; Raisch et al., 2009; Gupta
et al., 2006; Adler et al., 1999). Damanpour et al. (2006) argue that it is important to separate
innovation processes from those for operations. On the other hand, other researchers have
seen that it is the integration of innovation within the operational organizational unit that is
important for achieving good results (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2013; Smith and Tushman,
2005). Aagaard (2011) argues that mixing the different approaches is the key. However, in
summary, there does not seem to be any conclusive research showing that one approach
would be better than the other (Raisch et al., 2009).

Maintaining a diversity of staff is also described as a key enabler for innovation (Mulgan
and Albury, 2003). However, this is a factor that is questioned. Østergaard et al. (2011) and
Bassett-Jones (2005) argue that it is doubtful whether this is really an enabler or not.

Methodology
To fulfill the aim of this study, data have been collected through interviews with 21 officials
and managers involved in urban planning and responsible for different initiatives aimed at
driving innovative development processes. The interviewees were working in their
municipalities with urban planning, infrastructure, housing and environmental issues. The
selection of respondents is based on the idea that learning should be based on knowledge
among those who work daily with these issues. This is in line with the quality management
principle of “go to gemba”. This is derived from a Japanese expression which means visiting
“the real place”, the crime scene (Dombrowski and Mielke, 2013). It refers to the actual service
operations, service delivery or rather the place of value-adding. This means that the
empirical data, in this article, are based on what those working in public administration, who
are involved in innovation processes, describe as enabling factors for transforming ideas into
implemented innovations.

Data collection have been done via semi-structured interviews. The main question
relevant for this article has been: what are the enabling factors for moving from idea
generation to implementation of innovative components in public administration? Follow-up
questions were then raised about the enabling factors for driving change in public
administration. The questions and interview process used during the interviews were
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inspired by the concept and methodology of appreciative inquiry, using a narrative analysis
of success stories (Cooperrider et al., 2008).

The interviews were conducted face-to-face between the authors of this article and the
respondents. The questions relevant for this article were part of a broader conversation
about innovation in urban development and how cities work and cooperate to achieve an
innovative development towards economically, social and environmentally sustainable
urban development. Each interview took between 45 minutes and 2 hours.

The 21 interviewees work in five municipal administrations in four different cities:
Kisumu in Kenya, Manchester in the UK, Los Angeles and Santa Monica in the USA and
Auckland in New Zealand. The interviews were distributed according to Table I.

The selected cities are all facing major urban challenges regarding, for example, out-dated
infrastructure, job development and environmental sustainability. They are also engaged in
various forms of innovative initiatives aimed at finding creative solutions to their urban
challenges. Initially, an analysis was carried out to identify the leading cities in the field of
innovation processes. However, it proved to be difficult to make that kind of assessment. It
turned out that a very large number of cities are well-developed in their innovation processes
in one way or another and that it was very difficult to rank them. Therefore, the selected cities
are just a few examples from a vast array of places that are driving innovation processes to
find solutions to current and future challenges.

Analysis
The analysis of the information revealed in the interviews has been carried out through a
thematic analysis inspired by Braun and Clarke (2006), Silverman (2010) and Ritchie et al.
(2013). It was done in three steps. In the first step, the information from the respondents was
categorized and sorted out in relation to the research questions. This was because the
research question had been part of a larger study and respondents’ answers relevant to this
study had been sorted out from the broader empirical material. In the second step, the
relevant interview material was analyzed to see which perspectives emerged in relation to
the research question. Each interview was analyzed separately and respondents’ statements
about enablers for implementing innovations were sorted and written down in a matrix. The
statements from the various respondents were compared and in accordance with Hartman’s
(1998) description of qualitative method analysis, statements with similar meaning received
a joint code and were placed in a common category. When new types of statements occurred
during the process, they formed new categories and, thereby, the number of categories
expanded. In the third step, the categories were compared to identify common ground and to
merge similar categories. Thus, finally five enabling factors were identified as expressions of
the respondents’ view of the most important factors for the specific process step of moving
from ideas to implementation of innovations in a public administration context.

From a constructivist perspective, that is to say that knowledge is generated from
interaction between experiences and ideas (Piaget, 1995), one can, furthermore, see that
respondents in the empirical material are individuals acting in a structure, and this structure
shapes the individuals (Gadamer, 2008; Heidegger, 1996). To understand the researched

Table I.
Interviews

Places where interviewees are based No. of interviewees

Greater Manchester 5
Auckland 3
Kisumu 5
Los Angeles 8
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perspectives in-depth requires an understanding of both the individuals and the structure
and capacity to simultaneously relate individuals’ stories to the context and to existing
theory. To achieve this, the analysis was, partly, processed during the interview process,
rather than waiting until after they had all been conducted. The research process followed a
hermeneutic circle in the sense that gained knowledge opened up opportunities for further
deepening the research perspectives and, thereby, developed the understanding of the
researched phenomena, leading to better follow-up questions in later interviews, which
further deepened the research perspective.

