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Preface

The current debate on citizen participation in public domain shows that European
citizens are no longer just considered as passwdce users. Indeed, increasingly we
are seeing greater involvement of citizens in serdelivery. Therefore, it is timely to
ask citizens a new question. What role do they play are they prepared to play in the
delivery of those public services which matter ntoshem?

In order to get some quantitativ

information on the role of citizens ir remarked: We have no data and

de_li\_/ering public servicgs, _the Freng information on whether we now eat and
Ministry of Budget, Public Finance an drink better than before

Public Services commissioned th
scientific report, based on a survey of Europedizetis undertaken by Governance
International and Tns-Sofres in 2008. The surveg wamplemented by focus groups
with professionals and representatives of NGOs luee in public service delivery,
which allowed us to capture the views of serviaavyaters on this issue as well.

As one participant of a focus group

You have several choices on how to read this repegiending on how much time you
have available:

* If you only have 5 minutes you should read the EXge Summary which gives
you an overview of the main results of the citizarnvey.

* If you have about 30 minutes you can read therébrt which provides you with
more details on how and why citizens take an aqga in providing solutions
through ‘co-production” and what public agenciesy @o to co-operate with
citizens and service users more effectively.

» If you are interested in the questionnaire, thaltedo specific questions and the
findings of the focus group sessions focusing om \trews of public service
professionals and representatives of NGOs on tleafocitizens in improving
community safety, the local environment and hewtih should read the annex to
the report which can be downloaded in pdf formathatv.5qualiconference.eu.

We welcome your views and suggestions on the issaesred in this report and look
forward to hearing from you. You can contact thesesgch team by email at
info@govint.org




Executive Summary

1.

3

This report sets out the findings of a major redeastudy into the role of co-
production between citizens and professionals endilivery of public services in
five EU states. It draws on data from a represpmtatitizen survey in five
European countries, including Czech Republic, Dekmierance, Germany and
the United Kingdom in May 2008 and from expert foaroups undertaken in
those countries in early 2008. It is intended databute to the debate on how
public agencies can deliver public services whiektbmeet the needs of service
users, citizens and taxpayers and the challengasfivoving the future quality
of public services.

Increasingly, we are seeing greater involvementitifens in service delivery.
Some of these developments have been driven bynaedsan ICT, particularly
the internet, but there are also instances whéimers have begun to share with
professionals some of the key service deliverygakkas also become clearer to
service professionals over recent years that efeeqtublic services require the
active contributions of both parties. Consequentlypre and more service
providers in the private and public sectors aréisgeto co-operate with service
users in order to tailor services better to thegds and to cut costs.

As a result, the relationship between service uaatsservice professionals has
changed profoundly, making service users less dkgregn while, at the same
time, giving them more responsibility. This haseal new interest in issues of co-
production, a concept that is closely related ®ittherent character of services.
In particular, the literature on co-production Hights that production and
consumption of many services areseparable,which implies that quality in
services often occurs during service delivery, ligua the interaction between
the customer and provider, rather than just atetie of the process. Therefore,
the concept of co-production is a useful way ofwiey the new role of citizens as
active participants in service delivery. Variougeatives are being pursued by
means of co-production, including

0 improving public service quality by bringing in tke&pertise of the service
user, and often that of their families and commaesias well,

o providing more differentiated services and increasw®ice,



0 making public services more responsive to users.

The definition of co-production used in this studythe ‘involvement of citizens
in the delivery of public services to achieve ootes, which depend at least
partly on their own behaviour”.

Clearly, there is a wide range of citizen co-prdducroles in service delivery —
from ‘hero’ to ‘zero’. Therefore, a citizen survey was undertaken to egptloe
level of this co-production between citizens anel plablic sector. However, to set
this in context, the survey also explored the axtenwhich citizens sometimes
become engaged in improving outcomes without anpluement with public
sector agencies. In particular, the survey focussetthe following issues:

o0 How big is the role which citizens play in delivagipublic services?

o0 How does the involvement of citizens change thetituales and expectations
towards public services?

0 Is the role of citizens in public service delivédikely to be more important in
the future than at present? What are the obstaol@slrivers of co-production
in the public domain?

. The survey was conducted by telephone from Apritdl&ay 5, 2008, among a

representative random sample of 4,951 adults (E8syef age or older), with

about 1,000 interviews in including Czech Repuldienmark, France, Germany
and the United Kingdom. The countries were choseorder to get a wide range
of different administrative cultures. The resutisesented in this report are
weighted according to each country’s representatidghe European Union. In all

the cases where we compare results across sectemuotries, the differences
highlighted are statistically significant. Furthesra, the study focused on three
different sectors which reflect distinctly diffetegpes of government functions:

o Community safefyas an example of coercive action on the pat®ttate
0 Local environmentas an example of the regulatory function of tiages
o0 Public health as an example of the welfare improvement funatibthe state.

. One key result of the survey is that, contraryhe assumptions made by focus
group participants, there are significant levels@fproduction by citizens in the
five countries studied in all three sectors. Ciizare particularly active in taking
steps to look after the local environment (inde@rsd1), to a somewhat lesser
degree in health improvement initiatives (indexrecb2) and considerably less
active in prevention of crime (index score 45).

If we look at what kind of contributions citizensake on a regular basis, we see
that citizens in these five countries show partdyl high levels of engagement
when they can undertake activities which do nodnmaech effort by themselves
and do not require getting in touch with third psst When it comes to making
changes to personal lifestyle, there is a sharp drahe number of citizens who
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walk, cycle or use public transport, change to aemiealthy diet or try to
exercise. Clearly, there are also activities thatens are even less inclined to
undertake, at least on a regular basis. Interdgtiagi the activities at the bottom
of the ranking list imply getting involved with adls — be it a neighbour, a doctor,
the police or strangers.

Although co-production in general is quite high)yoa few citizens wish to get
engaged in some form of organised activity on alleggbasis. As the survey
results show, the level of regular participation dfizens in groups and
organisations is highest in health (9.7%), followsd environment (7.9%) and
then safety (5.9%). This is an interesting findsigce the index of overall co-
production activities of citizens is highest indbenvironment, not in health. The
fact that more citizens ‘co-produce’ in health ksttong organised may indicate a
lack of availability of individual forms of co-prodtion.

We can see that citizens who are elderly, femabk reot active in the labour
market are more likely to be active co-produceentbther groups of citizens.
This means that the ‘ageing society’ will not omjgnerate higher demand for
health and social care — it also increases thenpateontributions which citizens
can make in improving community safety, the localimnment and their health.

10.When it comes to attitudes of citizens towards kmdpction the survey shows

that citizens who are already strong ‘co-productesd to bewilling to do even
more, in terms of spending more time each weelitagkhe issue themselves or
helping others to do so. This means that, depgnalinthe issue, concerned about
70%-80% of European citizens would be willing to more to improve public
services, in particular in health issues. The mgiiess to do more is most
pronounced in Denmark and weakest in the Unitedy@am and France.

11.Those who score higher on the co-production indep #¢end to believe that

citizens can make a difference, although this isquite as strong an association
as in the case of willingness to do more. This saggthat some people who are
active in co-production may not be sure that theferventions will make a
difference but express, nevertheless, a willingtesk more.

12.Finally, active co-producers show only a weak tewgdo be more satisfied with

the performance of public agencies in the fieldscommunity safety, local
environment and health. Therefore, we cannot satyp&ople who are involved in
the delivery of services tend to be more or ledssfead with government
performance.

