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Preface

EUPAN and IPSG

The European Public Administration Network (EUPAN) is an informal network of the Directors-
General responsible for public administration in the Member States of the European Union,
accession and candidate countries and the European Commission (www.eupan.eu).

It is the vision of EUPAN:

“To support the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy, placing the citizen at the centre of public
management, by working in different areas (human resources, innovation, quality, e-Government)
and with different actors in order to support efficiency and customer orientation in European public
services.”

EUPAN is therefore a platform for the exchange of views, experiences and good practices to
improve the performance, competitiveness and quality of European central public administrations.
The network is organised on three levels:

* Ministers and the Commissioner responsible for public administration

* Directors-General responsible for public administration from the Member States

*  Working groups of civil servants from the different Member States

EUPAN consists of different working groups residing under the assembly of the Directors-General
of Public Administration:

*  HRM working group

* e-Government working group

* The working group on better regulations and administrative simplification
* Innovative Public Services Group (IPSG)
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IPSG has for quite some time recognised the importance of customer issues in developing improved
public administration and is taking forward a number of activities and projects to enhance
capability in this area. In recent years the topic of Customer Satisfaction gain interest and
importance and a separate Expert Group on Customer Satisfaction Management was installed.

The topic of Customer Satisfaction

For many years the topic of customer satisfaction has been on the agenda, in recent years this has
gained rapidly. According to the DGs' resolution of May 2006, the main focus of the common
European work and efforts regarding customer satisfaction should be on the collection of best
practices and the preparation of guidelines for questionnaires to measure customer satisfaction.
During the Austrian (first half 2006), Finnish (second half 2006) and German (first half 2007)
Presidencies of the EU, initiatives were taken to address these aspects. Furthermore, at the IPSG
and Customer Satisfaction Expert Group meetings, ways were discussed to gather and present
good practices and create guidelines. Based on these good practices, the Customer Satisfaction
Expert Group meetings and the IPSG Meetings concluded that many interesting and valuable things
could be done with these good practices and that the field of customer satisfaction was too large
and too important to focus attention only on customer satisfaction surveys and measurement and
to limit guidelines in this sense. “Measuring” satisfaction is one thing; “managing” satisfaction is
another and should be the aim.

During recent meetings under the Portuguese Presidency (second half 2007) of the Customer
Satisfaction Expert Group of IPSG, it was agreed that it would be sensible to get an overview across
Member States of the role of the customer in public affairs and establish the priorities and needs
of Member States around the whole subject of “customer insight” by carrying out a small survey.
This allows to better focus the activity of the working group on the products and practices that can
deliver the greatest added value. EIPA (The European Institute of Public Administration) has been
asked to analyse, on behalf of the Portuguese Presidency, the responses to this survey. A total of
26 countries answered the questionnaire and the results were presented at the IPSG meeting (15
& 16 of November 2007) and the conclusions for further work by EUPAN in this field were agreed
upon by the Directors-General. The Mid-term programme 2008 — 2009 states':

“In general the work related to Customer Satisfaction Management should be focused on how to
use the European Version of the UK Primer, which will include good practices from Member States.
The aim is to demonstrate the relevance of customer focus and the role of the citizens in public
service management; including how involvement can be brought about (customer insight techniques).
Regarding customer focus, one objective is to improve knowledge about the use of Citizen Charters
fo help all public institutions dealing with the public.”

In the context of this objective, the working group developed this European Primer on Customer
Satisfaction Management.

A Primer on Customer Satisfaction Management

IPSG has been considering how best to deliver the task agreed by Directors-General to work on
Customer Satisfaction Management by producing an European version of the UK paper “The
Primer” (Cabinet Office, 2006) and how to identify best practice cases to illustrate the concepts.
Based upon the UK Primer, this publication explains the relevance of customer focus and the role(s)
citizens/customers play in public sector management. It gives an overview of different methods and
techniques around customer insight including examining the importance of customer needs,

' Mid-term programme 2008-2009, p.17.
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expectations and satisfaction. It gathers a lot of information that is already available on this topic
and gives practical examples and cases from public sector organisations all over Europe.

Draft versions of this primer have been discussed in the Customer Satisfaction Management Expert
Group under the Slovenian EU Presidency and agreed by IPSG (12-13 May 2008).
The work in this field and the final version of the Primer are presented at the 5" European Quality
Conference, hosted by the French EU Presidency, in Paris on 20-22 October 2008.

More info and cases on the web

This publication has many practical cases from several European countries. These cases are
however limited in number and in volume. More full texts and up to date cases and examples can
be found on www.eipa.eu/customer.
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Introduction

Governments have to be more responsive to society’s needs and demands. Public-sector
organisations are being reformed in order to provide better, faster and more services. The citizen/
customer has a prominent place in these reforms.

For many years the topic of customer satisfaction has been on the European agenda and in recent
years this has rapidly grown in importance. According to the DGs’ resolution of May 2006, the
main focus of the common European work and efforts regarding customer satisfaction should be
on the collection of best practices and the preparation of guidelines for questionnaires to measure
customer satisfaction. During the Austrian (first half 2006), Finnish (second half 2006) and
German (first half 2007) Presidencies of the EU, initiatives were taken to address these aspects.
At the IPSG and Customer Satisfaction Expert Group meetings, ways were discussed to gather and
present good practices and create guidelines. Based on these good practices, the Customer
Satisfaction Expert Group meeting and the IPSG meeting concluded that many interesting and
valuable things could be done with these good practices and that the field of customer satisfaction
was too large and too important to narrow attention only to customer satisfaction surveys and
measurement, and to limit guidelines in this sense. “Measuring” satisfaction is one thing;
“managing” satisfaction is another and should be the aim.

Based upon the Cabinet Office document of 2006, titled “Customer Insight in Public Services”, a
“primer” — in the form of this publication — was created. This publication explains the relevance of
customer focus and the role(s) that citizens/customers play in public sector management. It gives
an overview of different methods and techniques around customer insight, including examining
the importance of customer needs, expectations and satisfaction. It gathers a lot of information that
is already available on this topic and gives practical examples and cases from public sector
organisations all over Europe. This publication does not aim to be explorative or innovative in
nature, but rather to give an overview and integrate existing insights.

Through five different parts, this publication hopes to serve as a strategic document in giving the
citizen/customer a place in public sector management all over Europe and gives organisations a
first practical guide on the way to Customer Satisfaction Management.

In the first part (“The changing face of public services and the role of the citizen/customer”) the
broader context and the importance of citizen/customer satisfaction in the public sector will be

handled.

The public sector is changing constantly and rapidly in order to cope with a lot of challenges and
to respond to the many new needs and demands in society. The place and the role of the citizen/
customer have become of very high importance in these changes and reforms. Managing customer
satisfaction is therefore indispensable for public organisations in order to see if they are doing the
right things and if they are doing things right. In being a public service this is not always the easiest
thing to do, due to the nature of the “client” on the one hand and due to the nature of public services
on the other hand. Citizens/customers have different faces and different roles; sometimes they are
customers of service delivery and sometimes they act like citizens when paying taxes, having to obey
the rules, etc. This is also translated in a difference in public and private service delivery. Moreover
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most public sector organisations are delivering services. Services have some clear characteristics
(or sometimes a lack of them) which makes them special and not the same as products.

The second part (“Understanding customer satisfaction”) deals with the concept of satisfaction and
measuring it.

Expectations have a central role in influencing satisfaction with services and these in turn are
determined by a very wide range of factors. It is arguable that the range of influences on
expectations is even wider for public services. Via the Servqual model, the role of perceptions and
expectations will be operationalised. Servqual is a service quality measurement tool that assesses
both service perceptions and expectations across a range of different service characteristics. The
service quality literature usually attempts to categorise the factors that influence attitudes towards
the service on a number of different levels. At the highest level this involves a small number of service
quality dimensions. These can be disaggregated into a larger set of service quality factors or
determinants, which are then developed into questions for measuring by means of a structured
questionnaire. As with the models for measuring satisfaction and identifying priorities, there are
also a number of different constructions of the service factors that are most important in influencing
perceptions of the service. The most important factors in influencing perceptions of the service,
starting with the Servqual approach and later refining, will be presented here.

Traditionally, the political leaders determine what services are to be provided, on what terms and
to whom; bureaucrats and professionals subsequently organise and deliver the services. The role
of the citizens is largely passive. In the third part (“From satisfaction measurement to satisfaction
management”) we go deeper into the new setting, the range of actors involved — institutionally or
on an ad hoc basis — in the production; delivery and evaluation of public services has grown and
the role of the citizen has become more active.

This changing role of citizen/customers of public services has an impact on the policy and
management cycle as a whole. Traditionally, the policy and management cycle is dominated and
controlled by politicians and administrators. Now, citizens/customers are increasingly involved in
this policy and management cycle at different stages (design, decision, implementation and
monitoring; and evaluation). Citizen/customers become co-designers, co-deciders, co-producers
and co-evaluators. Managing satisfaction is therefore more than only measuring satisfaction at the
end of the line in the evaluation stage.

Part four (“How to measure and manage customer satisfaction”) deals with the practicalities of this
customer management approach and presents a number of tools and techniques for gaining an
insight in expectations, needs, experiences, perceptions and satisfaction of the citizen/customer.
In gaining this insight, measuring satisfaction at the end of the process or the service delivery (the
citizen/customer as “co-evaluator”) seems to be just one of the aspects of interaction with the
citizen/customer. At this stage some lessons can certainly be drawn from measurement (re-active),
but pro-active actions are not possible. Therefore, having insight into and an impact on the needs
and expectations of citizens/customers at the start or at a much earlier stage (the citizen/customer
as “co-designer”, “co-decider” or “co-producer”) is also very important.

In this part of the publication, instruments such as: front line staff consultation; satisfaction surveys;
customer journey mapping; citizen charters; usability testing and website analysis; ethnography;
user and stakeholder consultation; formal and informal contact with representative bodies;
analysis complaint and suggestions; focus groups; citizen/customer panels etc. are presented and
illustrated by cases from various European countries.

Using the right instrument for the right need of the organisation — as far as Customer Satisfaction
Management in all its aspects is concerned — can provide a great deal of input for organisational
improvement and better service delivery. Nevertheless, thinking well in advance about what the
organisation wants to do is important.

European Primer on Customer Satisfaction Management



Having an insight on the use of managing satisfaction for the overall improvement of the
organisation and the service delivery is the core element of the final part (“Customer Satisfaction
Management and improvement”).

We hope that through this publication, the place and the role of citizens/customers in Customer

Satisfaction Management can become clearer, and public service organisations all over Europe
will have some practical guidelines on the way to Customer Satisfaction Management.

Introduction 3
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1. Different game, different rules: a changing context, a changing public
sector

The public sector has to cope with numerous challenges and has to respond to many new needs
and demands in society (OECD, 1993; OECD, 1995; OECD, 2000). Due to these challenges and
pressure, the public sector is an object of large reforms (Lane, 2000; Kickert, 1997; Kettl, 2000).
“Over the last two decades there appears to have been a huge amount of public management
reform. Although there was also reform in earlier periods, the changes since 1980 have — in many
countries — been distinguished by an international character and a degree of political salience
which marks them out from the more parochial or technical changes of the proceeding quarter-
century” (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004).

The administrations of the EU Member Countries are not a homogeneous set of organisations, nor
are their reform processes. Their reform processes are in fact quite divergent. The European
scenery is a macedoine of systems. As Ridley says: “Of course the countries of Europe, marked by
their different histories, not only have different forms of civil service organisations but different
philosophies about the values civil servants should express and the roles they should play in a
democratic state. There are many ways of regulating public service in a democracy, not just in detail
but in fundamental orientations. There is no agreed European model” (Ridley, 1995:13).
Indeed, different EU countries have responded to the challenges in different ways. Nevertheless
these reforms are characterised by the introduction of new principles and common grounds: a
growing focus on efficiency and effectiveness, attention to transparency and accountability,
awareness of public service delivery and the role and place of the citizen/customer (Doherty and
Horne, 2002; Shand, 1999; Flynn and Strehl, 1996; Schick, 2000).

Many countries have recently undertaken initiatives placing the citizen/customer at the centre.
Christopher Pollitt and Geert Bouckaert described this tendency as a shift from a producer point
of view to a citizen/customer point of view (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 1995). The dynamic way of getting
citizens/customers of public services involved in order to enhance their perceptions, expectations
and commitment through active participation, has been a common strategy to obtain a legitimate
level of quality and satisfaction of public services (OECD, 2001b). Thus, where the traditional
relationships were bureaucratic and hierarchical, the new relationships are instead more pluralistic
(Peters and Savoie, 2000).

The citizen/customer
nowadays is at the top of
the agenda in most (if
not all) EU Member 14
States. Thiswasiillustrated
by the results of the 2007 ']
survey conducted am- 10
ongst the different Mem-
ber States under the
Portuguese presidency 6
(EIPA,2007: 6). In almost
twothirds ofthe countries,

the topic of “customer 2

insight” is high on the AN
public administration ° High Medium Low ‘
agenda.
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2. Why manage customer satisfaction??

Governments have to be more responsive to society’s needs and demands. Public-sector
organisations are being reformed in order to provide better, faster and more services. However,
quality, quantity and speed are not the only new competences that society requires from its
government. Since the pace of societal change is accelerating, government should equally be able
to respond to changing demands by offering new solutions. Secondly, governments reform with
the purpose of re-establishing trust in government. Governments need to provide more choice,
democracy and transparency by interacting with citizens/customers at all stages of the policy and
service delivery process.

