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Abstract 
This study analyzes how the leadership model encourages public service innovation in 

Indonesia. So far, experts have reviewed the leadership and innovation as limited to the 

leader capacities, leadership styles and leader determinants towards innovation. 

However, the leadership model of the innovation process has not been systematically 

identified and has not been seen in detail when and how the model of the leadership has 

relations with the innovation process. Therefore, the purpose of this research is to identify 

and explore a successful leadership model delivering innovation so that innovation can 

be applied in public organizations. This research used a descriptive qualitative approach. 

This research took an example of innovation cases in the provincial Government, a 

special region of Yogyakarta. The location was chosen based on the bureaucracy 

leadership level of Sub-district, District, and province. The results stated that types of 

innovation in five public organizations with different processes present a different 

leadership model. It formed important findings based on the background of three, 

namely 1) collaborative efforts among stakeholders; 2) Single Fighter: Manage yourself; 

and 3) Top-down: interest bases. Leader models tend to differ on the bureaucratic 

leadership level of provincial, district level, and sub-district levels.  
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Introduction 

This study analyzes how the leadership model of public service innovation in 

Indonesia. Specifically, what kind of leadership creates innovation. This study is important 
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because there are many studies that discuss the relationship between leadership factors and 

innovation (Aminbeidokhti, Nikabadi, & Hoseini, 2016; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003). However, 

the study of leadership models in the innovation process tends to be still limited, including 

focusing on when and how, and on what conditions of innovation leadership can trigger 

innovation. The study of leadership on innovation that has been conducted so far looks 

more at capacity/leadership skills in innovation  (Lewis & Ricard, 2018), /style leadership 

innovation (Ricard et al., 2017) influence of leadership innovation process (Oke, Munshi, & 

Walumbwa, 2009) and the existence of leadership transformative innovation (D. I. Jung et 

al., 2003; S. Kim & Yoon, 2015).  

Another problematic which also contributes the urgency to lift this topic is the fact 

that leadership considered having a strong effect as a propel of innovation  (Lewis, Ricard, & 

Klijn, 2018),  it is in line with a research conducted by Lele et al. (2018) it reveals that the 

success of innovation is due to the commitment of the leader. However, the leadership 

model in the innovation process has not been systematically identified. A similar study was 

conducted by Denti & Hermin (2012) which began to lead the innovation leadership model 

as it provides support to teams and individuals who seek to innovate (leaders as facilitators) 

and leaders who manage and are directly involved in managing resources (finance, funds, 

time, and knowledge) in innovation (leader as manager). However, Denti has not provided a 

detailed description of when and how the leadership model has a connection with the 

innovation process.  

In line with the research conducted by Denti. Somech, A (2006)  revealed that leaders 

who are too strict in supervising their subordinates, do not provide enough autonomy to be 

creative, and close new ideas are the leader who can hamper the creativity and innovation. 

The study of leadership inhibits creativity and innovation which also carried out by (Schyns 

& Schilling, 2013; Shaw, Erickson, & Harvey, 2011). All of them are still unable to show what 

kind of leadership model creates innovation in public sector organizations.  

Research that has been carried out and published on innovation leadership has been 

developing very fast, but the study of leadership models in the innovation process has not 

been identified in detail. Gabris, Golembiewski, & Ihrke (2001) showed that the criteria for 

the needed leaders are leaders who have good vision and mission and leaders whose 

credibility can be maintained. Hansen (2011) analyzed the relationship between leadership 
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and the adoption of innovations related to NPM among 262 public managers in Denmark. 

This opinion is supported by Jung & Lee (2016) who confirmed the positive relationship 

between facilitative leadership and the dissemination of innovation in South Korea. In 

addition, staff recognition of transformative leadership has a major contribution to the 

climate of innovation that occurs within the organization (S. Kim & Yoon, 2015). Kim 

conducted studies on local government in South Korea. More complex,  Lewis et al.(2018) 

revealed a framework that looks at the innovation capacity of organizational structures, 

networks, and leadership. According to Tung-Wen Sun et al. (2013) leadership becomes one 

of the determinants in the spread of innovation/diffusion of innovation besides politicians, 

external institutions and local authorities and related ministries. His study was conducted in 

Taiwan on one public service innovation. In accordance with Kim (2009) which conducted 

his research in South Korea explaining that quality human resources, good 

structures/systems and managing external influences also confirm the need for innovative 

leadership.  