13.When it comes to the scope for government actitatistical analysis shows that

better government information and consultation carbbe considered as strong
drivers towards more citizen co-production, evesutih clearly these factors can
play a role. The survey shows that it is most psamg for government to target
young people in order to increase user-involvemg&nte the survey shows that



the younger people are, the more willing they areld more. It is also critically

important to ensure that initiatives are targetedhase who are likely to be

interested in them. The results demonstrate thatynpeople who actively co-

produce in health or in community safety or in logavironmental improvement

have little interest in the other fields. It is té®re essential that citizen
participation units in government do not try tdttad all citizens at the same time
but rather capture the interest of citizens throadtiressing them on the specific
services and issues in which they are personaligrested — a much more
sophisticated(andchallenging)task.

14. A counter-intuitive insight of the survey is thaban-rural location and levels of
education, as well as the level of ‘self-servicegh@viour in private sector
services, are not much linked to co-production biEhat in public services.

15.More generally, the survey suggests that therebleas too much attention on
how to motivate citizens in general and servicersige particular to get more
involved in public service delivery. Our findingemonstrate that actually the
underlying problem is more likely to be the way ythare approached. This
suggests that increased levels of co-productionthi@ future will require
appropriate  mechanisms and initiatives, which artdficgently easy and
straightforward to encourage individuals and thi@milies to get involved.
Ideally, these should be initiatives that indivibuaan pursue on their own, if
they want to do so — many individuals are reluctaimers’.

16. Many of these conclusions apply across all threeiceareas which we studied,
albeit to rather different degrees. Furthermore,nynaf them are quite
independent of any particular service — e.g. thelrte target individuals who are
interested in a single issue and to attract theerest by finding ways in which
they can co-produce without joining a local assimm Therefore, there are good
grounds for believing that many of these conclusiasll apply to a significant
extent to many other public services as well.



Part 1: The increasing role of citizens in servicdelivery

Many of us can remember the days when flight bagkimad to be done through a travel
agency and all banking business had to be donersop over the counter at the bank.

According to the survey, 42 percent| Today these transactions can be done
of citizens in five European countries comfortably at home on the internet. This also

use the internet for bookings or allows us to browse and consider the options.
purchase. In most gas stations car drivers now have to
Source: Tns-Sofres, 2008. fill the tank themselves and no longer get their

windscreen wiped and other courtesy services.
As these examples show, this can have both aneaipsidster, more comfortable access
to services — but also a downside — dirtier handbeagas station. Clearly, the ways in

which many services are provided in the privatdmsdtave changed. In the age of self-

service, what used to be done by professionatscreasingly being transferred to service

users.

Similar developments can be observed in the pdgator. At one time, public services
were simply delivered by professionals with litilevolvement of users and often little
choice. Increasingly, we are seeing greater invoksm of users in service delivery. For
example, e- government enables and encourages epgopdownload and submit
documents electronically, e.g. applications fornuies or licenses, which gives citizens
an element of self-service in their relations wahblic sector organisations. Even in
social services such as health, new technologlew gatients to take responsibility for
their own treatment, for example patients with legmproblems running their dialysis at
home, so that they no longer need to go to theitadsgeveral times a week. And of
course, the world of education has changed as weih schools and universities
investing in e-learning, which gives students nfteeibility.

Clearly, advances in ICT, particularly th
internet, have profoundly changed tf
relationship between service users a
service professionals making service usq
less dependent, while, at the same tin
giving them more responsibility. Howeve
ICT-led approaches are not the whole st
in enabling citizens to play a more |mportant roledelivering services and outcomes.
There are also instances where citizens have begshare with professionals some of
the key service delivery tasks. For example, inark parents (mainly of teenagers) in
some neighbourhoods now patrol the streets at rsghhat they are visible in all the
places where young people go. By doing so, thep@upghe police and school/social
workers to prevent riots in ‘hot spots’.

“Professionals across all sectors have
woken up to the fact that they need to
do things with people rather than for
peoplé.

A participant at a UK focus group on
community safety

However, it has also become clearer to serviceepsibnals over recent years that
effective public services require the active cdnttions of both parties. Consequently,
more and more service providers in the private pnblic sectors are seeking to co-



operate with service users in order to tailor sswibetter to their needs and to cut costs.
This applies across a wide spectrum of the expesrnhat shape our daily lives. In
manufacturing industry, for example, most car conggnow plan and develop new cars
with user groups, who are far clearer about whamsortant to them in a car’'s design
than the engineers could be. Many governments akseeargued thatirivolving people

in the design and delivery of services can offdramdy greater levels of satisfaction but
improved value for money and greater progress tolwanevitably elusive objectives,
including improved health and community safety, cwhoften depend on our own
behaviout (Sir Michael Lyons, 2006, p.3). Therefore, gowaents have set up new
schemes such as the Expert Patients Programme ia WK (see
http://www.expertpatients.co.ulaccess 2 July 2008), local safety pacts (‘comti@aaux
de sécurité’) in Francehttp://www.cls.interieur.gouv.ff/access 2 July 2008), the safe
localityprojectinCzechRepublik{tp://aplikace.mvcr.cz/archiv2008/bezpecnost/lb&dit
ml, access 2 July 200@nd recycling schemes which give citizens a greaikr in
health, community safety and the local environment.

Indeed, as many Best Practice Cases presenteé &t tQuality Conference for Public
Administration in the EU show, professionals wotkin many parts of the public sector
are now attempting to place theitizen at the heart of public qualitas the overall
theme of the conference suggests.

This trend has major implications for how we camiave the quality of public services
and raises key questions for the public sector:

o How big is the role which citizens play in delivagipublic services?

o0 How does the involvement of citizens change théituaes and expectations
towards public services?

0 Is the role of citizens in public service delivédikely to be more important in the
future than at present? What are the obstacleslawers of co-production in the
public domain?

This report will shed light on these issues, draifilom the results of a survey of citizens
in five European countries (Czech Republic, Denm&rlance, Germany and the United
Kingdom) and discussions with public officials amgbresentatives of organised citizens
in focus group sessions in the same five countries.



Part 2: What is new about co-production

The idea of co-production is closely related to ey lcharacteristic of services. As
Zeithaml, Parasuraman and Berry (1990) point awtlyction and consumption of many
services ar@nseparable Quality in services often occurs during servieiveery, usually

in the interaction between the customer and proyidegher than just at the end of the
process. This means that customers do not evadeatce quality based solely on the
outcomes (e.g. the success of a medical treatmemthiospital) - they also consider the
process of service delivery (e.g. how friendly aadponsive were the hospital medical
staff and how comfortable was the ward).

Co-production puts the emphasis on the contributi@aale by the service beneficiary in
the service delivery process. For example, in dilutaoutcomes not only depend on the
quality of teaching delivered by school teachersuniversity staff but also on the

attitudes and behaviour of students. If studerdgsat willing even to listen or not able to
undertake follow-up exercises at home, the amdattthey learn will be very limited.

In a public sector context, the ‘co-operative bebaw of service recipients may even
extend to their acceptance of constraints or pumstis — for example, improving
community safety involves citizens accepting spegdir parking restrictions and being
willing to pay a fine when they have ignored thesstraints. Fines would be
unenforceable, if no-one paid them and the speedingarking restrictions would no
longer have any effect.