This approach does not mean, of course, that citizen/customers always get exactly what they want.
However, successful organisations use customer needs and expectations as a starting point,
developing proposals around their customers’ needs and expectations, also meeting other
corporate imperatives. Managing satisfaction therefore has to do with managing services and/or
products, but also with managing expectations and perceptions of the citizen/customer. Measuring
satisfaction seems to be just one element in this overall satisfaction management approach. We
will develop this idea further in part three.

Understanding citizens/customers in this way is something that governments can no longer ignore.
Demographic changes and social disengagement make it harder to reach large numbers of the
public. Driven by global competition, advances in technology and the offerings of leading
commercial players have raised the standard of what constitutes an acceptable level of service. If
we want our services to be used and our interventions to succeed, we need to meet the public on
their terms and manage needs and expectations more clearly along the way to see the results in
satisfaction.

The dynamic way of getting citizens/customers of public services involved so as to enhance their
perceptions, expectations and commitment through active participation, has been a common
strategy to obtain a legitimate level of quality of and satisfaction with public services.

These trends are not going to reverse. Indeed, we have to assume that we will have to work
increasingly harder to engage the public over the next decade. And we have to do so with fewer
resources. Our capacity to increase spending is limited by prudence and by an increasingly well-
informed public demanding the type of high quality and low-cost service, which they get from brand
leading airlines and supermarkets. The citizen/customer has a different relationship with public
services than with the private sector: by and large the public are more ambivalent about
government services, not giving them much thought at best, and at worst, wanting to have as little
to do with them as possible. Nevertheless, the public sector has come under growing pressure to
match rising private-sector standards. What has been achieved by leading commercial providers
shows what is possible: I only need to tell my bank once that I've moved, so why do | have to tell
the “government” so many times? The media also encourages citizens to become more vocal and
demanding.

3. Different faces of citizen/customer and the nature of public service(s)

Managing customer satisfaction is therefore indispensable for public organisations, to see if they
are doing the right things and if they are doing things right. In being a public service, this is not
always the easiest thing to do, due to the nature of the “client” on the one hand the nature of public

2 This part is based upon the UK Primer, Cabinet Office (2006), Customer insight in public services: A “Primer”, London,
p. 2.
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services on the other. Citizens/customers have different faces and different roles; sometimes they
are customers of service delivery and sometimes they act like citizens when paying taxes, have to
obey the rules, etc. This is also translated by a difference in public and private service delivery.
Moreover most public sector organisations are delivering services. Services have some clear
characteristics (or sometimes a lack of them) which makes them special and not the same as
products.

3.1. The different faces

The nature and significance of the “customer” needs no explanation in the private sector. The best
private sector companies know that a deep understanding of their customers’ needs is essential
to ensure that they provide the correct “fit” in terms of products and services. Failure to do this is
will make it difficult for them to compete and as a result, they risk being forced out of the market.

Public sector organisations can have a complex relationship with the public. In some cases it can
be characterised as a customer relationship — especially in the case of direct service delivery by
public sector organisations — and in other cases as a citizen relationship where the organisation
is involved in determining and creating the environment in which economic and social life is
conducted.

The nature of client or customer satisfaction is different, as opposed to citizen satisfaction (Schmidt
and Stricklan, 2000). The two are distinct. When we are looking at customer satisfaction, we are
asking questions directly about the delivery of services at an operational level (doing the things
right). Citizen surveys assess issues such as whether certain services should be provided by the
public sector at all (doing the right things). The priority of users is for a better service, but as citizens
they may also recognise that resources may be better used elsewhere (Dinsdale and Marsden,
1999). The challenge for the public sector is to balance the two distinct, and often competing,
factors of value for money for citizens, with high quality and accessible services for clients. There
are also a number of features of public sector services that make them different from private sector
services. Many models of service quality focus on the aim of increasing consumption of services
and/or increasing customer loyalty. For many public services these considerations are in theory less
relevant, as they are monopoly suppliers, customers are required to consume the services (such
as regulatory services) or they are in fact the opposite of the aims of the service, where a reduction
in consumption would be preferred (such as health and social services) (Dinsdale and Marsden,
1999). The following part will briefly deal with the difference between public and private services.

However, it is also possible to overstate the differences between public and private services. Many
actually face similar situations and a number of the key lessons are transferable. Perhaps a greater
danger is over-simplifying our understanding of public services; they clearly cover an enormous
range of types of services, which vary in a number of important respects, for example:

* the target group (the public as a whole, small sub-sets of the population, businesses, the
community/voluntary sector, other public sector bodies etc);

* the nature of use (regulatory/compulsory versus voluntary services, those that are used on one-
off occasions/episodically versus those used regularly, those that are free versus those with
costs associated, the methods of contact/service delivery efc);

* market position (specialist services versus services that cover a number of functions, monopoly
suppliers versus those who face competitors/where alternatives are available).

The box below gives a good overview of the different roles in relation to the nature of the service.

Part 1: The changing face of public services and the role of the citizen/customer
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Different roles of the external client

= Beneficiary (“bénéficaires de prestations”)

The client/user receives a service, in the form of a legal monetary payment or allowance and the
provider is in a monopoly position

E.g. unemployment allowances

Client (“consommateur”)

A client can choose were to get its service: public or private organisation. There is a strong personal
relation

E.g. Vocational training

User (“usager”)

The user does not dispose of alternatives of service delivery.

E.g. public park

User and Producer (“producteur et consommateur”)

The user can both make use of a service and play a role in the production of the service or service
delivery

E.g. voluntary parents in schools

Buyer (“acheteur”)

The user pays with a direct contribution for the service

E.g. postal services, public transport

Tax payer (“contribuable”)

The user has well defined duties, but a high qualitative service delivery is still important

E.g. taxes

Citizen (“citizen soumis”)

Have to follow rules and inspections, but has elementary rights

E.g. security

Source: Shand & Arnberg, 1996: p.17

Since all the different roles are not always clearly separable, this complex relationship will be
described in the continuation of this publication as a citizens/customers relationship. Citizens/
customers are the recipients or beneficiaries of the activities, products or services of public-sector
organisations. Citizens/customers need to be defined, but not necessarily restricted to only the
primary users of the services provided (EIPA, 2006: p.20).

3.2. Public and private service delivery

As mentioned above, we do not have to over-exaggerate the difference between public and private

sector, but we have to be careful of some specificities and characteristics. In the public sector there
are different factors at play (Cabinet Office, 2006: 6-7):

Competition does not play the same role and the implications of customer choice are different.
However, “customers” of public services do have a choice: they can choose to “opt out” (either
entirely, or by failing to deal with requirements correctly). The costs of this end up with the
government again, which has to enforce compliance, provide the help lines, or deal with the
fall-out of a failed intervention. The way in which a public body is organised can disguise the
cost of this unless it takes the trouble to find out, for example, how much time its front line staff
spends with customers who are confused or lack confidence that they are being dealt with
properly.

Although people want their needs met as individuals, as citizens and taxpayers they still want
a public sector that exists for the whole population and which provides services that are high
quality as well as efficient; it is not just parents who are interested in schools.

Unlike most of the private sector, public sector organisations do not have the luxury of selecting
and focusing on their preferred and most profitable customers: they need to cater for the needs
of the whole community. Indeed, for many services, the “customers” of greatest concern to

European Primer on Customer Satisfaction Management



government are those of least interest to most commercial service providers. These people are
often the hardest to identify.

* In many cases, the aim of an intervention is long term and reliant on a complex range of
interrelated factors. Success relies on engaging a number of people in a coherent way —
tackling child obesity or teenage pregnancy, for example, will involve reaching parents,
teachers and role models as well as the child or teenager. Often, success will be years in coming
and the conventional cost/benefit analysis used in the commercial world will simply not apply.

These factors combine to build a picture which shows that although the customer role is different
in the public sector, the citizen has a right to be treated as a customer, and that public service
provision must be equitable and fair to all, regardless of background.

The gap between the public and private sector, from the citizen’s point of view, is narrowing.
Competition in the private sector will shape the future service delivery environment, against which
the public sector will be judged. Governments need to rise to the challenge with all that this implies.

“Why do we persist in calling taxpayers “customers”? Taxpayers don’t have the option of buying or not
buying goods or services from us; they can’t shop around for better value from other suppliers of similar
goods; they can’t ask for their money back if they don’t like what we’ve done. Only customers can do
things like that.” (Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC) staff)

“Yes we treat prisoners like customers! Of course those people sometimes did terrible things, but it is our
task to treat them according to standards and norms. These standards are part of our service delivery.”
(Prison Director)

3.3. Service and products

Most public sector organisations are delivering services. Services have some clear characteristics
(or sometimes a lack of them) which makes them special (Ross, 1999: 13-15). These differences
are described as “intangibility”, “inseparability”, “heterogeneity”, “perishability” (Hoffman and
Bateson, 1997: 22-24). The box below gives an overview of them (Zeithaml et al., 1992: 50).

Characteristics Effect/Problems

“Intangibility”: 1. Services cannot be stored.

“A distinguishing characteristic of services 2. Cannot protect services through patents.

that makes them unable to be touched or 3. Cannot readily display or communicate services.
sensed in the same manner as physical goods.” | 4. Prices are difficult to set.

“Inseparability”: 1. Consumer involved in production.

“A distinguishing characteristic of services 2. Other consumers involved in production.

that reflects the interconnection among the 3. Centralised mass production of services difficult.
service provider, the customer involved in

receiving the service, and other customers

sharing the service experience.”

“Heterogeneity”: 1. Standardisation and quality control difficult to
“A distinguishing characteristic of services achieve.

that reflects the variation in consistency from

one service transaction to the next.”

“Perishability”: 1. Services cannot be inventoried.

“A distinguishing characteristic of services in

that they cannot be saved, their unused

capacity cannot be reserved, and they cannot

be inventoried.”

Part 1: The changing face of public services and the role of the citizen/customer
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Dealing with these specific characteristics will influence the search for defining which components
of service quality determine satisfaction, as we will present in the next part of this publication.
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Introduction

Understanding and measuring satisfaction is a central concern. Satisfaction is a widely accepted
concept despite real difficulties in measuring and interpreting typical approaches to its assessment.
The most common approach is the use of general satisfaction surveys undertaken every few years
and designed to track changes over time, but we will describe others in part four. There are
however, a number of difficulties with the concept of satisfaction (Communities Scotland, 2006:

20).

It is not static, but changes over time; new experiences and levels of awareness will alter the
potential levels of satisfaction that could be achieved.

It is likely to be complex and the result of a mix of experiences before, during and after the point
at which it is measured.

It occurs in social contexts which are varied and changing and may be unpredictable or
inexpressible to the service user.

It may be difficult to express the reasons for satisfaction; particularly where less tangible aspects
of services are being considered.

It may be easier to express the reasons for dissatisfaction, particularly if this is the exceptional
state.

Without understanding the causes of satisfaction, there is a danger that we might treat a “good
result” as a reason not to change anything, seeing it largely as a PR tool.

In orderto geta better view on satisfaction, The Service Quality Gap
we describe some key elements in this

part. The model that has underpinned
the satisfaction approach is the dis- What the customer expects from the service
confirmation theory, which suggests that
customer satisfaction with a service is
related to the size of the disconfirmation
experience; where disconfirmation is

related tothe person’s initial expectations.?
If experience of the service greatly exceeds

The service quality gap

the expectations clients had of the service,

then satisfaction will be high, and vice

versa. In the service quality literature,

perceptions of service delivery are

measured separately from customer What the customer thinks they have received
expectations, and the gap between the

two, P(erceptions) — E(xpectations),

provides a measure of service quality and

determines the level of satisfaction.

1.

The role of expectations and perceptions

Expectations have a central role in influencing satisfaction with services, and these in turn are
determined by a very wide range of factors. It is arguable that the range of influences on
expectations is even wider for public services.

3 There are in fact a number of other ways in which expectations are defined, for example minimum/tolerable/

acceptable levels of service and deserved (the performance level based on the time, effort and/or money invested).

Part 2: Understanding customer satisfaction
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1.1. How are expectations formed?

Given the central importance of expectations, it is important to understand how they are formed
(Quality Accounts Commission, 1999).The basic key factors most commonly seen to influence
expectations are described as:

* Personal needs: any customer or user of a service will have what they regard as a set of key
personal needs that they expect the service to address. These will vary from service to service
and from customer to customer. A clear understanding of these needs is necessary to design
an appropriate service.

* Previous experience: many will have had service encounters before. Their previous experience
will in part influence their future expectations of the service. This can include their past
experience of the service in question, but also of other services —for public services, expectations
will be influenced by experience of similar private services.

*  Word of mouth communications: expectations will be shaped by communications from sources
other than the service provider itself. This can include family, friends and colleagues, but more
widely the media and other organisations, such as audit agencies.

* Explicit service communications: statements from staff or from leaflets or other publicity
material can have a direct impact on expectations. Good examples are customer charters as
we will present in part 4 of this publication.

* Implicit service communication: this includes factors such as the physical appearance of
buildings e.g. renovation may lead the customer to expect other service aspects to be of higher
quality.