Findings
Several enabling factors for transforming ideas into implemented innovations in public
administration were identified via the interviews with the 21 respondents. Many of these
factors were specifically related to the local context. It has, however, been possible through
the analysis to identify some consistent factors that on a higher level are very similar among
the different answers. Thus, the analysis of the 21 interviews resulted in a picture of five
essential factors, which according to the respondents are important to move forward from
ideas to implemented innovations. These five essential factors are listed below,
complemented by a number of illustrative quotes from the interviewees. Quotes that
exemplify the statements form the basis for the identified factors. The quotes are shown with
bullet points.

Committed and hands-on leadership
The analysis of the respondents’ answers show that an enabler for transforming ideas into
implemented innovations is that both political and civil servant management can energize,
inspire and lead the process of change that is often associated with implementation of
innovations in public administration. The management must demonstrate commitment and
truly believe that the implementation process is important for the creation of higher value for
citizens. Management needs to be present and encourage the innovation process all the way
through to implementation. It also needs to be prepared for fast responses and have the
capacity to manage conflicts arising when integrating innovative development with
standard operating procedures. The management’s role was also described as a key enabler
affecting the other enablers in the process of moving from idea generation to implementing
innovation.

The importance of leadership was evident, for example, in Auckland, which had a mayor
who clearly stressed the importance of a radically different approach to how urban
development should be managed. At the same time, it was obvious in Kisumu how unclear
leadership creates anxiety and impedes the ability to go from idea to implementation. This
was because Kenya is undergoing a reform regarding the distribution of responsibility
between local, regional and national government:

• The mayor drove it and the other politicians backed it up. And he was politically
strong and he owned the design development concept.

• We need leadership that encourages the organization to pursue exploratory processes,
getting people to do things in a different way. It is important that the leaders
themselves believe in the process. The former mayor really empowered employees to
work with new ideas.

• New work processes tend to create conflicts; conflicts that must be addressed
immediately. The conflicts grow if you don’t deal with them.
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Internal as well as external networking
Another enabling factor described by the interviewees is the importance of carrying out the
implementation of innovations in collaboration with both internal and external networks. A
broader understanding of innovative working methods, products and processes is created
when the innovation task force works across organizational boundaries. Internal networks
create personal relationships, which facilitate implementation in the organization. Through
internal networks, relationships can be established and developed so some colleagues can act
as ambassadors for the innovative processes, products or services to be implemented.
External networks also seem to have a significant impact on the internal processes. By
developing the innovation in external network environments, the internal acceptance and
understanding of how value for citizens can be generated by innovation implementation is
increased. Thanks to these external networks, it, thereby, becomes easier to integrate
innovations in standard operating procedures.

It seems as if the staff in the municipalities in Los Angeles have developed enabling
networks to a larger extent than in the other cities. The interviews indicate that Los Angeles,
to a greater extent than other cities, is characterized by a non-hierarchical culture, which
seems to be positive for internal as well as external networking. Even in Kisumu,
respondents testified about how the city’s relatively small size creates opportunities for
networking at an individual level which plays an important role for the possibilities to
implement innovations:

• We have rigged the process in a new way with wide dialogue meetings. We have
worked with organizations pushing the issue, both private sector and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). It gives great confidence, even internally, in our
organization.

• By creating a common platform for all 17 departments in the municipal organization,
all groups were included. We have achieved great influence by creating an internal
network.

• Our way of working makes people feel involved. All should feel that they are able to
say: I am a part of the improvement.

Innovation processes alternately organized as a separate project, and as part of the
standard operating procedures
Separating radical innovation processes from standard operating procedures organizationally
creates a protective barrier for innovative ideas so that inertial forces in standard operating
procedures do not affect them. In the separate organization, innovative ideas may be
born and developed. But, the analysis of the interviewees’ answers shows that there is a
risk that the more innovative an idea is, the more difficult it will be to integrate it with the
organization’s standard operating procedures. To successfully take ideas further from
the separate organization and get them rooted in the standard operating procedures, it
seems to be important to develop systems that frequently, during the innovation process,
integrate the radical innovation results with the standard operating procedures. One
possible way of doing this is to alternate, in recurrent periods, between organizing
innovation periodically separated and periodically integrated in relation to standard
operating procedures.