At the same time, citizens may engage in co-praduain behalf of other people, which
we typically refer to as ‘volunteering’. For exarappeople may be active as a trainer of
young people in a soccer club or may look afterick $amily member or friend.
However, this can only be considered as co-produatiith the public sector if it is done
in collaboration with service professionals, efghe care of the sick person is done in
conjunction with a doctor’s diagnosis and advice.

Clearly, the essential idea of co-production is neww and there are many different
definitions in social science literature which ficiscovered co-production in the 1970s
(see Box 1).

Box 1: Definitions of co-production in social scieces

“In pure coproduction ... the client does some of(thg work which could conceivably
have done by the service company’.

Source: Richard Normann (19843ervice management. Strategy and leadership inicgevusiness
Chichester et al.: John Wiley and Sons, p. 81.
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“ ... the missing factor — labour from the consumehat is needed in every sphere|of
social endeavour”.

Source: David Boyle, Sherry Clark and Sarah Bug@96),Hidden work: co-production by people outside
paid employmentyork: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

“ ... the provision of services through regular, ldegn relationships between
professionalized service providers (in any sechoiJ service users or other members of
the community, where all parties make substangisburce contributions”.

Source Tony Bovaird (2007), “Beyond engagement and pguditton — user and community co-production
of public services”Public Administration Reviev67 (5): 847.

What is new, however, is that in recent years a#froEurope we are seeing greater
involvement of citizens in service delivery. As Bpshows this has often been for mixed
motives — not simply in order to improve servicalify by ‘bringing the user in’ but also
in order to cut costs, by making the user do maretfiemselves inside the service
delivery process. At the same time, this has altbwablic agencies to develop more
differentiated services. By offering good web arfibme access for customers with
routine requests they are able to provide betteg-fa-face service for those who need
them — elderly, ethnic minorities and disadvantageable.

Box 2: Motives for increased citizen involvement inpublic service delivery

o Improving public service quality by bringing in tlexpertise of the service user,
and often of their families and communities as well

o Providing more differentiated services and morda#o

0 Making public services more responsive to users

o Cutting costs

This trend has changed the relationship betweefegsmnal service providers and
service users by making them more interdependena result, there is now new interest
on the part of professionals in the co-productibmpublic services and its implications

for service delivery. As Table 1 suggests, theee aready some situations where the
citizen is active and gets significant public sectelp (‘co-production’). A good example

is the neighbourhood watch movement in the UK, whdscal groups involve

partnerships between the police and local residadtsvever, there are also some
situations where the involvement of citizens ishhlgut there is not much support by
service professionals. The French focus group epraduction in health suggested that
many patient associations would fall into this gaty, since they do not have much
support from medical staff. The third situationll sjuite common, is where passive users
are ‘given service’ by a professional. The Czectu$ogroup thought that the health
system in the Czech Republic is still based onnibtgon of a “passive patient”. Finally,

in many cases where users are passive and thec mdalior is largely absent, services
nevertheless still get provided —, they get ‘lookdter by a volunteer system. As an

11



example of this, the German focus group thought sbene aspects of health and social
services have become so complex that users reguppert advice by NGOs about
available treatment options and legal entitlements.

Table 1: The range of citizen co-production roles from ‘hero’ to ‘zero’

Level of active involvement of citizens in servicdelivery
Level of active High Low (or none)
involvement of High Co-production Traditional professionally-
service led services
professionals Low (or User-led self- Volunteer-led self-
none) organising services organising services

This study seeks to establish how far the bounbasyshifted towards the left hand side
of this matrix — the high active citizen involvenmidroxes- and, in particular, the co-
production box.

Of course, as the concept of sustainable qualitpagement developed by the three
scientific rapporteurs of thé"4Quality Conference for Public Administration inetfEU
suggests, user and citizen involvement may takeeplaall four phases of the production
cycle of public services (Pollitt, Bouckaert andflgr, 2007), including

0 co-design of public services, e.g. community plagrof public services

0 co-decision in resource allocation, e.g. parti@opabudgeting at local level

o0 co-delivery of public services, e.g. volunteersficé services, jurors in courts,
parent governors in schools, etc.

0 co-evaluation of public services, e.g. citizen edprs in public hospitals and
social housing.

However, given that the large majority of ‘bestqtiee’ cases presented at tH &nd
previous Quality Conferences have focussed on a=rdelivery issues, the survey
undertaken for this report concentrated on the @béso-delivery.

Box 3: Definition of co-production used in this stdy

“The involvement of citizens in the delivery of mukérvices to achieve outcomes, which
depend at least partly on their own behaviour

The survey explored the level of this co-productlmetween citizens and the public
sector. However, to set this in context, it alsplered the extent to which citizens
sometimes become engaged in improving outcome®uiidiny involvement with public

sector agencies.

So our key question is “What role do citizens playdelivering public services™?
Obviously, the answer will be specific to differesgictors and countries. This is clearly a

12



daunting task. It is therefore not entirely sunmgsthat, until now, there has been no
systematic international survey on the level ofpecoduction in public services. The
following report presents the key findings of tlwstfEuropean citizen survey which has
been undertaken to fill this gap.
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Part 3: Co-production in three public services : tle state of the art in
five European countries

In order to gain an understanding of how co-produactvorks, the interaction between
public service professionals and citizens was erplan detail through a representative
citizen survey in five different countries, whickflect quite different administrative

cultures.

The countries included in this study are:

Czech Republic
Denmark
France
Germany
United Kingdom

O OO0 O0Oo

The survey was conducted by telephone from Aprilté6May 5, 2008, among a
representative random sample of 4,951 adults (a&yaf age or older), with about 1,000
interviews in each of these five countries. Thsults presented in this report are
weighted according to each country’s representatiothe European Union. In all the
cases where we compare results across sectorauotries, the differences highlighted
are statistically significant.

Furthermore, the study focused on three differentas which reflect distinctly different
types of government functions:

o Community safetyas an example of coercive action on the pah®ttate
0 Local environmentas an example of the regulatory function of tiages
o Public health as an example of the welfare improvement funatibthe state.

Co-production by citizens in community safety, loeavironment and public health may
involve a whole range of activities, from helping itdentify the problems, helping to
prevent the problems, right through to solving pheblems and dealing with the damage
done by the problems. In the survey, given thetéthresources available and the short
time afforded by telephone interviews, we decidedstirvey all citizens, rather than
survey service users only (since it is much hard@chieve representative samples of the
latter). The survey focused particularly on prewéimé activities of citizens, asking them
what they currently do — and what they would beppred to do in the future - to help
public agencies t@revent problemgrom arising. However, in the community safety
guestions, citizens were also asked about howgkesonally dealt with some problems,
specifically how they react when they come acrosaecand anti-social behaviour — do
they try to help the police to deal with the prabléor even take some form of direct
action themselves)?

As expected, the results of the survey show tretetlare significant differences between
countries and between the three different sectors.

14



3.1. How important is the role of citizens in publservice delivery?

When we posed this question to the focus groupthénfive countries, the overall
reaction of professional service providers was ‘taa’'t know ... but probably very
little”*. A few participants even complained about thevasiee of this question. In
particular, in the three Danish focus groups sessicepresentatives of public agencies
initially had great difficulty understanding thapic to be discussed.

The same applied to the focus groups focussingeattthissues in most countries, where
participants had to be challenged again and aggithd facilitators to come up with
examples of citizen
involvement in | “Itis difficult to find volunteers who wish to gatgaged in
service delivery. Only| community safety issues, even though many Daneserbers
the German and UK| of other types of association, such as sports €lubs

focus groups on| A participant at a Danish focus group on safetyess

health issues share
the view that | “When people recycle they think they have done Ipit&ir
prevention has| A participant of a UK focus group on environmernsaues
become a more
important area in| “There is no evidence that French citizens are doioge
health care and tha| sports to look after their health and prevent hiegtoblems
citizen involvement| A participant at a French focus group on healthdss
plays an important
role in this area.