The impact of brand image or service reputation (covered by word of mouth communications
above) on expectations is seen as central in a number of public and private sector studies. This
would seem to be a particularly important concern for public services, for two key reasons. Firstly,
it is argued that in the absence of detailed information about competitor services or alternatives,
the importance of image is increased. This is likely to make this factor a central aspect of views of
many public services, given the generally more constrained choice and limited benchmarks
available to customers.

Furthermore, the range of impacts on the image of public services is likely to be somewhat wider
than for private services. In particular, it is argued that expectations of public services can be
influenced by views of government and politicians. For example some contend that “...the
distinction between politics, government and the public service may seem blurred in the eyes of
many” (Dinsdale and Marsden, 1999) and therefore “the public’s perception of honesty and
integrity in their

government will Sources of Customer Expectations

affect their asses-
Previous experience
commicaon
ersonal needs o
communication

sment of the ser-
vices they receive
Customer expectations of service
Implicit service Explicit service
communication communication
. Views about
Values/beliefs government

from these insti-
tutions.” (Dinsdale
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and Marsden,
1999).

Expectations of
public services are
notonlyinfluenced
by direct commun-
ications from the
service, or even
what the media
says about service
itself, but also the




reputation of the government as a whole.

It is generally thought that the impact of this factor may be relatively minor when asking about very
specific service elements, but it is likely to have a major impact in more global ratings. This is
reflected in a number of studies. Global assessments of public services were seen to result in
stereotypical, critical responses — influenced by the negative connotations of big, inefficient
governments. However, the more specific questions are, the more positive perceptions are seen
to be (The Prime Minster’s Office of Public Service Reform, 2002). Similarly, in a Canadian study,
when researchers compared overall ratings of public services with private services, views of public
services were less positive. However, this was much less noticeable when respondents were asked
to compare specific public and private services (Bachelet and Brookes, 1995). In part 4, the Belgian
case of the Flemish public administration describes a model how they deal with this issue.

We would also argue that, in the context of public services in particular, there may be a case for
including personal values or beliefs as an influence on expectations, independent of the other
factors included in the model. This relates to what people view as the role of public services:
reflecting their dual role as clients and citizens.

The overall model of key factors influencing expectations of public services (see above) is widely
recognised that the nature and impact of each of these influences will vary for different customers
and services. This is not an additional determinant of expectations in the same way as those outlined
above, but it is critical to understand when making comparisons between public services: for some
services, the greatest influence on the level of expectations is likely to be the nature of the customer
group that is being served.

1.2. Perception and the Servqual model*

As described above, the Servqual

(Service Quality) model starts from > Expected Service
the basic gap between P(ercep-

tions) — E(xpectations). Servqual is GAP 5 ¢ T

a service quality measurement tool
that assesses both service per-

. . Customers
ceptions and expectations across  variables A
a range of different service

Perceived Service —

Provider I

characteristics. Using Servqual, the ~ Veriables GAP 4
gap between expectations and Service Delivery | € |  External
A ommunications
perceptions can be analysed to to Customers
help managers see where to target GAP 3 ¢ T
and prioritise improvement efforts GAP 1 |
for the best effect. ey
Specifications

General satisfaction surveys tend GAP 2 ¢ T
to focus on customer perceptions

1 Management
of The services The}/ are currgnﬂy > B O,
getting and not their expectations. Customer Expectations

4 Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A. and Berry, L.L. (1985), “A conceptual model of service quality and its implication”,
Journal of Marketing , Vol. 49, Fall, pp. 41-50.
Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A. and Berry, L.L. (1986), “SERVQUAL: a multiple-item scale for measuring customer
perceptions of service quality”, Report No. 86-108, Marketing Science Institute, Cambridge, MA.
Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A. and Berry, L.L. (1988), “SERVQUAL: a multi-item scale for measuring consumer
perceptions of the service quality”, Journal of Retailing , Vol. 64, No. 1, pp. 12- 40
Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A. and Berry, L.L. (1991), “Refinement and reassessment of the SERVQUAL scale”,
Journal of Retailing , Vol. 67, pp. 420-450.
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The extent to which services meet customers’ needs or expectations is one measure of service
quality. The fact that frequently little is known about customer expectations makes it difficult to
interpret the ratings produced by satisfaction surveys. Servqual is designed as a measurement
instrument. We will go into detail of this measuring part further on. What is interesting in this current
context is the model that is behind the Servqual methodology. The Servqual-model is also known
as the “gap-model”, By analysing the four underlying gaps, insight is given into the final gap
between perceptions and expectations (gap 5).

Gap 1: Customers’ expectations versus management perceptions: as a result of the lack of a
marketing research orientation, inadequate upward communication and too many layers of
management.

Gap 2: Management perceptions versus service specifications: as a result of inadequate
commitment to service quality, a perception of unfeasibility, inadequate task standardisation and
an absence of goal setting.

Gap 3: Service specifications versus service delivery: as a result of role ambiguity and conflict, poor
employee-job fit and poor technology-job fit, inappropriate supervisory control systems, lack of
perceived control and lack of teamwork.

Gap 4: Service delivery versus external communication: as a result of inadequate horizontal
communications and propensity to over-promise.

Gap 5: The discrepancy between customer expectations and their perceptions of the service
delivered: as a result of the influences exerted from the customer side and the shortfalls (gaps) on
the part of the service provider. In this case, customer expectations are influenced by the extent of
personal needs, word of mouth recommendation and past service experiences.

Servqual is a survey tool that calculates “gap scores” to measure the difference between
expectations and perceptions for different aspects of services. It provides a useful structure for
thinking about which aspects of a service affect the quality. Elements of the SERVQUAL approach
still appear in a large number of customer satisfaction studies in both the private and public sector,
and when properly applied, can provide some useful insights.

An interesting illustration on working with perceptions and expectations in measuring satisfaction
is shown in the case of the Swedish Police Force.

CASE: Quality Index in the Police Force (Sweden)

The Swedish Police Force has a long standing tradition in running and developing new forms of activity
control and quality initiative, accumulating experience of the Balanced Scorecard, Swedish Quality
Reward, citizen surveys, techniques for creating dialogue with the public, personnel motivation
evaluations as results indicators, guidance and management through dialogue, developing the learning
organisation and continuous improvement, the Swedish Quality Index, trials with e-learning,
benchmarking, working targets in organisations with complex operations, international comparisons,
trials with CAF (the Common Assessment Framework), as well as the council method for increased
participation. Thereby, the police force has progressed very favourably.

One major challenge with this emphasis on the citizen’s perspective is to increase public influence and
to develop sophisticated, citizen-driven police activity within the sphere of safety.

Techniques for creating interactive dialogue can provide supplementary information, for example, by
using panels and other forums. Another instrument is a tool based on the Swedish Quality Index and
adapted for police forces.

The Quality Index is a model-based analysis system to prepare, process and present information on
quality, as perceived by actual users (plaintiffs). Accordingly, it is entirely based on these parties’
assessments, on personal experience, and accordingly, on actual police actions. This model also implies
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an ambition to produce state- Swedish Quality Index - SQI
ments on the causal link
between simultaneous estim-
ationtechniques. The model can
be used for comparisons over
time, between police units, ¢

Image

various geographical regions
or societal groups, and also for
concrete international compari-

Expectations

sons.
. . a Quality
High loyalty is one of the most ¢ Pe;:‘l*l"‘;ed Loyalty
important indicators of organis- ; Index
. . Perceived
ations performing strongly. product

quality

Since customer satisfaction is
linked directly to loyalty it is
evident that measuring satis-
faction without taking loyalty
info account and vice versa
would be misleading.

The questionnaire includes graded questions on the reputation of the police in society, expectations when
crimes are reported, expectations of service levels and staff commitment, the perceived quality of
processing the case, perceived quality of service and police commitment, general satisfaction,
satisfaction in relation to expectations, cost-efficiency, loyalty and complaints. A scale of 1 — 10 is used
consistently, with results transformed into an index, with zero equating to all respondents responding
to all questions with a “1” and “100” implying all respondents grading all questions a “10”. Typical

Perceived
service
quality

values, performed on thousands of studies, are of an index interval of 60 — 80.

2. Dimensions and determinants of service quality and satisfaction

As with the models for measuring satisfaction and identifying priorities outlined above, there are
also a number of different constructions of the service factors that are most important in influencing
perceptions of the service. We start with the factors that inform the SERVQUAL approach, before
looking at refinements and alternative approaches.

2.1. Determinants of quality in Servqual

Service quality literature usually attempts to categorise the factors that influence attitudes towards
the service at a number of different levels. At the highest level this involves a small number of service
quality dimensions. These can be disaggregated into a larger set of service quality factors or
determinants, which are then developed into questions for measuring through a structured
questionnaire.

In the original concept of the Servqual instrument, 10 determinants of service quality were
described. We present them and give examples (Accounts Commission, 1999).
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Determinants of service quality

Examples

Access
The ease and convenience of accessing
the service

Neighbourhood offices; one stop shops;
convenient operating hours; 24 hour telephone;
internetaccess

Communication
Keeping customers informed in a language
they understand; listening to customers

Plain language pamphlets and brochures;
communication material tailored to the needs of
individual groups (ethnic minorities, visually
impaired efc); suggestions and complaints systems

Competence
Having the skills and knowledge to provide
the service

All staff knowing, and being able to do their job

Courtesy
Politeness, respect, consideration, friendliness
of staff at all levels

Staff behaving politely and pleasantly

Credibility

Trustworthiness, reputation and image

The reputation of the service in the wider community;
staff generating a feeling of trust with customers

Reliability

Providing consistent, accurate and dependable
service; delivering the service that was
promised

Standards defined in local service charters; accuracy
of records; accuracy of community charge bills;
doing jobs right first time; keeping promises and
deadlines

Responsiveness
Being willing and ready to provide service when
needed

Resolving problems quickly; providing appointment
times

Security

Physical safety; financial security; confidentiality

Providing services in a safe and secure manner

Tangibles
The physical aspects of the service such as
equipment, facilities, staff appearance

Up-to-date equipment and facilities; staff uniforms

Understanding the customer
Knowing individual customer needs;
recognising the repeat customer

Tailoring services where practical to meet individual
needs

After extensive research these ten were refined to five; following further analysis showed that some
were very closely related. The five determinants are:

Dimension Description

Tangibles The physical facilities and equipment available, the appearance of staff, how easy it
is to understand communication materials...

Reliability Performing the promised service dependably and accurately

Responsiveness

Helping customers and providing a prompt service

Assurance Inspiring trust and confidence

Empathy

Providing a caring and individual service to customers
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These five dimensions are translated into 22 questions that measure both perceptions and
expectations (Zeithaml et al., 1990: 175-186).

X has modern-looking equipment.

X's physical facilities are visually appealing.

X's employees are well presented.

Materials associated with the service (such as pamphlets or statements) are visually appealing at X.
When X promises to something by a certain time, it does so.
When you have a problem, X shows a sincere interest in solving it.
X performs the service right the first time.

X provides its services at the time it promises to do so.

. X insists on error-free records.

10. Employees in X tell you exactly when services will be performed.
11. Employees in X give you prompt service.

12. Employees in X are always willing to help you.

13. Employees in X are never too busy to respond to your requests.
14. The behaviour of employees in X instils confidence in you.

15. You feel safe in your transactions with X.

16. Employees in X are consistently courteous with you.

17. Employees in X have the knowledge to answer your questions.
18. X gives you individual attention.

19. X has operating hours convenient to all its customers.

20. X has employees who give you personal atftention.

21. X has your best interests at heart.

22. Employees of X understand your specific needs.

VO NOUAWN =

ltems 1-4: tangibles
ltems 5-9: reliability
ltems 10-13: responsiveness
ltems 14-17: assurance

ltems 18-22: empathy

There has been a great deal of discussion on the comprehensiveness and appropriateness of these
dimensions for different services. One particular addition is worth noting: the dimension of
recovery (how services deal with putting things right when they have gone wrong). This is widely
seen to be a particular gap in the list, and has since been added to a number of approaches.

2.2. Other dimensions and determinants

As noted above, service quality dimensions and factors have been researched widely for a range
of public and private services — and just about all individual studies include some amendments or
additions to reflect the particular service being researched. There is therefore little to be gained by
afttempting to summarise a comprehensive approach here. However, it is worth outlining a list of
18 quality determinants compiled by Johnston (1995), based on a study in the banking sector that
is often seen to be more helpful and comprehensive than the SERVQUAL list:

*  Access: the physical approachability of service location, including the ease of finding one’s way
around the service environment and the clarity of route.

* Aesthetics: extent to which the components of the service package are agreeable or pleasing
to the customer, including both the appearance and the ambience of the service environment,
the appearance and presentation of service facilities, goods and staff.

* Attentiveness/helpfulness: the extent to which the service, particularly of contact staff, either
provides help to the customer or gives the impression of interest in the customer and shows a
willingness to serve.

* Availability: the availability of service facilities, staff and goods to the customer. In the case of
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contact staff, this means both the staff/customer ratio and the amount of time each staff
member has available to spend with each customer. In the case of goods, availability includes
both the quantity and the range of products made available to the customer.

* Care: the concern, consideration, sympathy and patience shown to the customer. This includes
the extent to which the customer is put at ease by the service and made to feel emotionally
(rather than physically) comfortable.