One example of this technique was in Manchester where several innovation processes are
run as separate projects. However, these are run near the standard operating organizations in
the municipal administration. The frequent exchange of knowledge between innovation
processes and standard operating procedures ensures an enabling environment for moving
on and implementing innovations. Similarly, in Kisumu, they worked out innovative projects
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in separate organizational environments and, thereafter, tried to implement these in ongoing
operation procedures. The interviewees described how they alter innovations as separate
projects and as part of the standard operations and, thereby, developed both the
innovativeness and adaptability to standard operating procedures:

• What you have got to do is to be pragmatic and construct strategies that accept
different standards to create space for innovations. You need to drive separate
standards and also integrate the standards in a system that is pulsating back and
forth.

• It is very difficult to get it back into the regular plan that works at a different speed and
has other approaches. The positive side is that the separate project can come along and
add energy to the regular processes. There is still a need for an innovation team, but
when we came into the city (organization), our innovation capacity was reduced. So, we
had to leave the city and develop our explorative ideas separately again.

A system understanding including understanding of how the parts contribute to a
shared vision
Through an analysis of respondents’ answers, we came to the opinion that the implementation of
innovations can be better carried out when the concerned stake holders have a systemic view and
see how different parts of the organization contribute to the common overarching vision. Thus,
the understanding of needs for, and acceptance of implementation of innovation may increase
even if it is seen as negative for their own position in the system. All staff in the concerned
organizations need to understand how the different parts are important and contribute to the
vision of how the organization can not only deliver high value for citizens today but also be
further developed to deliver high value tomorrow.

In Auckland, where the municipality is working with a design process for urban
development, the system perspective is described as very important. A process without
formal power, that only by offering a holistic experience and by showing the benefits of
having a system perspective can create value and contribute to the implementation of
innovations. In Los Angeles and Santa Monica, the lack of a systems approach to urban
development also emerges as a problem in the implementation process for innovation. The
interviewees explain that in cases where the involved stakeholders had a common system
approach, it has been easier to implement innovations:

• The aim was to create a new design system for the city with the same weight,
consideration and respect as the formal planning systems. We have been very careful
to explain that the statutory and the non-statutory components work together as parts
of a common system with the same goal.

• We do not have a lot of power or formal influence, we are working through the belief
that people think that what we do is good and want to listen to us. We manage with
dreams and good examples.

• Important to communicate dreams and visions to help people understand why we have
to develop new systems of work.

Communication of achieved tangible (not necessary substantial), short-term results
The analysis of respondents’ answers also shows that it seems to be important that the
innovative processes generate tangible results at an early stage. Respondents disclose that
these results need not be substantial, but it must be possible to clearly see that the innovation
process, which often is perceived as time-consuming and entails sacrifices, actually leads
forward. These tangible results achieved by innovations can serve as proof of the value of
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innovation and create curiosity for further development. The skepticism toward “the new”
can be attenuated by showing that “the new” does not necessarily need to be mysterious or
scary. “The new” can be simple, understandable and make life easier.

For example, in Kisumu, it became clear how important it is to demonstrate concrete
results achieved by the innovation process. Enthusiasm and understanding of the potential
for increased value for citizens was created by showing tangible progress early in the
implementation process. Likewise, the interviewees in Santa Monica described that it was
important to show local residents that discussions and processes related to implementation
of local innovations were manifested in concrete tangible results:

• You have to achieve early wins so people see that one can achieve good results through
the innovation process.

• We started small. We were able to quite rapidly show successful results. We could
show that it was not threatening.

• We built a green park. Not because it was so innovative, but it was a proof that all the
discussions resulted in a tangible outcome.

Conclusion
The research purpose of this study was to empirically determine which – out of a wide range
of enabling factors for innovations – may be the most important for the specific process step
of moving from ideas to implementation of innovations in a public administration context
and, furthermore, to identify possible additional enablers for this specific process step. Through
the literature study, 15 factors identified by other scholars have been identified as potential
enablers for innovation in public administration. Through the empirical study presented in this
article, five factors are highlighted as important for the specific innovation process stage of
going from idea generation to implemented innovation. These factors are presented as
empirically identified enablers for innovation in public administration:

(1) A committed and hands-on leadership;
(2) internal as well as external networking;
(3) innovation processes alternately organized as a separate project and as part of the

standard operating procedures;
(4) a system understanding, including understanding of how the parts contribute to a

shared vision; and
(5) communication of achieved tangible (not necessary substantial) short-term results.