In a second step, we asked citizens about thekl le¥ involvement in prevention

measures related to community safety, local enumemt and health. In addition to this,
we also asked citizens how they co-operate withptilee when being confronted with
crime or anti-social behaviour. In fact, contrary the assumptions of focus group
participants, the results of the citizen surveyvsta a significant level of co-production
by citizens in the five countries studied in alig sectors.

! This question also had to be addressed by thes fgmup participants in a questionnaire to bedibet at
the beginning of each session.
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Let us first of all look at the levels of co-prodion in the different sectors (as measured
by a 0-100 co-production index which we createdefach sector, representing the sum of

five specific questions in each sect
about co-production behaviodr). As

Graph 1 shows, citizens are particular
active in taking steps to look after th
local environment (index score 61), to
somewhat lesser degree in hea

improvement initiatives (index score 53

The general reluctance of people to get
involved in community safety issues only
changes when citizens are directly affects
by some crime.

A shared view of focus groups on
community safety issues in all 5 countrie$

D
o

and considerably less active in prevention of crimméex score 45).

When it comes to reporting crime to the policeJuding making personal interventions
to stop someone behaving in an anti-social way,cti#production index goes down to
33. (A separate index of reporting crime was ciaite the same manner as the other
indexes, because additional questions were aslad abme reporting).

Graph 1: Total level of co-production in community safety, local environment and

health issues

Index of co

-production
Environmental
. 61
improvement
Health
- I 5
improvement
Safety (crime
prevention)

Safety (crime
reporting) _
0

None

100

Maximum

2 The index is a min-max (0-100) scale, with O representing minimum co-production (answering
"never" to all the co-production questions) and 100 representing maximum (answering "often" to

all the co-production questions).



3.2. Where co-production works well and less well

If we look at what kind of contributions citizensake on a regular basis in each of these
sectors, an interesting pattern emerges (see GEaphn general, we can see that
European citizens in these five countries showiqadrly high levels of engagement
when they can undertake activities which do nodrmeech effort by themselves and do
not require getting in touch with third parties.ig hpplies, for example, to locking doors
and windows in their home before going out, recyglhousehold rubbish and saving
water and electricity, which about 80 percent @izens indicate as doing often. All these
activities do not require interactions with oth&izens or public sector organisations.

When it comes to makes changes to the personatyliée there is a sharp drop in the
number of citizens who walk, cycle or use publansport, change to a more healthy diet
or try to exercise. Just about 50 percent of aiszendicate to undertake these activities
often.

Clearly, there are also activities that citizens @ven less inclined to undertake, at least

on a regular basis. Interestingly, all the actegtat the bottom of the ranking list imply
getting involved with others — be it a neighbouda&tor, the police or strangers.

17



Graph 2: A ranking list of co-production: What citi zens like doing best and least

Co-production indicators (in rank order)

Take care to lock doors, windows
Try to recycle household rubbish
Try to save wate/electricity at home
Walk, cycle, or use public transport
Change to a more healthy diet
Try to exercise
Keep an eye on neighbor's home
Ask neighbors to watch your home
See doctor for health check
Take care of sick family or friends
Tell others not to drop rubbish
Intervene to stop anti-social behavior
Report crime to police
Report community safety problem
Participate in health group (often)
Participate in environmental group (often)
Participate in public safety group (often)

Ask police for safety advice

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percent 'often’ (or 'yes')

At the very bottom of the responses on preventidividies is ‘seeking advice from the
police on safety issues’. Only 5 percent of Europegizens often ask the police for
advice on how to best protect their property, wh#depercent sometimes do so. As Graph
3 reveals, UK citizens are most inclined to make ofsthis free service provided by the

police, whereas Danish and Czeg¢k

citizens are the most reluctant. |
particular, the Czech case is interestir
As the citizen survey shows, Czed
citizens feel relatively unsafe in the
neighbourhood and we know fron
national crime statistics that property
related crimes made up 70 percent of
crimes in 2004. Even though the numb
of police staff dealing with crime
prevention has increased in recent yeg
crime levels have stayed persistent

The Czech focus group suggested that
most important barrier to more acti
involvement of citizens in communi
safety is the historical heritage — notlor
from socialism, but also from prE918
regimes. “Mbst people still feel that th
police are not a friend and are neerving
the citizen, but rather are aepressive
power’.

A participant in a focus group «
community safety issues in Prague.

117

18



high. In this difficult situation, the Czech Minigt of Interior launched the ‘Safe
Locality’ Programme in 2007 which encourages citiz¢o take action to protect their
property. According to a Czech survey on safetycgetions of the population, 40
percent of citizens know about this programme (8 interview with the Czech
Ministry of Interior atwww.govint.org. However, as representatives of the local and
national police and other participants suggestdérague during a discussion on the role
of citizens in public safety issues, levels of triasthe police are still low, which may be
why only 1.3 percent of Czech citizens in the syrgéien contact the police for crime
prevention advice.

The fact that Danish citizens also make little ak¢his free service is less surprising as
most Danish citizens feel relatively safe. The t¢joesis whether the establishment of
community beat officers, which are closer to citigeghan the current national police
force, will be able to trigger a higher demand.

Graph 3: Co-production with the police in crime prevention

How often do you ask for advice from the police on how to
best protect your property?
30
25
20
g O Sometimes
o 15~
& B Often
10
) B
.l g
Total France Germany UK Czech Denmark

This discussion has sought to throw light on omev‘linvolvement’ activity, namely
citizens seeking advice from the police. HoweverGaaph 2 shows, there are quite a few
other activities with similarly low rates of resmen In particular, there were very low
numbers of respondents who participate regularlygioups, whether the topic is
community safety, local environment or health. Teélesarly demonstrates that seeking to
tackle these issues simply through organised amsmts has major limitations — and
these limitations are likely to persist. This iraties the importance, to which we will
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return later, of getting people involved on an wudiial basis, and not simply through
third sector organisations.

It is not surprising that only a very few citizewssh to get engaged in some organised
form on a regular basis. This is where the so-ddillsual suspects’ come in, even though
some countries seem to have more than others (sgh @).

Graph 4: Levels of regular participation in community safety, local environmental
and health organisations/groups across countries

How often do you participate in a group or organisa tion that
works to improve ...
16
14 —
12 —
:C | -
g1 ] | |m Safety
8 8 - | ’( B Environment
§ 6 — | | |0 Health
o
o
4 - -
i ]
0 T I I I I I
Total France Germany UK Czech Denmark
Clearly, the level of regular
participation of Europear “Most doctors appreciate better informed patie
citizens in groups  and but about one third of doctors prefer to be they

organisations is highest in healt
(9.7%), followed by environment
(7.9%) and then safety (5.9%
This is an interesting finding
since the index of overall co
production activities of Europeal
citizens is highest in loca
environment and not in healt
(see Graph 1). The fact that mo

‘clever participant’ in the care process

A focus group participant in the zEch focu
group on health issues

“In hospitals the amount of consultation w
patients is zero. Typically they are told what &
but doctors do not necessarily listen to what
say. ..."