* Cleanliness/tidiness: cleanliness, and the neat and tidy appearance of the tangible components
of the service package, including the service environment, facilities, goods and contact staff.

*  Comfort: the physical comfort of the service environment and facilities.

*  Commitment: staff's apparent commitment to their work, including the pride and satisfaction
they apparently take in their job, their diligence and thoroughness.

*  Communication: the ability of the service providers to communicate with the customer in a way
he or she will understand. This includes the clarity, completeness and accuracy of both verbal
and written information communicated to the customer and the ability of staff to listen to and
understand the customer.

* Competence: the skill, expertise and professionalism with which the service is executed. This
includes the carrying out of correct procedures, correct execution of customer instructions,
degree of product or service knowledge exhibited by contact staff, the rendering of good, sound
advice and the general ability to do a good job.

* Courtesy: the politeness, respect and propriety shown by the service, usually contact staff, in
dealing with the customer and his or her property. This includes the ability of staff to be
unobtrusive and non-interfering when appropriate.

*  Flexibility: a willingness and ability on the part of the service worker to amend or alter the nature
of the service or product to meet the needs of the customer.

*  Friendliness: the warmth and personal approachability (rather than physical approachability)
of the service providers, particularly of contact staff, including cheerful attitude and the ability
to make the customer feel welcome.

* Functionality: the serviceability and fitness for purpose or “product quality” of service facilities
and goods.

* Integrity: the honesty, justice, fairness and trust with which customers are treated by the service
organisation.

* Reliability: the reliability and consistency of performance of service facilities, goods and staff.
This includes punctual service delivery and an ability to keep to agreements made with the
customer.

* Responsiveness: speed and timeliness of service delivery. This includes the speed of throughput
and the ability of the service providers to respond promptly to customer requests, with minimal
waiting and queuing time.

*  Security: personal safety of the customer and his or her possessions while participating in or
benefiting from the service process. This includes the maintenance of confidentiality.

2.3. The importance of factors

A great deal of useful work has been done to identify which factors of a service are the most
important in determining overall satisfaction. This is probably as close as we can get to a “generic”
set of factors. It is likely that the relative importance of each factor will broadly reflect the findings
from other studies, where those factors that relate to reliability and responsiveness seem to most
often emerge as key. The final list of determinants and questions for any individual service should
build on these, and use a range of qualitative and other approaches to ensure the particular
features of the individual service are accounted for. It is worth noting that for many public services,
measuring the effort required by the customer in achieving their aims is likely to be central. It will
also be important to include measures that ascertain the nature of the use of the services, as this
is likely to modify the salience of factors.
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The Austrian case of the tax offices shows the difference in importance of service quality factors
between different customer groups.

CASE: an “INFOCENTER” for customers using the service of tax offices (AUSTRIA)

For the introduction of an infocenter helping users to correctly orientate themselves at the entrance to

the office, the tax offices needed to know what the expectations towards the service and service delivery

were. Not all the different customers come with the same questions and expectations. There the Austrian

tax offices distinguished different target groups, to give them an insight in the elements of service quality:

* Accountants

* SME (small and medium enterprises) with direct contact to tax authorities

* Citizens with a certain kind of experience with tax authorities (one additional criterion is the frequency
of contact)

These different groups
were questioned in dif-
ferent ways: the ac-
countants via an inter-
net survey; the citizens Good yA
and SME’s were survey- T

ed by exit surveys when
leaving the building
after having received a
special service; via Face

to face interviews; and Not very good Serice orientation
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In general, the studies conducted by researchers using the SERVQUAL approach have found that
reliability is the most important dimension, followed by responsiveness, assurance and empathy,
with tangibles being the least important of all.

Using a different construction, a Canadian study on public sector services identified five dimensions
as particularly important — timeliness, accessibility, reliability, responsiveness and cost. In
particular, the two key factors identified are the number of contacts required and the time required
to complete the service episode (Dinsdale and Marsden, 1999). The importance of these is
reflected in a qualitative study among Benefit Agency customers in Britain, where the amount of
contact with the service is seen to be one of the key determinants of satisfaction (Elam and Ritchie,
1997). Having minimal contact or “hassle” with the Benefits Agency is often equated to a good
service. Contact involves cost, effort or challenge to the customer, and can be seen as a lack of
effort or efficiency on the part of the service.

The Latvian case illustrates the measurement of different service quality determinants for the road
traffic safety directorate.
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The road traffic safety directorate
deals with the registration of
vehicles, the examination of
drivers and the issuing of driver’s
licenses, periodic technical
inspection, road safety audit and
the maintaining of the State
Register of Vehicles and Drivers.
Satisfaction measurements are
carried out atf regular times and
focus on different elements of
the service delivery. Such
parameters as business hours,

CASE: measuring satisfaction in the road traffic safety directorate (Latvia)

Lay out and atmosphere of
premises

Information in the premises of
CSDD

Simplicity of service providing
procedure

Efficiency of employees

Easiness of seftling the
formalities

Attitude of the employees

Tolerance and politeness of the
employees

Accessibility of the employees

Explanations given by the
employees

Time factor

time factor (consumption) of
receiving given service, quali-

25

fication of personnel, risks, etc.

3. Impact of factors

The previous sections have outlined some
of the main elements of key models of
how satisfaction relates to performance
and which factors are key priorities for
improvement. When identifying priorities,
it is also useful to consider in more detail
how changes in performance on individual
factors may impact on perceptions.
Early models infer a simple linear
relationship between performance and
perception, where any increase in
performance (on any of the factors
identified) leads to an increase in
perceptions of service quality and vice
versa (Johnston and Heineke, 1998). The
chart illustrates this.

However, this is clearly too simplistic, and
anumber of researchers suggest we should
split factors into different types according
to the nature of their impact. There are two
main theories about how impacts vary
(Johnston and Heineke, 1998).

3.1. Types of quality factors

Quality factors have been split into four main categories:

Relationship between Perception and Performance

PERCEPTION
+

poor

excellent
PERFORMANCE

* Dissatisfiers (or hygiene factors): these can be thought of as existing af two levels: inadequate
and adequate. If such factors are perceived to be inadequate, then dissatisfaction will result;
but any increase in performance above adequacy has little effect on perceptions. The example
often given is of a fork in a restaurant with a small amount of food on it; the presence of a dirty
fork is likely to make customers dissatisfied, but a very clean fork is unlikely to add to

satisfaction.
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* Sadtisfiers (or enhancing factors): those factors which, when improved beyond adequacy, have
a positive effect on perceptions. However, when these factors are either not in evidence or
poorly performed, they do not detract from impressions of service quality. The example given
is that if a waiter does not remember you from your last visit to the restaurant you are unlikely
to be dissatisfied, but if he does and also remembers your favourite wine, you are likely to be

delighted.

* Critical (or dual threshold factors): these are factors that can be both satisfying and
dissatisfying. For example, responsiveness is often seen as a critical factor; a speedy service
from your waiter can delight, but a slow service can lead to dissatisfaction.

* Neutral: these are least sensitive to changes in performance.

The chart, from the study in the
banking sector by Johnston men-
tioned earlier, illustrates how factors
can be classified according to their
impact. This shows the classification
of responses from a Critical Incident
Technique (CIT) study, where
anecdotes from service users on
particularly satisfying or dissatisfying
service experiences are coded into
the key determinant list. Attentiveness
is clearly a satisfying factor, being
mainly highlighted in incidents that
have been particularly satisfying for

Satisfiers, Dissatisfiers, Critical and Neutral

M Satisfaction M Dissatisfaction

Attentiveness/helpfulness
Responsiveness
Care
Availability
Reliability
Integrity
Friendliness
Courtesy
Communication
Competence
Functionality
Commitment
Access
Flexibility
Security
Aesthetics
Cleanliness
Comfort

-30 25 20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20 25 30

respondents. On the other hand, integrity seems to be a clear dissatisfying factor. Responsiveness
is a critical factor (as reflected in a number of other studies), while comfort is a neutral factor, not

mentioned in any anecdotes.

3.2. Sensitivity of factors

This still suggests a linear
relationship between perform-
ance and perceptions, where
improvement in each of the
factors may impact on percept-
ions in different ways, but to
the same extent in all circum-
stances. However, more recent
work has shown that this is not
the case.

Types of Impact and Zones of Tolerance

In particular, it has been noted

poor

that customers are willing to
absorb some positive or
negative disconfirmation of
expectations before expressing
satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
Other researchers suggest a
similar model, but reason that
this is because the customer
does not notice these relatively
small differences. Whatever the

PERCEPTION
+
satisfier critical
— neutral
-
_ -
/— -

—
— excellent
- _ 0 PERFORMANCE

dissatisfier
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reason, this model suggests there is a “zone of tolerance” where changes in service provision have
little impact on the perceptions of the service, as seen in the diagram.

The model suggests that once outside the zone of tolerance there could be a disproportionate
impact on perceptions — that relatively small changes in performance could have a large impact
on how the service is viewed. The nature and size of the zone of tolerance is therefore clearly
important fo attempt to understand.

CASE: European Customer Satisfaction Index — A pilot in public administration (Portugal)
The Portuguese Institute of Quality — the responsible national entity for the coordination, management
and development of the Portuguese System of Quality (PSQ) — leads the implementation of the NCSI
Portugal — National Customer Satisfaction Index. This index is a system for measuring the quality of the
available products and services in the national market through the satisfaction of the customer. This
index is developed in some sectors of activity, and currently encloses the following sectors: banking,
communications, distribution, energy, insurance and passenger transport.
In 2006, a pilot project was launched to assess the provision of services in the following agencies/
departments: social security, tax administration, register of births, marriages and deaths and vehicle
registration. Three different channels were considered when assessing the delivery of services:
traditional over-the-counter services, citizens’ shops (Loja do Cidadédo) and web-based services. The
system that was designed allows each agency/department of public administration to identify key areas
for users’ satisfaction and to regularly monitor the delivery of services; identifying positive features and
shortcomings, as well as opportunities for improvement.
In the Portuguese public administration there are some experiences of evaluation of the quality of the
services based on customer satisfaction, for example in the financial, social security and health sectors.
However, not only are they not extensible to all the sectors, but also, most of these evaluation processes
are characterised by a low degree of regularity in its application. In this context:
e The challenge is the regular evaluation, on an intersectoral basis, of the quality based on key-factors
for its customers, supported in a uniform methodology that allows for comparability;
* The opportunity is in using the experience developed in the private sector by the Portuguese Institute
of Quality, for the development of this tool near the public services and for the implementation of
the methodology in Portuguese public administration linked with the European administrations.

The method involved a two-staged approach. Firstly, a survey was undertaken amongst a sample of
users of the four public agencies/departments under investigation. Then, the data was analysed and
used to build user satisfaction models. Such models aim at identifying the determining factors in user
satfisfaction and the relative weight of each of those factors.

A total of 1926 users of public administration services were interviewed between November 2006 and
January 2007 (reference year: 2006). Since the agencies/departments that were selected have a very
different nature, any comparisons established between them must be treated with caution. Indeed,
citizens will receive allowances or documents that they may require to certify certain aspects of their
personal lives from some of the agencies/departments; whereas in others, they will be expected to fulfil
their duties, namely to make payments to the State. It is therefore natural that citizens would be variously
predisposed towards the different agencies/departments surveyed.

Conclusions

Organisations need to take into account both perceptions and expectations. Each organisation has
to define the determinants that influence perception. Ideally managers need not only to identify
priorities for improvement but also to understand the type of impact these factors have. Even if a
factor is highlighted as a priority, we need to understand the level of improvement required to
ensure we make the best use of available resources. These factors can be summarised as follows:
* dissatisfying: these are key only if performance is not adequate. Once the zone of tolerance
is achieved there is no real benefit to improving further. The adequate level should be
maintained as efficiently as possible.
* satisfying: these should be a high priority if the aim is to delight customers. Once beyond the
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zone of tolerance incremental improvement can lead to significant increases in satisfaction.
* critical: these have features of both satisfying and dissatisfying factors, and so will be key in
all cases.
* neutral: a low priority as they will have little impact whatever the level of performance.

However, attempting to understand how improvements in particular service factors may affect
satisfaction remains an important consideration, as it can help to focus resources on priorities for
improvement that will have the greatest impact on perceptions. In practical terms this will be based
on previous research and our understanding of the service, and could be further explored through
qualitative techniques, examination of complaints and compliments and further analysis of existing
survey data.

S.UCCGSSfUI OI’anISG- Service/product management
tions use customer

needs Gnd eXpeCTO' Expectation management —_—_— Satisfaction management

tions as the starting /
pOinf, developing Perception management

propositions around
their customers’
needs and expectations; this also answers other corporate imperatives. Managing satisfaction
therefore has to do with managing services and/or products, but also important are the
management of expectations and perceptions in the final satisfaction of the citizen/customer.
Measuring satisfaction seems to be just one element in this overall satisfaction management
approach. This final conclusion is also the start for part 3, where we shift from satisfaction
measurement to satisfaction management.
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1. The changing place and role of the citizen/customer®

Traditionally, the political leaders determine what services are to be provided, on what terms and
to whom; and bureaucrats and professionals subsequently organise and deliver the services. The
role of the citizens is largely passive. In the new setting however, the range of actors involved —
institutionally or on an ad hoc basis — in the production, delivery and evaluation of public services
has grown and the role of the citizen has become more and more active. This changing role of
citizen/customers of public services has an impact on the policy and management cycle as a whole.
Traditionally, the policy and management cycle is dominated and controlled by politicians and
administrators. Now, citizens-customers are increasingly involved in this policy and management
cycle at different stages (design, decision, implementation and monitoring, and evaluation) as is
shown in the figure below.