The first three of the five identified enablers coincide with those identified in the research
literature as important factors for innovation. The latest two enablers have not, to our knowledge,
been explicitly described as enabling factors for innovation in previous literature:

(1) Regarding Factor 1, a committed and hands-on leadership: This is a factor that
Birken et al. (2015), Denti (2013), Albury (2011), Choi and Chang (2009), Damanpour
(2006), Mulgan and Albury (2003), Chatterjee et al. (2002), Borins (2001) and Klein
et al. (1990) have identified as an important factor for innovation. However, in the
implementation context, it seems like there may be more need of change management
than previous researchers have pointed out.

(2) Regarding Factor 2, internal as well as external networking: The results of this
study confirm the findings of Cunningham and Kempling (2009) who identified
that a guiding coalition to assist a change process seems to be in line with what
the respondents consider to be important for the implementation of innovations.
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The empirical material, in this study, shows that by developing the innovation in
external network environments, internal acceptance and understanding of how
value for citizens can be generated by innovation implementation are increased.

(3) Regarding Factor 3, innovation processes alternately organized as a separate
project, and as part of the standard operating procedures, there is an ongoing
discussion about whether and when radical and incremental innovation should
be handled in separate organizational units or integrated into the same
organizational unit (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2013; Raisch et al. 2009; Bryson et al.,
2008; Gupta et al., 2006; Adler et al., 1999). However, the results in the study
which underpin this article are in line with what Aagaard (2011) argues, namely,
that mixing the different approaches seems to be an enabling factor for
innovation.

(4) Regarding Factor 4, a system understanding, including an understanding of how
the parts contribute to a shared vision: Pearce and Ensley (2004) describe that the
innovation process will be more efficient with a shared vision. The empirical data
underpinning this article shows, furthermore, that implementation of
innovations seems to be easier if all those involved in the implementation of
innovations grasped how the various organizational systems are connected and
how the different parts in the system relate and contribute to the overall vision.
Then, it becomes easier to understand why innovations need to be implemented,
even if it is felt that the implementation of innovations will be burdensome for the
individual’s own part in the system.

(5) Regarding Factor 5, communication of achieved tangible (not necessary
substantial), short-term results: This is important because many innovation
processes go on for a long time and stakeholders feel there is a lot of talk but little
concrete outcome. Tangible practical results achieved by innovations can serve
as proof of the value of innovation and create curiosity for further innovations.
This is, in a sense, a contradiction because major change normally takes place
over a long period and because of this, it is difficult to see any results in the short
term, which have been generated by innovation improvement. The need for fast
results thus shows the importance of having a strategic approach to the change
process related to the implementation of innovations – a strategic approach
planning for long-term development that simultaneously creates conditions for
short-term successes, i.e. picking low-hanging fruit on the way.

In the interaction of these five factors, driven by a committed leadership, an enabling
environment for moving from idea to implemented innovation is created. Thereby, it is
possible to develop a conceptual model of enabling factors for moving from ideas to
implementation of innovations in a public administration context (Figure 1).

The results of the empirical study presented, in this article, do not mean that the other
previously identified success factors identified for the general innovation process are not
important for moving from idea to implemented innovation. However, the study underpinning
this article indicates that these five identified factors – in the respondent’s context – are seen as the
most significant factors for moving from idea to implemented innovation.

Implication for practice and society
This article can contribute in overcoming what Brorström (2015), Birken et al. (2015) and
Piening (2011) have identified as an obstacle for innovation: namely, to move on from
idea-generation till implemented innovation.
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Public organizations can, by using this article, analyze how they act and behave according to
these five factors. The organization’s existing support for the specific process step to move
from ideas to implemented innovations can be analyzed based on the five factors identified in
this article. This gives the organization a picture of how the organization really supports the
process of going from idea generation to implementation of innovations. The organization’s
strengths, respectively, the weaknesses in this specific process steps can be identified. Thus,
weaknesses can be identified and remedied. The support for moving on to implementation of
innovations can, thus, become stronger. Thereby, the organization’s capacity to deliver
enhanced value for the citizens is increased.

Limitations and future research
Although this study contributes with clarifying information, the study has its limitations.
For example, the empirical material behind the study presented, in this article, is based on a
relatively limited number of respondents. Also, the sample was drawn from one type of
organization and, therefore, the results may not be generalizable to other types of
organizations. Moreover, the data were collected through a relatively wide question and the
results of the study show five enablers at a relatively high level of abstraction. Each of these
may need to be concretized and specified to increase the understanding of the mechanisms
that underpin the ability to move from idea generation to implementation. Therefore, it may
be of interest to – in different contexts – discover how the enablers, described in this article,
can be further specified and contribute new knowledge to how public administrations can
develop their service delivery systems.
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