A focus group participant in the French fo
group on health issues

citizens ‘co-produce’ in health

by getting organised may indicate a lack of avditgbof individual forms of co-
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production which may partly be due to the attitudégrofessionals working in health
care as participants in several focus groups olthhisaues suggested.

The number of ‘organised activists’ in communityfeta and environmental issues is
lowest in Denmark (2.4% in safety-related orgamset and 3.5 % in environmental
organisations), whereas the UK has the highestgotiop of citizens who often take part
in organisations to improve safety in their neigiMbmod (12.2%). This finding is not
surprising, given that there are more than 10 amlimembers in UK neighbourhood
watch groups (although admittedly not all are activembers).

The UK has developed a quite powerful network foagations which encourade
citizen participation in community safety — these the local Neighbourhood Watgh
groups. There are about 170,000 Neighbourhood Wattaups in the UK, #iough
“coverage is patchiyas a representative of Neighbourhood Watch.Nwet,n&tional
website, pointed out at the focus group ses®embership figures suggest that ak
10m individuals are involved in these groups bidtcaourse, some &ighbourhoot
Watch groups are more active and others are lesghsnational website estima
that probably only about one-sixth of the groupsraally active.

The UK also has the highest number of citizens wfien get involved in environmental
groups and organisations (9%) but also a high ptmpo of Czech citizens often
participate in groups or organisations to imprdwe lbcal environment (8.4%).

As far as the participation o

citizens in  groups anc As participants of thérench focus group on hea

organisations dealing witH issue;acknowledged, th_ere are associatior_ms of pe
health issues is concemnd suffering from severe diseases such as kidneyré&
13.5 % of Czech citizend ©F heart transplants but they have very si
memberships, compared to the number of pe
suffering from such conddns. Furthermore, docto
and other professionals do not work with them much.

indicate to participate ofter
in such groups whereas i
France only 6.5 % of citizeng
do so. The number of citizens
in other countries is between this range.

Looking at the figures in Graph 2 again, it is ameging to see how many people are
prepared often to take steps to encourage othérshave more appropriately, e.g. telling

them not to drop rubbish (26%) ar :
intervening to stop anti-socia The German focus group on community sa

behaviour (17%). Given that thes also suggested that when it comes to s
are high effort actions, and not to H civic courage to stop anti-social behaviour|o

undertaken lightly, this indicates thq ©© Nelp victims of crime by intervenir
there is a significant group of th personally and gettlng _helthe_snuatlo_n ha
population who see themselves become worse in particular in BerlifOne

real ‘activists’, at least in those areq Participant suggested thathis was becaus
about which they genuinely care. citizens W_ho_ tried to help victims of crime of

became victims themselves sattheople hav
become more cautio”.
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As the more detailed country analysis in Graph &asl) German citizens are the least
inclined to intervene personally to stop someoneabimg in an anti-social way, being

below the European average (17%) at only 13 %,enthié other four countries show
levels of personal intervention above the Europewerage. In particular, in Czech

Republic 24% of citizens indicate to have intendepersonally.

Graph 5: Level of personal interventions to stop atirsocial behaviour

Have you personally intervened to stop someone beha  ving in
an anti-social way?

25

20
15 +
10 -
57 I
O,

Total France Germany Czech Denmark

Percent

Interestingly, a different pattern of behaviour d@nseen across countries when it comes
to telling other people not to drop rubbish oritegttheir dogs foul the streets. As Graph
6 below shows French citizens are the most outspokethis issue (37% often tell others
not to drop rubbish or let their dogs foul the styavhereas German and UK citizens are
much more reluctant to remind other citizens ofrappate forms of behaviour (21% for
both countries). This reminds us that not only ddes level of co-production vary
between countries but so also does the form whitakes, being partly dependent on
national cultures and socially-acceptable behasgiour
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Graph 6: Level of personal intervention to stop in@propriate behaviour concerning

the local environment

How often do you tell other people not to drop rubb
their dogs foul the streets?

ish or let
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The figures are considerably lower in all five ctries when it comes to reporting crime

to the police. It is interesting te

observe that there is littlg
difference in the response
between citizens reporting a
incident of crime or anti-socia
behaviour in which they are
personally involved (Europeal
average 12%) or where the
are not affected personall
(European average 11%). Th
may indicate that many citizen
are afraid of acting as 4§
witness. In particular, thg
assessment of the Czech foc
group on community safety
issues is interesting in thi
respect.

One participant observed that there is no gene
institutionalized system of preparing citizens (
victims and other witnesses) to “stand in fronta
court”. However, there are some local initiative:
help citizens through the often difficult proces:
involved in attending court (the quite frequentsed
‘White Circle of Safety’ provides a network

advisory bodiesa help victims of criminal offence
and their families (regardless of age, sex, 1
nationality and type of criminal offence) with fre
of-charge assistance in ways whigdmphasis
impartiality, confidentiality, and independencia
general, however, the protection of witnesses

considered to be limited and not developed.

Excerpt from he Prague focus group session
community safety issues

11
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3.2. Who are the leaders and laggards in co-prodoic?

The question arises whether citizens are moreadatidelivering public services in some
countries than in others? And are some types iazka$ more engaged than others?

Graph 7 provides us with a country-specific analydioverall co-production behaviour,
showing the ‘average’ level of involvement of a#tiis in all three sectors covered by the
survey. (This overall index of co-production isatdhted by averaging the sector-specific
co-production indexes, explained earlier, and so bbs a 0-100 scale).
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Graph 7: Levels of co-production in European countres

Index of co-production

United Kingdom 56
Germany 53
Czech Republic 52
France 51
Denmark 48
0 100
None Maximum

As the results show, the five countries studiedhm survey are not far apart, with the
United Kingdom having the highest level of co-protion (index score 56) and Denmark
having the lowest level (index score 48). This makemonstrates that, in all these
countries, the involvement of citizens in the detiw of public services, specifically

health, environmental quality and community safetlyich depend at least partly on their
own behaviour, is moderately high — it is roughtualent to about 50% of citizens

saying that they ‘often’ get involved or 100% dfizns saying that they ‘sometimes’ get

involved. .

It may come somewhat as a surprise to read
of this report that Denmark has the lowe
score on this overall index of co-productio
As European surveys show (see, for examy
OECD, 2006), the Danish public sector h
relatively high levels of trust but all thre
focus groups in Denmark shared the view t
most Danish citizens expect the welfare st
to deal and solve social issues, as the qug
of two patrticipants at a focus group session
Copenhagen suggest.

“...Danish society is a bit differer
Somehow we gave all social affe
to the public sector and people
as »
said, we don't take part in volunta
initiatives as citizens, because -
public sector is taking care dat... it
is not like in other countries in whi
the involvement of the state is
high...”

Two participants ofa Danish focu
grour
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In addition to differences in national cultures, alber demographic factors matter? In
particular, are some groups of citizens more likbn others to play a more active role
in delivering services?

Graph 8: Who are the ‘active citizens'?

Demographic correlates of co-production

Age (+)

Female (+)

Active in labor
market (-)

Urban (-)

College educated (-)

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25

Correlation coefficient (r)

Graph 8 shows results of a correlation analysig, \aa can see that citizens who are
elderly, female anchot active in the labour market (note the negativaatation) are
more likely to be active co-producers than oth@ugs of citizens. This means that the
‘ageing society’ does not only mean higher demandhé&alth and social services — it also
increases the contributions citizens make in impr@vcommunity safety, the local
environment and their health. Clearly, people wah® active in the labour market have
less time to contribute as an *‘active citizen’.