Successful organisations use customer needs
and expectations as a starting point;
developing proposals around their custom-
ers’ needs and expectations, also meeting

- — — P Policy design == =1

other corporate imperatives. Managing \
satisfaction therefore has to do with .
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also with managing expectations and 7y

perceptions of the citizen/customer, as |
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The consultation of citizens forms a crucial

inputthroughoutthe policy and management

cycle. The OECD defines consultation as a two-way relationship, where government talks to
citizens/customers and citizens/customers provide feedback to government. It is based on the prior
definition by government of the issue on which citizens’/customers’ views are being sought and
requires the provision of information (OECD, 2001b). The citizen/customer no longer comes in
the picture only at the end but at all stages and steps of the policy and service delivery. Therefore,
measuring citizen/customer satisfaction is only one stage, the final stage. The input of the citizens/
customers in all their roles and at all stages of the cycle has to be taken into account. This is what
can be defined as Customer Satisfaction Management.

Strategies of participation and knowledge on needs and performance are essential. This implies
that public agencies evolve from a closed, self-centred service provider to an open networking
organisation which the public can trust. This occurs through transparent processes and accountability;
through democratic dialogue from an internal (resources and activities) focus to an external (output
and outcome) focus; and from a classical-design-decision-production-evaluation cycle to an
involvement of stakeholders in general, and citizens (as customers) in particular at each and every
stage of this cycle. Citizens/customers become co-designers, co-deciders, co-producers and co-
evaluators. Different ways, tools and techniques in doing this are presented, illustrated and
discussed in part 4 of this publication.

The traditional orientation in the public sector is in principle very internal and supply driven. Public
sector organisations are closed systems, or even “black boxes”, where the design of policies and

5 This part is based upon:
— van Dooren W., Thijs, N., & Bouckaert, G. (2004) Quality management and management of quality in the European
public administrations. In E. Léffler & M. Vintar (Eds.). Improving the quality of East and West European public services
(pp. 91-106). UK, Hampshire: Ashgate.
— Bouckaert G., Loffler E. and Pollitt C. (2006), Scientific report on the 4" European Quality Conference, Finland:
Tampere.
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service delivery, the related decisions taken, the production and delivery of services, and the
evaluation by definition, all depend upon internal relationships. There were several reasons why
this appeared to be a good solution. Legal requirements emphasised equal, impartial treatment
of citizens. Only a distant approach was supposed to guarantee this. Furthermore, professionals
and experts/bureaucrats had the necessary expertise about needs, priorities, resources and
policies that could remedy certain problems.

However, complex needs in an increasingly heterogeneous society, the demand for increased
transparency, changing perceptions of the legitimacy of governments, and the need to get citizens
involved resulted in an opening up of the “black box” to citizens.

Increasingly, public agencies turn into externally oriented and demand driven organisations,
developing new types of interactions and

relationships with a variety of stakeholders for

different sets of tasks. design co-design

An issue of fundamental importance to the / \ / \

SUStOInObIhTY Of C]UGllfy Improvemen1 IS The evaluation decision co-evaluation co-decision

level of involvement of other stakeholders,
particularly service users and citizens, during \ / \ /

the entire cycle of service. production co-production

2. From Design to Co-design

The design of innovations and public services (delivery) in public administration is crucial. The
design phase plots the course for crucial later decisions, for the operational “production” of services
and for the evaluation (and evaluability) of the innovations and services themselves. Changes, if
they come at all, are expected to come from the top, often in the form of an imposing sounding
“comprehensive strategy”. Proposals for change from the middle or lower ranks are not expected,
not welcomed, and, therefore, often not even attempted. Proposals from outside are even worse
— outsiders trying to interfere in “our business”. A prime responsibility of management is therefore
to create and communicate an open, supportive attitude towards suggestions for improvement,
wherever they come from.

A second point is that the design process should itself model the way you will later implement and
evaluate the innovation or service (delivery). The proposals or input may come from anywhere,
anyhow, but once it is on the agenda it is important to include a wide spectrum of views and
stakeholders in its early development. So the design phase is not one in which a chosen few inside
the house work out all the plans, and then later seek consultation. “Start as you mean to go on”
as the English saying goes — so if you want your service innovation to involve staff or user
participation, begin to look for that participation even in the design phase.

CASE: involving stakeholders in the Ministry of the French speaking Community (Belgium)

The department of the Diploma Equivalence of the Ministry of the French speaking Community is

responsible for validation of foreign diplomas in Belgium. The department launched several initiatives

to improve service delivery and make communication and information more client-friendly. Each project

set up within the Department for Diploma Equivalence has been submitted to an assessment by the

citizen-customer: to that end,

* the internet site proposes an assessment form of its contents, utility, presentation and user-
friendliness;

* the brochure, itself, is submitted for assessment in a paper form, also integrating questions regarding
the quality of the reception of visitors on the premises.

o furthermore, the brochure has been repeatedly assessed and amended with the agreement of the
partner associations.

* the phone line, “Head of schools”, has, for its part, been evaluated by the target audience during
yearly meetings with the Heads of schools.

* the vademecum has also been assessed by civil servants prior to its publication.
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Another point about the design stage is that it needs to design not only the decision and production
stages, but also the eventual evaluation stage. Many evaluations are weakened because there is
no baseline — no measure of what service quality was before the innovation. This is often because
evaluation is not thought much about until the “show is already on the road”. So evaluations — and
therefore learning — can be much improved if a) it is thought about early on and b) a wide spectrum
of stakeholders are involved (a particular version of the second general point above). What does
staff want to know from an evaluation? What do users want to know? What do sponsors want to
know? Evaluation is not just a tool for management. One way of securing early evaluative
information is to launch pilot projects, which can be monitored by committees containing all key
stakeholders. Pilot projects do not suit all services or all situations, but they have already been
extensively used and can probably be applied even more widely.

In the shift from design to co-design, organisations don’t pretend to be the only ones to know the
world and possess the truth. Needs and expectations are captured in order to take them into
account when designing services/products, knowing how to deliver them, designing the processes,
giving information, etfc...

3. From Decision to Co-decision

Co-decision supports sustainability of quality because citizens/customers come to see themselves
as “owning” these decisions. Citizens/customers may also become more knowledgeable through
the debate that precedes decisions, and this creates more legitimacy. It is clear that participation
in itself may increase satisfaction.

CASE: The experience of the Bolzano Public Prosecutor's Office in user segmentation (ltaly)

In 2004 the Bolzano Procura, starte a “pilot project for the re-organisation and optimisation of the
office”, in order to raise the administrative effectiveness and economic efficiency of the Procura, involving
the personnel and stimulating their motivation in the life of the office.
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Three main “tools” have been used within the project, plus a fourth, cross-functional tool supporting the
other three:

1. the services charter,

2. an ISO-compliant quality system,

3. the social report,

4. the information systems.
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The first step, at conceptual level, was to locate the Procura in a scenario, that is to build up a full picture
of the dense network in which a Procura operates and the large number of stakeholders with which it
is in daily contact.

The chart of the Bolzano Procura stakeholders aims at describing relationships, measuring the frequency
of relations and identifying “key stakeholders” according to the degree of proximity with the Procura
rather than to hierarchical criteria. Another distinguishing feature of the project was to consider the
specific “values language” linking us to the individual stakeholder categories: each category has its own
vested interest, which means we have to direct and measure dialogue with specific indicators for each
activity we perform. A SWOT analysis to examine the relationship between each stakeholder and the
Procura, identifying strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats, was also conducted.

Within the project great attention has been paid to the improvement of the web site, considering input
and suggestion from the Office's stakeholders (lawyers, investigative police, the police and magistrates
in other judicial offices). With regard to measurement and monitoring of the needs of the citizen/user,
information is obtained through systematic collection and processing of complaints/suggestions
(received via the web or presented directly in our offices) and regular surveys of user satisfaction
submitted to a selected target of users: private citizens who come to the offices for administrative
documents and people who interact with the Procura via the www.procura.bz.it web site.

One very obvious and famous example, mentioned by Bouckaert, Loffler and Pollitt (2006) is
participatory budgeting, as in Porto Alegre; but also in European cities such as Saint Denis in France
or Sevilla in Spain. In part 4 of this publication, the case of the city of Solingen (Germany) in creating
a council with non-native representatives will be presented. While more complex, this form of co-
decision may strengthen the quality of our democracies whilst ensuring responsive public services
meet agreed priorities within the community. A second type of co-decision is devolving budget
envelopes to neighbourhoods. Neighbourhood councils or platforms decide what to spend their
envelopes on e.g. playgrounds for children, or public gardens, or street lights. It creates a higher
level of responsibility and ownership of the neighbourhoods by those who live there. However, as
public budgets are getting increasingly tighter, many local authorities have delegated the
allocation of funds for particular associations or projects to umbrella organisations or community
chests. A third example is referenda as an input for formal decisions. This has been traditional in
Switzerland, but it is becoming increasingly common in other European countries for shaping co-
decision.

4. From Production to Co-production

Once decisions are taken, production and implementation emerge. Co-producing services
increases the sustainability of quality because the production becomes co-owned and because the
way of producing becomes more visible and thus more understandable (there are fewer “black
boxes”), and is therefore more legitimate. Co-production is a complex term since it implies a
permanent or temporary involvement of different actors in different stages of a sometimes complex
production cycle. Co-production is a conditio sine qua non for a sustainable public sector in
general, and for specific service deliveries in particular.

The actors involved in co-production can include, of course, private sector firms or other external
providers. Both PPPs and contracted-out services can involve either for-profit firms or non-profit
associations, or a mixture of both. However, here we want to emphasise that it can also include
citizens (as customers) individually (as a parent, as a guide, as a fire service volunteer) or collectively
(e.g. faith based organisations for social services, not-for-profit associations for park maintenance)
who play a role in the service (at some stage from its planning, through its delivery, to eventual
monitoring and evaluation). Their input is time and expertise or perhaps their fundraising efforts
or sometimes just their expression of preferences and priorities — vital information for public officials
who are planning services. Their involvement could be active or passive. Time wise, this
involvement could be permanent (recurrent service delivery e.g. assisting in a library) or temporary
(during peak moments), or even “on call” (e.g. volunteers of fire services are also “on call” when
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there is a fire or a calamity). This involvement could be from the back office or from the front office
(desk and window service).

Swedish customs take the expectations of operators into account in service delivery and even work
with them as co-producers in the custom chain.

CASE: Co-production in Customs chain (Sweden)

The challenges for both Customs and trade are increasing continuously. Every year a million vehicles,
lorries, aircrafts, trains etc. pass through our borders. We can no longer control everything and what
is even more important; we do not want to control everything. International trade is increasing and
moving faster and faster and we are also moving more and more towards customs unions and trade
agreements. We are in fact removing borders all over the world and that is naturally a problem for an
authority like the customs that have been working on the borders for hundreds of years.

The Swedish Customs is the authority responsible for the customs system, the Stairway. This customs
system was developed in close cooperation with other involved parties, such as several trade and industry
organisations, to handle and manage the global supply chain. We realised that we had to change our
organisation and our way of managing trade to be able to fulfil our tasks in the most efficient way.
Therefore we developed the Stairway: our custom system for improved service, quality and efficiency.
The Stairway is the Swedish customs system for handling all import and export.

The Stairway gives opportunities for simplifications and improved service to those operators who certify
the quality of their customs routines and security. This makes it possible for us to use our resources in
the best way. We facilitate legitimate trade and at the same time promote security to make sure that no
illegal activities take place. The operator is responsible for the quality assurance of their customs routines
and security if applicable. When the company is done it is time for the site call from the Swedish customs
with the aim to certify the operator. We go through their routines and the criteria for being a certified
operator to ensure for example that the company submits correct customs declarations; we call it “right
from the beginning”.

Today the business sector actively takes part in our prioritisations of both IT development and trade
facilitation by participating in collaboration groups at different levels. One result from this dialogue is
the creation of the Stairway. The result is that we reduce trade costs and at the same time we manage
to use our resources in the best possible way. Since the launch of the Stairway we have certified almost
300 companies in Sweden, and this means that more than 60% of the flow of goods is now quality
assured.

A significant difference is co-production as a kind of self-service or as another service. To a certain
extent, electronic government requires people to download documents and submit information,
and to be structurally involved in the production in a self-service mode. It is a different story when
people assist others in delivering services. A special case of co-production is co-management.
Here, there is an involvement in guidance and control of an organisation. Managerial participation
requires a special type of involvement and has an impact on the distribution of responsibilities e.g.
citizens in neighbourhood park maintenance, or parent governors in schools. However, there are
some challenges in co-production. The real challenge is the relationship between professionals
and volunteers since professionals do not always take them seriously and tend to be patronising
causing volunteers to get frustrated and give up. It is also necessary to consider a possible and
deliberate trade-off between professionalism and representation of staff in the organisation.
Finally, there is a need to make explicit arrangements on responsibility and accountability —
citizens/customers quickly become disillusioned or frustrated unless they have a clear understanding
of their roles and responsibilities. There are also dangers in co-production: delivery capture by one
of the citizen/customer groups is a possibility.
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5. From Evaluation to Co-evaluation

The final stage in the evolution towards overall satisfaction management is involving the citizen/
customer in the evaluation stage.