What is perhaps surprising is that there is noiggmt tendency for people in rural areas
or people with college education to be more actiseco-producers — this counters the
common stereotypes that village life is more ‘sbdfean life in cities, with people more
willing to help each other, and that co-productbo@haviour is more likely amongst those
who are better educated.
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Part 4. Attitudes towards co-production

Obviously, giving citizens a greater role in impirey services is not without costs for
public agencies. For example, encouraging citizengport incidents of crime or anti-
social behaviour to the police involves the polservice in designing and funding
communication campaigns and, where they believenitnees have to given, even in
making financial payments (e.g. the small rewargstte police in Berlin to young
people whose information leads to arrests). Publimagers have to ask themselves if
this time and resource is well spent or if it woble better to spend it on hiring more
professionals.

Therefore, it is necessary to look at what benefitproduction has produced, in terms of
changing the attitudes and behaviours of citizansl, how these compare to the costs.
Obviously, the highest level question is whether ¢bntributions made by service users
or citizens in co-production have actually led tqproved service quality and outcomes.
To answer this question fully, we would require embjve performance information in
each of the countries in our study, ideally on mparative basis. However, the path to
reliable international benchmarking of public seevbutcomes is a very rocky one and it
clearly takes us far beyond the goal of this study.

Nevertheless, the survey was designed in such alveayt would give some answers to
the following questions:

0 Are citizens who co-produce willing to do more?

o Do citizens believe their co-production can makkfference?

0 Are citizens who co-produce more satisfied with therformance of public
agencies?
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4.1. Are citizens willing to do more?

Graph 9: Attitudes of high co-producers

Attitudinal correlates of co-production

Willingness to do
more (+)

Believe citizens
can make a
difference (+)

Satisfied with
government
performance (+)

T T T T T T

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35

Correlation coefficient (r)

As Graph 9 shows, citizens who are already strepgproducers’ tend to bevilling to

do even more, in terms of spending more time eastkwackling the issue themselves or
helping others to do so. Indeed, the correlatietwben the co-production index and the
index of their willingness to do more in these waysearly 0.3 — this is quite a strong
statistical association.

Those who score higher on the co-production indsa #&nd to believe that citizens can
make a difference, although this is not quite asngt an association as in the case of
willingness to do more. This suggests that somglpewho are active in co-production
may not be sure that their interventions will makdifference but express, nevertheless,
a willingness to do more.

Finally, active co-producers show only a weak temgeto be more satisfied with the
performance of public agencies in the fields of ommity safety, local environment and
health. This means that we cannot distinguish betwseveral arguments which are
conventionally made. One hypothesis is that manyplee may actually become co-
producers explicitly because they are dissatiststh public services and want to
improve them. Another hypothesis is that people Whao-produce may become more
satisfied with services because they have helpedmfmove them. Again, another

hypothesis is that citizens who are engaged inicgedelivery become more dissatisfied
because their expectations increase but are ndisega Our finding, that the two
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variables are not strongly related may indicate #lathree sets of behaviour are taking
place simultaneously, However, it would require endetailed research to demonstrate
which of these hypotheses is most consistent Wiletidence.

Of course, the statistical relationships illustdaite Graph 9 do not allow any conclusions
as to which variable is the cause and which iseffifect. Therefore, it is useful to look
more closely at these relationships. In particutas interesting to explore whether there
are any sector- or country-specific differencethmattitudes of ‘active citizens’.

Graph 10: How much more time are citizens willing ¢ spend in different sectors?

About how much time are you willing to spend
to...

improve your health/health care

make your neighborhood safer

improve your local environment

110

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percent

B Few hours a week m Few hours a month O Few hours a year O No time at all

Graph 10 shows that 19 % of European citizens dliagvto spend a few hours more per
weekto improve their own health or the health of othepple. Further, for improving
community safety, 17 % of European citizens ardiglto invest a few hours per week
but for improving the local environment only 13% avilling to do so.

Taken together over the three sectors, 28% ofetiizndicate themselves to be willing to
spend a few hours more per weakile another 43% are prepared to spend a fewe mor
hours_per monthand only 29% indicate that they are not williogspend any time at all
(see Diagram 1).
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Diagram 1: How much more time are citizens willingto spend overall (whether
community safety, local environment or health)?

Willing to do _
more a few Willing to do
hours a month more a few
43% hours a week
or more
28%

Not willing to
do more at all
29%

n

This means that depending on the issue concerreaa @&%-80% of European citizens

would be willing to do more to improve public serms$, in particular in health issues. As
the index shown in Graph 11 suggests, the willisgrnte do more is most pronounced in

Denmark and weakest in the United Kingdom and Fganc

Interestingly, the willingness to do more in heabhstatistically correlated with the
willingness to do more in community safety and aedl environmental improvement.
However, these associations are of only moderadéagih — many people willing to do
more in one field have no interest in doing morether fields. This strongly suggests

that, in order to tap this willingness to do matés necessary to make an offer to citizens
which is immediately and directly relevant to thieiterests. As the moderate association

suggests, it is likely that many of these ‘new wést are likely eventually to develop an

interest in becoming active in other fields — bl tcannot be taken for granted and

should not be allowed to confuse the original ‘v#onent’ approach.
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Graph 11: Index of the ‘willingness to do more’ ofEuropean citizens to improve
community safety, the local environment and their kalth

Willingness to do more
Denmark 55
Czech Republic 52
Germany 48
United Kingdom 45
France 45
0 100
None Maximum

The index reported in Graph 12 shows that the befieitizens that they can “make a
difference” is also strongest in Denmark. It alseveals that this belief is least
pronounced in Germany, even though we know fromothezall co-production index in
Graph 7 that German citizens are relatively acteen it comes co-delivering public
services in the three sectors studied. This dematestonce again that citizens may play
an active role in delivering services, even whezytare not very convinced that they can
make a difference. This raises the question of watia¢r motivations might be driving

citizens to ‘co-produce’ in th ) "
public domainp (e.g. socia When being asked about the effects of citi

motives, personal values, d involvement in community safety issues a Fre
insuranée benefits) Ag,ain focus group participant thoughive still have crim:
exploring these is'sues god and prostitution but at least people know each 10

beyond the scope of this study_2nd feel safér
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4.2.What do co-producers think about public services?

Graph 12: How much do citizens believe they can maka difference in improving
community safety, the local environment and health?

Index of belief in making a difference

Denmark 79
United Kingdom 77
France 71
Czech Republic 70

Germany 64

0 100

None Maximum
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Graph 13: How satisfied are citizens with governmenperformance in community
safety, local environment and health?

Denmark

United Kingdom
France
Germany

Czech Republic

Satisfaction with government performance

None

70
67
64
63
61
100
Maximum

Graph 13 shows that the overall satisfaction witkegnment performance in the three
sectors studied is highest in Denmark (index 7@ lamest in Czech Republic (index
61). A comparison between the satisfaction indexed the co-production indices of the
five countries suggests that the relationship betwsatisfaction with government
performance and a high involvement of citizenshmdelivery of services is not linear: in
Denmark citizens are quite satisfied with publiave®s but not very strong co-

producers, whereas in Germany we have higher |@fets-production but a lower level

of satisfaction with public services. Therefore, wannot say that people who are

involved in the delivery of
services tend to me more ¢
less satisfied with
government performance
Nevertheless, some focu
group  participants  still
thought that this would be thg
best motivation to encourag

professionals to work more

“Citizen involvement takes professionals more
because they need to explain their actions andst
more time in coordinationso they will only do it |
they see some pay-offs. The bestqfays feedback o
increased satisfaction with their servites

A participant in the French focus group
environmental issues

with service users.
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Part 5: Obstacles and drivers of co-production

In this part, we examine the extent to which codpidion by the respondents in our
survey is associated with a range of variables Wwhie often thought to be important
drivers of co-production activity.

5.1. Some myths about ‘obstacles’

One very obvious issue to explore is “does comeatter”? The conventional wisdom is
that co-production will only occur in certain cirogtances. We have tested the extent to
which co-production behaviour is associated witmsmften-cited contextual variables,
— in our study, that referred specifically to haafesand healthy citizens feel and whether
they think their local environment is attractives Bhown in Graph 14, there is a weak
association between the level of co-productiongnegal and how people feel about their
safety, their health and the quality of their loealvironment. While people who do not
feel safe in their neighbourhood and who do not fesalthy are more likely to co-
produce, overall these relationships are very wedkis suggests that there are many
other factors which are more likely to be important

Interestingly, the UK focus group discussing coduation in community safety issues
pointed out that Neighbourhoo(’
Watch groups tend to exist mor
often in areas where crime is lo
and where people know ead
other, while, in deprived area
where crime is high, it is often more difficult get residents to join Neighbourhood
Watch groups. However, this survey result suggistsit may be the other features of
these areas which makes it more difficult to geipbe to co-produce such as the lack of
social capital.

“If we are successful in crime prevention there
be fewer volunteers because everybody feels. safe
A participant of the UK focus group o
community safety
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Graph 14: Level of association between co-productioand perceptions of safety,
health and environmental quality

Contextual correlates of co-production

Neighborhood
safety (-)

Self-reported
health (-)

Environmental
quality (+)
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Correlation coefficient (r)

5.2. The scope for government action

Clearly, for government the key question is whetihd@s within its scope to increase
levels of involvement of citizens in the public dam In particular, there has been a lot
of debate about the importance of informing andsatimg with citizens in order to get
them involved in public issues.

A comparison of the strength of satisfaction widtvgrnment information (Graph 15) and
the strength of satisfaction with government cotagigdn (see Graph 16) reveals in all
countries citizens are more satisfied with the rimfation provided by government than
with consultations. This could mean that citizers bt think that government asks
sufficiently for their opinion but, at the same énthey may also be dissatisfied when
public agencies consult with them but give theniesal-back or take no action.
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Graph 15: Index of satisfaction of European citizea with government information
in community safety, local environment and health

Satisfaction with government information

Denmark 69
United Kingdom 66
France 60
Germany 58
Czech Republic 54

0 100

None Maximum

Clearly, the satisfaction of citizens with the infation provided and consultations being
carried out by public agencies is highest in Derknaard the United Kingdom. In France,
Germany and Czech Republic citizens are consideréss satisfied with these

government activities.
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Graph 16: Strength of satisfaction of European citzens with government
consultation in community safety, local environmentand health

Satisfaction with government consultation
Denmark 58
United Kingdom 57
Czech Republic 51
France 50
Germany 49
0 100
None Maximum

The question is whether overall satisfaction witveynment information and
consultation matters and encourages citizens torbecmore active in public service
delivery? Correlation analysis reveals that tleg@iency of public sector co-production
is, indeed, related to levels of satisfaction wgtvernment information and consultation
(see Graph 17) although the relationships are hahat strong. Still, these findings
suggest that government m
indeed be able to encourag
co-production to  some
degree, by doing a better jo
at consulting and informing
citizens.

One participant at theK focus group on health issu
suggested there are lots of examples of consultai
with citizens and service users but what happens
at the end is a complete mystery”.
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Graph 17: Strength of correlation between co-produtton and satisfaction with
government information and consultation

Governmental correlates of co-production

Satisfied with gov.
information (+)

Satisfied with gov.
consultation (+)
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Correlation coefficient (r)

5.3. Where to start?

In this regard, it is interesting to have anotloekl at demographics and to analyse ‘who’
is likely to do more. As Graph 18 reveals the wiless to do more increases the
younger people areThis is consistent with the previous finding teterly people tend

to be more active citizens which is why their wihess to do even more than at current
levels is limited.

% This is expressed in a negative correlation betvegge and ‘willingness to co-produce’.
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Graph 18: Strength of correlation between co-produtton and demographic factors

Demographic correlates of willingness to do more

Age (-)

Active in labor
market (-)
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Correlation coefficient (r)

The question is whether there is a particular typeitizen who is more ready to become
more involved in public services delivery. Therefowe looked at the extent to which
co-production of public services appears to be @asowith ‘self-service’ behaviour in
relation to some private sector services. Here iwd &n interesting surprise — the
frequency of public sector co-production is onlyakiy related to whether people engage
in ‘self-service’ by doing their own home repaitssing telebanking or e-banking or
doing online booking (Graph 19).
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Graph 19: Strength of correlation between co-produtton and some self-service
activities in private services

Self service correlates of co-production

Do own home
repairs (+)

Use tele or e-
banking (-)

Do online booking

()
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Correlation coefficient (r)
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Part 7: Policy conclusions

A number of policy conclusions emerge from theselifigs. Here, we focus only on
those which apply across all the countries in oudys— there are, of course, some policy
conclusions which are specific to each of the coesiseparately.

The key finding of the survey is that if we look athe range of citizen co-production
roles — from ‘hero’ to ‘zero’ - we are now around md-way in the scale

In particular, the survey has shown that ...

o there is already a lot more citizen involvement irpublic service deliverythan
the professionals taking part in our focus groups wanted to acknowledge
This is particularly evident in local environmentahd health issues but also,
though to a lesser degree, in community safetyessu

o there will be more citizen involvement in service €livery in the future due to
the demographic changes taking place in most Earopeountries. The
involvement of citizens in delivering public seregclearly increases with age, so
that the ‘ageing society’ is good news in termsirafreasing levels of ‘co-
production’.

0 citizens are most willing to make a contribution tevards improving public
services when it involves them in relatively littleeffort and when they do not
have to work closely with other citizens or staff p professionals in the
government

What does this imply for public service deliverydathe ways in which we have been
trying to improve service quality? So far, the dgyalmprovement approaches in most
public services have focussed on hpvofessionalscan improve service quality and
outcomes. Indeed, the most commonly used qualityraace systems tend to view
service users and society from the perspective lwdtwesults are achievddr them
rather than viewing them as a resource. Once thegeen as a resource, working with
them has a very different set of implications fbe tmanagement and governance of
public services. However, this perspective is &itlfrom universal - as our focus group
participants suggested, not all professionals wagykn public services are prepared yet to
give service users a more active role.

How can government make more effective use of ciens as co-producers of public
services?

The survey results point out a number of ‘drivers’:
o While older people and those not currently workarg already quite ‘active’,

there is a significant number of citizens willing tio more in the futureln
particular, the younger people are, the more willig are they to do more.
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o This willingness to get more involved most strongly evident in relation to
improving their own health and the health of otherpeoplebut it also applies to
an important extent in improving community safetydaimproving the local
environment.

o Itis also critically important to ensure that iafives are targeted at those who are
likely to be interested in them. Our results deni@te thatmany people who
actively co-produce in health or in community safet or in local
environmental improvement have little interest in he other fields Unless
they are approached and engaged directly in rel&idhe issue about which they
actually care, they are likely to shy away from amyolvement at all. Of course,
some people are indeed active across two or msuess— and there is therefore
room to hope that capturing people’s interest ire assue may lead them
eventually to become more ‘active citizens’ in anded sense. However, this is
by no means certain — many people may remain sirggue’ indefinitely. It is
therefore essential that citizen participation simt government do not try to talk
to all citizens at the same time but rather captieeinterest of citizens through
addressing them on the specific services and igsuehich they are personally
interested — a much more sophisticated (and clafightask.