It is encouraging that public sector organisations are now seeking to assess the results of quality
initiatives not only through objective performance data but also through the perceptions of service
users.

CASE: A plan for measuring customer satisfaction (Lithuania)
The Ministry of the Interior of the Republic of Lithuania is implementing the Plan of Implementation
Measures from the strategy for public administration development until 2010. According to this plan,
the methodology to calculate the customer (of public services) satisfaction index is on the development
stage. The prepared methodology will be approved by the Minister of the Interior at the end of 2008
and will assist state or municipal institutions by acting as a guideline for measuring customer satisfaction
in the public services. Public service refers to activities of legal persons controlled by the state or
municipalities when providing social services for persons, as well as services in the spheres of education,
science, culture, sports and other services provided for by laws. The measurement of the customer
satisfaction index will be focused on identifying the gaps between customers’ expectations and perceived
quality of public services.

The pilot project in the selected medium-sized municipality will be done in order to check the prepared

methodology and to measure the customer satisfaction index in the field of municipal economy services.

The results of the customer satisfaction survey will be presented in order to promote the methodology

as a modern tool for Customer Satisfaction Management in the public sector.

Specificity of the methodology:

1. Practically applicable. Institutions will be able to use it independently and to adapt it considering the
sector of public services (i.e. social, education, health, culture, sport etc).

2. Public services identified and grouped according to their specificity, thus survey methods and
techniques to each special group of public services individually developed.

3. Target groups, sample size, survey methods and techniques, periodicity of the survey determined and
described; typical questionnaire forms for each special group of public services individually
developed.

4. Recommendations for survey data analysis (correlation analysis as well) and reporting, calculation
of customer satisfaction index, interpretation of results, monitoring of change of the index value
during the estimated time presented; typical forms of survey reports developed.

Typically, such qualitative approaches are based on opinion surveys and explore the level of user
satisfaction. Of course, some important issues remain, e.g. user surveys do not gauge the views
and opinions of current non-users and likely future users.

More generally, when it comes to vulnerable and disadvantaged users, it is becoming recognised
that more active forms of dialogue are often more effective than surveys. This can take the form
of user panels, focus groups or quality action groups as will be described in chapter 4 of this
publication. Bouckaert, Loffler and Pollitt (2006) give the example of the Dutch Ministry of Finance
(presented at the 4™ European Quality Conference). It showed how a focus group with disabled
people helped them to simplify benefit claim forms. The case of Luxembourg also describes this
practice of reaching an often difficult population of long-term care insurance beneficiaries.

CASE: Satisfaction survey of the long-term care insurance beneficiaries (Luxembourg)

The CEO (Evaluation and Orientation Unit) is the public service that ascertains whether the person is
dependent (meaning that they are in need of another person to carry out the essential acts of life) and
determines the degree of help and care they can be entitled to. It also has other functions such as
informing and advising on topics that are linked to matters of dependency.

It was the ambition of the CEO to have an insight into the opinion of the beneficiaries, the dependant
people, to give them the opportunity to express themselves on the quality of services received. The survey
was conducted from 1 October until 30 November, 2006. The CEO was supported by the experts from
« Centre d'Etudes de Populations, de Pauvreté et de Politiques Socio-Economiques » (CEPS, Research
Centre on Populations, Poverty and Socio-Economical Policies).
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The survey had to cover a very particular population of beneficiaries. The population is characterised
by a certain degree of vulnerability as it is composed of dependant people, who often are not responsive
and cannot express their needs. In order to take this element into account and to guarantee at the same
time the reliability of results, it was then decided to adopt an approach in cascade: if the person was
addressable, he/she was questioned alone by the interviewer; but if he/she was only partly approachable
or even not at all, the help of a second person from the near environment of the dependent person was
asked.

Another characteristic of the population is that it is very heterogeneous, as people composing it vary in
terms of: age; cause(s) of dependency; going from congenital to acquired handicaps and from physical
to mental and psychical diseases; places where the dependant people are living, either at home
(maijority) or in a health and care institution; degrees of vulnerability.

It was decided to limit in a first step the satisfaction survey to beneficiaries who are living in their own
home; they represent 65% of the whole population and as this approach matches with the political
willingness to reinforce structures that allows people to stay at home for as long as possible. Taking into
account the specificities of beneficiaries” population, a face-to-face survey seemed the most appropriate
tool. The questionnaire comprised about 100 questions. The survey was conducted by a group of 53
interviewers, who were all trained and informed in regards of the long term care insurance system and
the difficulties in life and health state of the persons they will interview. A sampling plan of 1500 persons

was extracted with the objective to obtain 1000 responses. At the end the response rate was 82.6%.

There are already many case studies in Europe of citizens being involved in the evaluation of
services. An example of a real bottom up initiative is the citizen panel in Bobigny in France which
audits the local authority and publishes an annual report which is presented to the mayor in a public
meeting. In the UK, tenants of social housing are recruited to work as “tenant inspection advisors”,
joining the inspection teams which assess the quality of social housing providers, in order to ensure
that inspection remains clearly focused on the customer’s experience of housing services. A famous
example comes from Seoul, where the City Government involves citizens in inspections of bars and
restaurants. Honorary food and sanitation monitors are selected from people working in 10
consumer organisations and 5 NGO organisations after their credentials are reviewed. Training
to upgrade the skills of honorary food and sanitation monitors is carried out once a year and on
the job instruction is often given during checks of food and sanitation premises. As citizens become
more educated and want to be better informed there will be increasing pressure on public agencies
to admit citizens and interest groups as co-evaluators. Clearly, the availability of performance
information on its own cannot improve quality. Performance measurement “needs to be part of
a policy and culture that welcomes and uses the results of measurement to assess and develop the
level and type of quality required by the organisation’s values and objectives” (Gaster and Squires,
2003: 91). In part 4 we describe and illustrate other tools and techniques in this evolution of co-
evaluation.

6. Where are we now and where do we want to go?

In a traditional model (Quadrant ), there is a dominance of internal activities which are supply
driven and with a focus on inputs and processes. Citizens as consumers are not involved at all.
There is a focus on the quality of resource spending, due process, and activities. It is assumed that
this will lead to a well performing public sector, especially since legality of interventions is central.
Ultimately, this appears to be necessary but insufficient for a recognised, visible and sustainable
level of quality and satisfaction. Quadrant Il gets citizens (as customers) on board forimplementation,
as co-producers. There is an outward looking orientation of the public sector organisations.
However, there remains a focus on resources and activities. Taking volunteers on board is
predominantly for cost reasons, to remedy peaks of delivery, or to deliver supplementary elements.
Museums, schools, social services, but also fire brigades often happen to be in this corner of the
service map.

Quadrant Il remains in the closed shop for design, decision and production. There is, however,
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an awareness that citizens (as customers) have something to tell. This is the satisfaction
measurement stage. Surveys are being organised by the administration, also on issues of quality
of output, satisfaction, perceived effects, sometimes even about expectations of delivery and
standards, or willingness to pay for services. This information is judged and evaluated and may
be taken on board by those designing, deciding, and producing. Quadrant IV is the most
developed part. It integrates co-production and co-evaluation, but also adds co-design and co-
decision. These two crucial participative steps are only possible if there is a combined external and
open orientation with a focus on outputs and outcomes. This results in co-governing and the shift
is made from satisfaction measurement towards satisfaction management (Van Dooren, Thijs and
Bouckaert, 2004: 99).

This evolution in the role of the citizen/customer was also part of the European survey under the
Portuguese Presidency (EIPA, 2007: 6-8). Member States were asked, on the one hand, to what
extent citizen/customer are actually (as is) playing these different roles and, on the other hand, to
what extent the citizen/customer should be able to play the different roles in the future (to be).

The actual picture of the citizen/customer playing [«
any of the following roles in public sector affairs |, . .

is relatively low. In most countries the different _\&
roles get a low score (1 or 2). Almost none of the | ///\ \
6 ?// AN

countries gave the highest score. If we look at the
o A\N

different roles, the Co-designer role and the Co-

evaluator role get the highest scores on level 3,
1=not at all ‘ 2 3

~&—co-designer
&= co-decider

~#= co-producer

=@~ co-evaluator

respectively 8 (33%) and 10 countries (41%).
Although these scores are not particularly high,
the other roles (Co-decider and Co-producer)
actually played by the citizen/customer are
evaluated (much) lower. Some methodological remarks can probably be made, but nevertheless
these results give an interesting overview of the current state of affairs.

4=very much
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It even becomes more interesting when compar-
ing with the future status (to be), to what extent
the citizen /customer should be able to play the
following roles in public sector affairs in your
country?

In at least half of the time the roles that the
citizen/customer should play in the future are
rated at level 3.

Interesting to see is the difference for all the different roles between the actual situation (“as is”)
and the future situation (“to be”). For all the different roles, level 3 and 4 score higher in the “to
be” situation. Where in all the different roles there is some room for the evolution towards co-

governing, the ambition is still there.

——co-designer

-8 co-decider
co-producer

-8~ co-evaluator

1=not at all

4=very much

Citizen/Customer as Co-designer

—&—is seen as
- -should be

T=not at all 2 3 4=very much

Citizen/Customer as Co-decider

—&—is seen as
= W -should be

Citizen/Customer as Co-producer

is seen as
should be

—®—is seen as
- B -should be

Part 3: From satisfaction measurement to satisfaction management

39






Part 4:

How to measure and manage

customer satisfaction







Introduction

Having an insight into the needs and expectations of the citizen/customer within the overall
satisfaction management, has in the previous chapters been described as indispensable. In getting
this insight, measuring satisfaction at the end of the process of the service delivery seems to be just
one of the aspects of interaction with the citizen/customer (the citizen/customer as “co-evaluator”).
At this stage some lessons can certainly be drawn from measurement (re-active), whereas pro-
active actions are not possible. Therefore, having insight into and an impact on the needs and
expectations of citizens/customers at the start or at a much earlier stage (the citizen/customer as

"o

“co-designer”, “co-decider” or “co-producer”) is very important.

Using the right instrument for the right needs of the organisation — as far as Customer Satisfaction
Management in all its aspects is concerned — can provide a great deal of input for organisational
improvement and better service delivery. Nevertheless, thinking well in advance about what the
organisation wants to do is also important. Therefore before presenting tools and techniques, some
general remarks have to be made.

1. Develop a strategic framework for service user consultation

To improve services, organisations need to make the best use of information they already have on
quality of services, and they need to regularly collect and use feedback from service users. To
achieve this, it is essential for organisations to develop a clearly articulated research and
consultation strategy. This should underpin a programme of service user feedback that serves
organisational objectives and priorities and delivers high quality, useful and timely information that
can be acted upon by the organisation. It should engage service users in the process of developing
the framework (Communities Scotland, 2006: 5-6).

A strategic framework for service user consultation

Key requirements

Operating * An understanding of the broader operating and regulatory environment and any

environment statutory obligations or more informal expectations.

* An overview of the wider organisational operating climate and any linkages or
synergies between different departmental needs or those of peer organisations.

Purpose & use * A clear vision of what is expected to be achieved through research and
consultation with service users.

* Clear links between research and consultation and action planning and

implementation.

Clear links between the organisation’s strategic objectives and individual

research and consultation exercises.

* Along-term perspective and clear rationale for identifying and prioritising needs
for research and consultation.

* Collection of feedback on a routine, regular basis, as well as more occasional
specific research and consultation exercises.

* The ability to identify specific gaps in knowledge, prior to gathering new
information.

e A utilisation-focused research approach; an applied and practical use for
individual research and consultation exercises.
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Resources * A full assessment of resources required to deliver the research and consultation
strategy.

* Full use of existing management information.

* Awareness of other relevant strategies, standards and frameworks.

* Full use of existing contacts with service users or user groups and opportunities
to gather information from staff.

* Appropriate IT systems available to capture and analyse data.

* Recognition of realistic timescales for individual research and consultation
exercises.

Conduct * Awareness of alternative feasible options for research design and use of diversity
of approaches to reach different groups of service users.

* Awareness of the potential burden of participation in research and consultation
exercises and avoidance of “over-researching” a particular topic or group.

* Adoption of key principles of quality in the conduct of the research and
consultation.

Communication * Good quality communication about the purpose and intended use of the
information sought.

Feedback to service users, members of staff, committee members or councillors
about what has happened as a result of the research and consultation.

In 2007, the Luxembourg Ministry for Civil Service and Administrative Reform, in partnership with
the Public Research Centre Henri Tudor, developed a global methodology on Customer
Satisfaction Management which intents to support administrations that are willing to evaluate their
customer satisfaction by offering them special guidelines giving them the opportunity to ask
themselves the appropriate questions at the right moment and providing them tailor-made support
actions.

Before carrying out the assessment, a preliminary phase tries to analyse the administration in its
environment in terms of customers, stakeholders and processes. It is being assisted during this
phase by experts from the Public Research Centre Henri Tudor.

Case: A strategic framework on Customer Satisfaction Management (Luxembourg)

1. What is the goal of the administration? What are its legal missions?

As the whole assessment depends on the missions of the administrations, the identification and
description of missions should be an important part of the analysis.

As an example, the mission of the "Occupational Health Service”, an administration which acts in the
domain of employee protection, is to guarantee this protection by guaranteeing medical supervision and
prevention of accidents and professional diseases.

2. What are the objectives of the assessment (specific needs?)

What is the context in which administrations operate? What is the precise finality of the measurement?
For the Occupational Health Service, the aim of the assessment is to get more detailed information about
the satisfiers/dissatisfiers of their customers who are generally affiliated companies (employers) from the
private sector, in order to maximize the number of subscriptions. Therefore, the assessment will focus
on the affiliated members.

3. Who are the stakeholders, customers, users?

Each administration has a panel of stakeholders. What are the relevant ones for the assessment?
Considering the example of an administration that provides training for civil servants both at the central
and local level, it decides to limit the measurement in a first step to only central administrations.

European Primer on Customer Satisfaction Management



4. What are the different service/customer couples?

Generally, an administration offers different kinds of services to different groups of customers.

For example, to fulfil its mission, the Occupational Health Service offers multiple services: medical
examination, safety training, risk identification....

5. Customer relation mapping: what are the current relations between the administration and its
customers?

The training administration discovered, during the customer relation mapping, that, in order to measure

the efficiency of training, it had to take into account a group of customers that was not directly concerned

by the training activities

6. Process mapping: what are the key processes and what are the main steps of these processes?
This stage intends to identify the different processes and which of them are really relevant for
measurement purposes.

For the Occupational Health Service for example, the affiliation of employers had been identified as a
key process.

7. Customer segmentation: what are the different groups of customers?

Since expectations vary among different customer groups, there will be different levels of satisfaction
For the training administration, a diagram showed that 80% of the activities were caused by a segment
of customers which represents 10% of total customers.

8. Complaints causes: what are the main causes of complaints?
The Occupational Health Service discovered that 50% of complaints were explained by a problem of
appointment. This element was taken into consideration in the assessment.

9. Is there a competitive environment?

Not many administrations act in a competitive environment. Yet, for those which do, it is important for
them to ask themselves what are, compared to other competitors, their elements of strength and
weakness.

After the preliminary assessment phase, the administration chooses the appropriate tool(s) for
measuring the satisfaction of its customers. The global approach suggests mixing the use of the
following tools in order to get different angles of view of satisfaction:

Examples of quantitative tools: Face-to-face survey; postal survey; web survey; telephone
survey.

Examples of qualitative tools: Focus group; usability testing; staff consultation; behaviour
study; mystery shopping; blog; complaint management.

Thereafter, the administration will be assisted with the following steps:

Definition of criteria,

Working-out of questionnaire,

Realisation of tests and validation

Selection of samples,

Definition of periodicity,

Allocation of budget,

Allocation of material and technical resources,
Internal and external communication.

2. Use appropriate methods

The purposes and uses of the research will determine the choice of appropriate methods. There
is no one “best” research method, although some techniques are better suited for some types of
research than others. Quantitative methods lend themselves more readily to summary assessments

Part 4: How to measure and manage customer satisfaction

45



46

of experience or establishing benchmarks. Qualitative and participatory techniques are more
suited to developing deeper understanding of perspectives and expectations and may promote
dialogue with and between service users.

Organisations may be more familiar with quantitative methods such as surveys that emphasise that
samples of service users should be statistically representative so that conclusions can be drawn
about the views or aftributes of all service users. If appropriate samples are selected, statistical
analysis can isolate the influence of different factors, which may influence views and allow
comparisons to be made between the views of different service users and between the views of
members of a particular group and a wider population.

Qualitative methods provide an equally valid, but different form of information about service user
opinions. They can provide a depth of understanding about what drives those opinions as well as
rich, useful data that can illuminate reasons for levels of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Stories of
service successes or failure gathered in this way may unlock apparent paradoxes or explain the
persistence of dissatisfaction or complaints, even if among a relatively small number of customers.
Qualitative methods are particularly useful to give voice to groups of customers who may be
numerically small amongst the wider population, but whose views are important in shaping
services that meet their particular needs.

It may be appropriate to use a mixture of methods to provide information that is both broad and
deep. Combining methods to investigate the same problem may enhance the validity of the
findings and strengthen the conclusions which may be drawn from them, particularly if the findings
from one method are corroborated by findings from other methods. Use of a range of methods
is also good practice in that it recognises diversity among service users and that not all groups will
wish to or be able to engage with standard methods.

3. Ensure methods used are fit for purpose

It may be tempting to use “off-the-shelf” research packages that produce standardised questionnaires,
to use existing surveys produced for an earlier research exercise or to use approaches marketed
by contractors. All of these may have a superficial appeal of a readily available methodology.
However, by definition they are prescriptive. Off-the-shelf surveys marketed by contractors are
unlikely to have a focus on use as they are not designed for use in a specific, local context. Surveys
are often designed to provide standardised information to measure comparative performance and
change over time and they may be difficult to adapt for other research exercises. For example, it
may be difficult to make changes to a questionnaire or to the wording of individual questions and
this will reduce the quality and relevance of data collected in this way. As a result, they offer few
advantages over a bespoke survey design. This does not mean that organisations cannot learn
form the experiences, practical examples and approaches from others. Yet care must be taken with
blind copying.

4. Rethink representation

A lot of research and consultation pursues the goal of achieving “representativeness”. This is often
a democratic goal which aims to include a range of people’s views. It also has a statistical meaning.
The different ideas about representativeness tend to get mixed up and organisations feel that poor
response rates undermine the basis of the research findings or that the views of numerically small
or dispersed groups of service users are overlooked.

It may be more important to ensure that all service users have opportunities to make their views
known through a diversity of approaches, rather than pursuing a goal of strict statistical
representativeness that is very difficult to achieve in practice and may not be necessary.
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The quality and usefulness of research may be enhanced by rethinking what is meant by
representativeness in each research context.

The focus of this guidance is to present approaches to gather customer or service user views largely
on an individual basis, undertaken within a strategic approach to service user feedback. This is
likely to be in addition to or as part of a broader citizen/customer participation strategy. However,
the distinction between the two approaches is often blurred. With clear planning and purpose,
many methods commonly associated with participation, such as public meetings, workshops and
conferences can be used to provide feedback on service quality. There is certainly scope to make
better use of existing groups (whether formal organisations or not) for research and consultation
purposes, in order to make research and consultation as inclusive as possible. Many methods
outlined here can be adapted for use in a more or less participatory way, depending on the broader
purposes of the exercise. In this way, how these exercises are conducted may contribute to the
quality of life, community regeneration and capacity building goals of organisations.

There are sound reasons for adopting a more participatory approach to research and consultation
on service quality. Greater participation draws on a wider pool of knowledge and diversity of
experiences. It makes it more difficult to overlook the perhaps small in number, butimportant group
of people, who have some valuable insight and experience that gets lost in the overall statistics.

By using methods that engage directly with people and draw on the diversity of experience in a
collaborative way, greater understanding of different perspectives, needs and expectations can be
gleaned. Research and consultation that has greater input from service users themselves may have
greater credibility amongst the wider group of service users. In this way, the validity and
“participatory representativeness” of the research process is enhanced.

5. Different methods for gaining insight

Customer satisfaction measurement is certainly a possible method and a very popular instrument.
Besides surveys however, other techniques can also be used to deal with other elements of overall
satisfaction management and focus more on the citizen/customer as co-designer, co-decider and
co-producer. Other techniques that we will highlight are:

Consultation of front line staff
Satisfaction Surveys

Customer journey mapping

Usability testing and website analysis
Ethnography

Consultation

Formal and informal contact with representative bodies
Analysis Complaint and suggestions
Focus groups

10. Citizen/customer panels

11. Citizen charters

12. Mystery shopping

WONOOAEWN -~

The techniques will be described and illustrated by practical examples from different EU countries.
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5.1. Front line staff information on citizen/customer insight

The front line is a rich vein of customer insight which is often overlooked. Public sector staff working
in call centres, contact centres and walk-in centres as well as front line staff in hospitals, schools
and police stations, are in contact with the public on a daily basis. Typically they have an excellent
idea of what is important to their customers, what customers would like to have more of, what
frustrates them and what they would change.

Organisations in the public and private sectors that are customer-centric have formal processes
in place to ensure that front line customer information — including complaints — is fed back into the
organisation. These processes support a cycle of continuous improvement and tailoring of the
services around customer needs. In this part we will further describe in depth the method of
managing complaints and suggestions.

Many research and consultation exercises can be conducted by in-house staff. Front line or
operational staff can be involved at all stages of the research and consultation process in much
the same way as service users themselves. The case for doing so is much the same in terms of
building on their unique knowledge and enhancing the credibility and use of the findings. Not all
approaches will require detailed knowledge of research techniques and there are a number of
options for providing specialist input where this is necessary.

It will be valuable for all organisations to consider how to make more systematic use of existing
contacts between staff and service users and feedback from staff. Of course, the views of staff are
important because they will be expected to implement any changes to service delivery; but they are
also an important and underused source of intelligence about day to day service delivery and
customer attitudes. The most common form of research amongst staff is some kind of staff
satisfaction survey which looks at their perceptions of the organisation and the customer. Such
surveys share the limitations and drawbacks of all surveys.

An example from Holloway Prison, cited by COI Strategic Consultancy, illustrates the value of
involving front line staff directly in the design of services (Cabinet Office, 2006: 11).

CASE: Involving staff in Holloway Prison (UK)

Women prisoners usually arrived at HMP Holloway in a distressed state, either because of their arrest,
drug use or other circumstances. Many of them presented with multiple needs — separation from their
family, housing and health difficulties and a high risk of self-harm.

There was a general consensus among prison staff that the induction and reseftlement briefing
procedures for new prisoners were ineffective: far from offering helpful information, the very large
induction pack and set of processes were actually counter-productive and stress inducing, particularly
for those with literacy problems. In these circumstances information about drugs was not going to be
absorbed or acted upon.

A project team was formed to review the reception communications for new arrivals. Key members of
staff were interviewed and detailed journey mapping was completed with prisoners themselves so that
a systematic understanding could be gained regarding which information was critical to the induction
process.

The overall conclusion was that an entirely new approach was needed for more effective internal
communication with women prisoners. The women all agreed that talking to someone was their
preferred choice. Talking to each other also helped to relieve the fear and uncertainty surrounding the
first night in prison and was an important positive influence on morale. The learning gained proved to
be invaluable in producing a simple information pack with inserts written by the women themselves —
official information in simple words.
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The end results of the initiative will not just be seen in the prison, but will rather be demonstrated by the
women'’s behaviour when they are released. The products resulting from the research have been
regarded as groundbreaking and are being considered as part of new communications plans for other
prisons.

Staff is an underused resource in reviewing the quality of services. There is scope for more active
and creative approaches to gathering staff feedback that go beyond occasional staff surveys. The
use of existing staff-service users’ contacts is likely to be relatively simple and less resource intensive
than many other approaches to research and consultation. This may mean more systematic
recording, analysis and discussion of contacts between front-line staff and service users and then
feeding this into decision making. An action-research approach to service quality would seek to
engage both with service users and staff. There may be scope for joint training provision. Research
amongst staff — particularly where they are able to share stories about their work — may highlight
critical incidents or significant events that illustrate what it is about the service that works well or
particular difficulties that they face. There are a number of key issues in relation to using staff
feedback in this way.

* The purpose and use of staff feedback should be conveyed to staff. Clear demonstration of its
use will be important to encourage this process.

* Approaches that are used should complement other methods that engage directly with service
users.

* Arange of approaches to gather the views and experience of staff should be used and all staff
should have a chance to participate in some way and have an opportunity to validate the
conclusions.

* There may be scope for joint staff and service user research, consultation or training.

* The implications of the feedback for service delivery should be identified, reported to all key
audiences and acted upon.

* It is important to identify any further research and consultative needs.

5.2. Sadtisfaction surveys

5.2.1. Quantitative methods

Quantitative methods include a range of approaches including surveys. These approaches use
highly structured techniques of data collection that allow for quantification, hypothesis testing,
statistical analysis and the ability to generalise from the data.

One of the criticisms of quantitative techniques is that in attempting to measure and compare
aftitudes and behaviours, much of the depth of understanding and meaning is lost. Survey
questionnaires are a widely used tool and whilst they allow for relatively simple administration of
some form of feedback, they often fail to address the issues of concern, or support the development
of a real understanding of the diversity of experience. They rely on the ability to articulate or write
responses to questions in the way that they are presented within the survey.

Quantitative methods are useful where statistical representativeness and the ability to generalise
to a larger population is a goal of the research or consultation. They offer the ability to gather views
on service quality from across a large number of respondents, in order to compare views within
groups of a larger population and track change over time. In practice they are often combined with
qualitative methods.

Surveys are a significant activity across government and can help to inform customer insight. The
data from quantitative surveys is often useful for providing robust evidence to support a business
case for change. The case of Slovenia shows the approach of customer satisfaction measurement
in 58 administrative units all over the country.
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CASE: satisfaction measurement in 58 administrative units (Slovenia)

Administrative Units in Slovenia are part of the state administration where administrative procedures at
local level are being performed. A total of 58 Administrative Units (AU) cover the whole territory of
Slovenia and are all organisations of the same kind. As the majority of contact that citizens in Slovenia
have with the state is realised through Administrative Units, it was important to initialise deliberate efforts
to improve the quality of public administrations in this environment. Measuring satisfaction of their
customers is being performed on a regular — obligatory annual — basis since 2002.