This suggests that government should take on th#ecige of targeting young

people and getting them more involved — while mgoyng people clearly have
little or no interest in this, the ones that dowd be identified, encouraged and
supported. The most obvious way of doing this \wobé to start by helping

young people to take steps to improve their ownalthe

Of course this last conclusion leads naturallyh® question: “How can young people be
motivated to do more on terms of looking after thegalth?” This brings us to the issue
of barriers to citizen involvement Again, the survey provides some interesting imsig

o More than 70% of European citizens are already wilhg to do more to
improve some aspect of those public services, whidmpact on their quality
of life. While particularly true for health, it also apmdito local environmental
and community safety issues. The missing piec@efigsaw is thgrovision of
attractive opportunities for them to put this motivation into practice.

o Our statistical analysis shows thdetter government information and
consultation cannot be considered as strong drivertowards more citizen
involvement, even though clearly they can play a role. Suirglyg, perhaps,
even the commonly held view that citizens only caheen they believe that they
can make a difference is not confirmed by the suresults — many people turn
out to be active co-producers even though they baamit that they do NOT
believe that what individual citizens do makesféedence. This means that there
must be other ‘pay-offs’ for citizens playing artiae role in service delivery. Of
course, this does not mean that governments sh&toja trying to influence
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citizens’ beliefs in their own ability to make affdrence (e.g. by focussing on
projects that produce ‘quick-wins’ or visible retsyi- for those citizens for whom
this is indeed important, this could help increthssar co-production activity.

o Another counter-intuitive insight of the surveyttsat urban-rural location and
levels of education, as well as the level of ‘sdfvice’ behaviour in private
sector services, are not much linked to co-prodadbehaviour in public services.

o More generally, the survey suggests tihare has been too much attention on
how to motivate citizens in general and service usein particular to get
more involved in public service delivery. Our findngs demonstrate that
actually the underlying problem is more likely to ke the way they are
approached. This suggests that increased levels of co-prodadt the future
will require appropriate mechanisms and initiativedich are sufficiently easy
and straightforward to encourage individuals argrtfamilies to get involved.
Ideally, these should be initiatives that indivibuaan pursue on their own, if
they want to do so — many individuals are reluctpibers’. Clearly, many e-
government initiatives are ideal in this respatthat they can cater very well for
those who prefer ‘bowling alone’. Of course, maitizens who do get involved
later admit that one of the reasons they remainveadt that they value the social
contact it brings — but this was not the reasoy fitst became involved.

So what are the benefits of more user involvememublic services? One long debated
guestion is whether involved users are more satisthan other users who are less
involved? In fact, the survey shows thattive co-producers show only a weak
tendency to be more satisfied with the performancef public agencies in the fields of
community safety, local environment and health

This finding is in-line with the hypothesis that myaco-producers may have taken this
pathway explicitly because they adessatisfiedwith the public services related to the
issues in which they are most interested. Whetheir ito-production is likely to lead
them to become more satisfied with services owee ttould not be tested in this survey,
because it provides only a ‘snapshot’ of the cursgtuation. Nor have we evidence
about whether co-production will level off if seres are seen to improve. It does,
however, suggest that, from the citizens’ viewpooat-production has so far had limited
pay-offs. Clearly, anything that government cantaanprove these pay-offs — e.g. help
to engineer ‘quick wins’ or make the co-productfmoecess more painless or give small
rewards to co-producers — might help to make itarsmstainable.

Of course, co-production of public services wilvals be a learning process for both
professionals and citizens. The differences in pigwt between the citizens responding
to our survey and the professionals participatmgur focus groups indicate the gap in
understanding which currently divides them. Workitugether will not be without
frictions and will inevitably raise new governarssues such as:
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0 What will become of those people who cannot orgefto participate in a ‘co-
production’ model?

o How much power do users really have over servicdegsionals or managers,
given that the budget typically remains with thiele?

o Who will decide in cases where users and profeatsodisagree on how the
service should be delivered?

Tackling these issues will be critical to the swsfel adoption of the co-production
model. If they are ignored, then the new model giithply reproduce the old problems.

It is clear that many of these conclusions applpss all three service areas which we
studied, albeit to rather different degrees. Furttoge, many of them are quite

independent of any particular service — e.g. thedn® target individuals who are

interested in a single issue and to attract tmearést by finding ways in which they can
co-produce without joining a local association. rEfiere, there are good grounds for
believing that many of these conclusions will api@ya significant extent to many other
public services as well.

Finally, these findings, when considered in the Mhauggest that the relationship
between citizens and the professionals and managmisng in the public sector had
shifted from dependence towards inter-dependentus. réinforces the message that co-
production is not only about technical issues aWvise delivery but also “about the
balance we strike between citizen, community andegument in terms of power and
voice” (Lyons, 2007, p. i). In this new world ofiptly produced public services,
professionals are no longer the sole ‘experts’ gaig keepers on the journey to better
services — but their role is still vital. Only itizens and public agencies walk together on
this journey are they likely to be successful mdfng the way to better public services.

Naturally, ‘walking together may not be as fastbath parties wish. However, the co-
production of citizens in service delivery will e prerequisite for arriving at the
destination desired by everyone concerned - theiewamment of sustainable
improvements in the outcomes experienced by cisizem their quality of life.
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ANNEX 1: NOTE ON METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

This scientific study is based on a survey of etz in five European countries (Czech
Republic, Denmark, France, Germany and the Unitedydom) and discussions with
public officials and representatives of organiséttens in focus group sessions in the
same five countries.

The survey includes nationally representative sampf the population aged 18 and over
with the following sample sizes:

UK — 988 individuals

Germany 1000 individuals

Denmark 1011 individuals

France — 988 individuals

Czech Republic — 1000 individuals.

O O O0OO0Oo

The samples have been compiled by quota samplikiggtanto account gender, age
and/or occupation of head of household) and gebgrapstratification (which means
that geographical regions have been weighted bgitteeof the population). The national
samples have been weighted according to each g&rgopulation weight in the
European Union.

The survey has been carried out by Badresin the form of phone interviews within a
wider (omnibus) survey from 16 April — 5 May 2008his has meant that the
guestionnaire could not exceed 20 units of questiaithout any open questions.

Before the launch of the survey three focus graupse convened in the capitals of the
five countries with public officials and represdites of organised citizens, working in
the three fields of community safety, local enviremt and health. The objective of the
focus group sessions were three-fold:

o0 To provide insights which can be used in desigrimg questionnaire of the
survey;

o0 To provide background information to the statidtjgart of the report (since the
survey had no open guestions)

o To provide material which will help to make the oeplively and will provide
examples and quotes which can be used to hightigttsupplement important
points and conclusions arising from the statistec@lysis of the survey.

The sessions lasted 1.5 hours and followed the stemwlate. In all cases, a
representative ofsovernance Internationahnd a local expert facilitated the session
jointly, and produced a summary of the focus grsegsion. By definition, focus groups
are not statistically representative but the intenivas to get a wide perspective from
different stakeholders involved in delivering sees and outcomes in each of the three
sectors.
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