Results of the customer survey are mainly used as a basis for each Administrative Unit to identify areas
for improvement and develop its action plan and, at the state level, for identifying Administrative Units
for benchmarking. They provide valuable information for the management of each AU.

The Ministry responsible for public administration provides support to the whole process: the
questionnaire and the methodology were developed on a pilot-basis by the ministry as well as a
computer application for processing the data from the completed questionnaires and producing reports
for Administrative Units.

Customer satisfaction measurement in Administrative Units is focused on identifying gaps between
expected and perceived quality on characteristics of the service and components of the quality, as shown
here (the full questionnaire is included in annex of this publication).

lower <«—>» higher worse <€——» better

EXPECTATIONS Quality Components ACTUAL STATE

12 3 45 Arrangement of premises, 123 45

equipment and environment
123 45 Accessibility and clarity of 123 45
information needed

12 3 45 Proper speed of dealing with 12 3 45
matters

12 3 45 Service delivery in line with 12345
promises

This is just one part of the list of quality components. All these measurements are reported in comparison
for the 58 AUs.

5.2.2. General satisfaction surveys and opinion polls

A survey is a systematic gathering of data that uses a questionnaire to gather the same information
from each individual service user usually based on a sample drawn from a wider population which
may be all service users or a smaller sub-group. General surveys are useful to get a broad picture
of the views of service users on a range of issues.

General satisfaction surveys or opinion polls that take place every three to five years are the most
common method used to assess the views of service users. The measurement of satisfaction brings
a number of conceptual and practical difficulties. Satisfaction surveys are often done largely to
meet perceived regulatory expectations. Whilst this does not necessarily mean that the data is not
useful, the focus may be less on ensuring surveys provide practical, useful local information than
on meeting requirements. Often surveys are an attempt to assess general satisfaction, to measure
change over time and to build an up-to-date profile of the client base. It will not usually be necessary
to conduct a major annual survey of all users unless there has been a substantial change to key
aspects of service delivery.

The case of the Flemish administration describes the integration of measuring overall satisfaction
and satisfaction on specific services and aspects of services or service delivery.
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CASE: A “standardised” framework in the Flemish Government (Belgium)®

The Flemish ministries want to measure satisfaction in a more standardised way. Therefore a framework
for standardisation was developed, helping organisations to draw up a questionnaire. The introduction
of a common approach to questionnaires also corresponds to a broader strategy with regard to
examining the attitude of citizens, businesses and organisations to government services in general.
The uniform questionnaire is not

a “take or leave it” instrument. . R/

The questionnaire consists of
different modules and within

Introduction High performance General

areas Satisfaction
every module there are different
possible choices. In this way every 4
organisation can use the quest- :))z “
ions that correspond with their b

specific operations and zoom in
on particular aspects of client
satisfaction. Obviously there is
always also the possibility of

performance areas

i

.. . Hindrance
personalising the questions and =D First the attributes factors and
of adding questions, preferably > Then the general expectations
following the philosophy of the Satisfaction safisfaction of the high | Ad hoc

g p p y performunce area

questionnaire. Standardisation is
obviously not the opposite of
flexibility.

So the overall approach, levels of satisfaction and order of the questions, is standardised. The specific
content of the questions is adaptable. This is presented in the diagram.

Satisfaction is measured on three different levels: first there is the general satisfaction with the service;
the whole service of the department is concerned. Secondly, is the satisfaction with areas of performance
(sub departments) e.g. communication, information, contact persons...and finally satisfaction with
processes within the performance areas, different detailed aspects e.g. friendliness, courtesy, prompt
response. Questions about general satisfaction are asked after the detailed ones, in order to give the

respondent a clear framework to situate the service and service delivery.

5.2.3. Different types of surveys; the pros and cons

Different types of surveys are possible. A choice has to be made between face-to-face, with
interviewers asking direct to respondents; via post; telephone; mail; or web-based. We describe
here some advantages and disadvantages of the different types (Communities Scotland, 2006:

72).

Face-to-face surveys

Surveys conducted face-to-face are able to collect fuller, more complex data.

The use of an interviewer gives more control over who actually answers the questions. This will
be important with strict statistically representative sampling designs.

Designed with care and administered well they will generally have better response rates than
other types of survey.

They are likely to be more expensive than other options.

Postal or self-completion surveys

These are less reliable, need to be shorter than face-to-face surveys and use simple, “tick
boxes” types of questions.

They can be cost effective and provide anonymity which may prompt a better response rate for
more sensitive fopics.

Whilst many organisations may prefer postal surveys on cost grounds, it may not always be
the most appropriate approach.

6

Flemish Government, 2007, Guideline for the creation of a client satisfaction questionnaire, p. 12.
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* There is a higher risk that some groups will be over or under-represented, such as those with
language, literacy difficulties or with support needs.

Telephone surveys

* These need to be relatively short and straightforward.

* Some categories of people will be systematically under-represented.

* Telephone surveys may be useful for some service-specific surveys where there is a contact
number for each person from which to draw a sample.

Web surveys

* At present, web-based or email surveys are of limited value in customer research in public
service contexts because the distribution of access to the web is not evenly spread across all
sections of the population.

The Belgian National Social Security Office uses a combination of different types in order to have
a rich overview and high response rate.

CASE: Satisfaction measurement in the National Social Security Office (Belgium)

In the Belgian social security system the National Social Security Office holds a central position. Nearly
all contributions paid by the employers and workers of the private sector and the public services, i.e. more
than 24,79 billion euros, pass through our office. Almost anyone in Belgium has to deal with it directly
or indirectly.

The notion of satisfaction has been measured throughout the whole process of the client passing through
the National Social Security Office. The first stage the client has to complete concerns his orientation.
Once he has made his way to our office, the client gets in touch with the reception and the front office.
The next stage is related to the actual handling of the file at our office, i.e. the finalising of the file. The
last stage concerns the follow-up.

For all of these stages three quality criteria are being measured on the basis of different questions: the
client orientation, the effectiveness and the efficiency. The general degree of satisfaction constitutes the
average of the result of the three quality criteria throughout the whole process.

The National Social Security Office has five types of clients. For each target group a representative
sample was worked out. They were invited by phone to take part in the survey. If the presupposed quota
of participants (for each linguistic register) had not been atftained, the sample was extended. The
voluntary participants received an electronic survey form. The major part of the survey was focused on
the different client groups, which allowed for the comparison of the results with each other. Moreover
every survey has been completed by questions targeted specifically at the group aimed at. The questions
have been structured in the canvas: for each question, we have examined to which stage of the client
process and to which quality criterion it was related.

5.2.4. Questions before starting a survey

Customer satisfaction measurement through surveys seems to be just one in a range of different

instruments. Some key questions need to be answered before deciding what the best way is to

measure the satisfaction of the customers and whether a survey needs to be carried out, such as:

*  What do we intend to do with the information gathered? (Improve the service delivery process
of a certain unit, compare units to find benchmarks, use it as an image builder for the public
sector, etc.)

*  What do we want to know? (Their satisfaction with the existing services in general, their ideas
about designing new services, their opinions about a certain part of the service delivery, etc.).

* Who do we ask? (The general public, the people who have actually used the services in
question, people representing a certain segment of the customers, etc.)

* How do we involve the stakeholders? (The role of management and staff in using the
information, the commitment of decision makers, the role of partner organisations and the
motivation of customers, etc.).

* Do we need a new tool for getting the information we want? (Is it possible to get the same
knowledge by using the existing information, e.g. by interviewing front-line staff, analysing

European Primer on Customer Satisfaction Management



media coverage, etc.?)

*  Which is more important; comparing results with others, or having specified information for
the organisation’s own unique development purposes? (The pros and cons of standardised
and tailored approaches need to be considered).

*  Who is the commissioner of the measurement and who owns the results? (It is important that
the commissioner has full rights to the results of the survey and shares them with the relevant
stakeholders).

* |s the method used for measurement transparent? (The tool needs to be transparent enough
for the commissioner and the users of the results to see how the measures are developed).

* Isthe service in question transparent? (To be able to use the results of CSM for improvements,
the content of the service needs to be visible; black boxes cannot be improved).

* |s the measurement worth it? (Input-output-outcome analysis prior to the measurement. Are
the benefits gained from the measurement worth the time and money spent on it?)

An easy model to work with in raising the right questions is the 5D-methodology.

* D1: Definition of the “problem”. What do we want to know from the following study?

* D2: Design. How do we design and plan what questions we pose and how, to whom?

* Da3: Data collection. Whom do we ask? What kind of sample can we reach in which way in
which time and is it really the group we need to question to get the valid results?

* D4: Data-analyses. What do we do with the collected data? In which way should it be analysed.
Is there just descriptive analysis achieved or can more elaborated methods or special models
lead to more valid and useful results; or can we use data already provided and re-analyse them
from a new point of view?

* D5: Documentation — consequences, communication. To whom, which groups are we
communicating the results? What do we use the results for?

5.3. Customer journey mapping/process analysis

A customer journey map is a way to describe the experiences of a customer during their interaction
with a service or set of services and the emotional responses these provoke — from their first
consideration of a related need, to receiving the service outcome.

In government, customer journeys are often complex, with multiple interactions taking place over
extended timeframes. Customer journey mapping is a particularly useful tool to help describe the
customer’s experience of a series of services, their thought processes and reactions. It can help to
ensure a consistently good service experience, optimising outcomes for all customer groups,
increasing efficiency and ensuring the services, which often span organisational boundaries, are
designed correctly the first time.

The following Swedish case shows the advantages of process designing and customer journey
mapping, resulting in simpler processes for the customer (companies) and efficiency in the work
of several public administrations.

CASE: Simplifying and improving the process of starting a company (Sweden)

For a long time the process of starting a business and setting up a company have had an image of being
a very complicated process and also being a process that's quite difficult to get a grip of. The new
entrepreneur did ask himself; where do | start? What do | have to do? In what order should | do it? A
large cloud full of different government actors and stakeholders was facing the new entrepreneur, all
with information, services and advice. However, the complete picture was not there. There was no clear
overview of the path to follow for starting a business enterprise. In the worst case, the different
stakeholders could give contradicting information, and in many cases important information never
reached the new entrepreneur. The problem was that the actors involved did not cooperate in a sufficient
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way. In 2005 a cooperation started between agencies at a federal level in the administrative areas of
social security, employment, tax, customs, finance and general services for companies, so as to simplify
and improve the process of starting a company and to join efforts

The implementation strategy was to set up a joint action group and to begin with a focus on the start-
up process. The strategy was also to make incremental and very concrete improvements that could be
delivered to the customer quite rapidly, with no long inquiries and no big and complicated projects. Also
in the strategy was to map the process from the customers’ views and to identify problem areas that could
be solved with joint action and by improved information and services.

Some workshops were first held where ideas of improvements were discussed; at the same time a process
mapping activity was carried out to find out the path to starting a business from the entrepreneur’s
perspective. This was done by in-depth interviews of twenty new entrepreneurs. This gave the quality
assessed picture of where the needs of improvements were. With these two inputs, ideas of solutions and
improvements were discussed, and with the use of the adopted strategy, the ideas were chosen and
prioritised by the joint action group and the Directors-General.

The key element was the design of a process description of company start-ups. The description, made
from the entrepreneur’s perspective, was both an improvement in itself and also the source material for
the development of different services within the process. The description helps the entrepreneur to
understand the process and by that makes it easier to make right decisions and search for information
and contacts in a more effective and efficient way. The description also helps the involved government
authorities to coordinate and integrate their services with the customer in focus.

The improvements that have been made cover many different forms of interaction between the
entrepreneurs and the government authorities, including technical-, written- and face to face meetings.
The path to starting a business has clarified the muddle for all new entrepreneurs. In less than one year
more than 500 000 contacts have been made based on the new information and services. Besides the
increased quality and value of the information and service in these contacts, the volume has increased
several times. Each contact could have a significant effect for each potential start-up. Evaluations show
that the information and services are much appreciated and the customer values it as something that
makes a difference to them.

System mapping is a way of looking at what really happens in public service delivery, rather than
what is supposed to happen. It is primarily about trying to see where you can improve your service
delivery and involves all the people who are part of service delivery processes, including the service
users themselves. Whilst it is similar to process mapping which produces flow charts of procedures
or stages in service delivery, system mapping works slightly differently in that it will also involve
service users. Where there is an identified issue, such as the allocation process or decanting due
to major works, system mapping can be used. The process should be used with a group of people
who all have some experience of the issue under question. It would start with a facilitator describing
to the group an archetypal situation based on what is supposed to happen in these circumstances.
All participants who have experience of this process are asked to contribute their real-life
experience of what actually happens in these types of situations.

The many different possibilities are “mapped” in someway, perhaps through a flow chart or spider
diagram. In this way, the realities of what actually happens when the procedures are implemented
are illuminated for all parties. The numbers of crucial links in a chain of tasks or events will be shown
and assumptions highlighted about who will do what and when. Problems of coordination and
failure to deliver at the right time in the process reveal the links between different bits of the system.
By working with all parties within the system, the connections, communication links, delays and the
many uncertainties involved are revealed to all.

This process can raise a number of challenging questions. Participants in the process are likely to
begin