Meanwhile, innovation studies conducted in Indonesia on various innovation issues 

often talk about technological innovation (Wibawati, 2017) to support public service 

activities that are packaged in incremental innovations (Faried et al., 2016; Irawady & 

Rufaidah, 2016; Suhardi, Adellina, Wulandari, Sembiring, & Hasugian, 2017). The same 

thing was conducted by (Sihombing, 2016) who still discussed the existence of a leader in 

presenting an innovation. Based on these studies, it still is seen how a leader contributes to 

the application of public service innovation, but still limited discussion about the criteria of 

leaders as determinants in adopting innovation.  

The results of Irawady and Rufaidah (2016) for example, they conducted research 

related to innovation in the Police Department in one of the cities in Indonesia and found 

five important factors in the innovation of new public services, those are 1) service concept, 

2) availability of client interface, 3) service delivery, 4) the latest technology, and 5) the latest 

value system. Well-packaged innovations are easily implemented and conducted by the 

community. Then Faried et al.  (2016) examined the matter of digitizing the innovation of the 

maternal and postnatal care system (DigiMAPS). The system consists of an electronic 

medical record for maternal and child health (KIA) also for a tele-consulting facility called 

Tele-Obgyn. Farried's focus is to identify the incremental innovation that occurred so that 
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the results could improve the quality of patient care, facilitate communication both in the 

internal sphere (primary health care) and external (stakeholders and follow-up), increase 

productivity, and reduce overall costs. Suhardi, Adellina et al. (2017) did the same thing 

showing technological innovations to control and maintain the sustainability of fuel oil 

supply throughout the country. Suhardi believes that good inventory control can maintain 

the continuity of the fuel supply for citizens, which then it can be a value in gas station 

services so that CPSS technology innovation (cyber-physical social system) is expected to 

control supply issues. It implements the role of the leader in creating innovation impacts 

when it implements (Sihombing, 2016). Sihombing revealed the same factor, that is 

leadership in a case study in Central Tapanuli government that, the government's efforts to 

improve public services towards good local governance, which is policies are decided by 

leaders who support innovation and reform in the bureaucracy. 

In addition to the problematic theory and contestation of arguments above, the 

empirical problem of the innovation public sector organization in Indonesia is bureaucracy 

reformation. One of the supporting factors that emerge the innovation actions in 

government organizations is the change in demands to improve service quality from the 

external environment and stakeholders and also driven by policies implemented by the 

central government through the program agenda to accelerate bureaucratic reform. One of 

the agendas of bureaucratic reform is carried out through the "public service innovation" 

program (Ridlowi & Himam, 2018). Providing the rules of one organization and one 

innovation. The expected target to be achieved from this program is the ideals of world-class 

government (World Class Government) which is expected to be realized in 2025  

(Imanuddin, 2016). 

The interesting thing is the increasing number of participants from 2019 compared to 

previous years. In 2018, there were 2826 innovations, in 2017 there were 3054, in 2016 there 

were 2476 innovations and in 2015 there were 1.184. It means that the interest of public 

organizations to innovate public services is high  (Kemenpan-RB, 2019). Therefore, it 

provides public service by presenting innovations in government as a necessity to improve 

performance and the quality of public services so that people feel the existence of the 

country. On the international scale, Indonesia’s innovation index ranks in 85 (University, 
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INSEAD, & WIPO, 2018), while it ranks second lowest (14 out of 15 countries) in Southeast 

Asian countries and Oceania.  

This research has at least a few main arguments so that it can be concluded that first, 

previous studies stated that there was a leader involvement, leader criteria, leadership style, 

leader capacity, and leader determinants of innovation in public sector organizations. 

However, research on what leadership models create innovation, and how leaders 

participate in the process of preparing innovations at various levels of bureaucratic 

leadership, including what types of innovations have not been systematically identified. To 

fill the existing research vacuum, this research discusses the public service innovation 

leadership model in Indonesia. 

To see how the public service innovation leadership model in Indonesia, this study 

took an example of an innovation case in Yogyakarta Special Province. Based on Sinovik 

data, D.I Yogyakarta is one of the provinces creating many innovations. Noted from 2014-

2019 there were 29 innovations that were proven to pass in 99 best innovations every year. 

Meanwhile, this research took 5 innovations that would be seen as a model of leadership in 

presenting innovation. The five innovations were selected based on the level of bureaucratic 

leadership/variations in leadership levels (Sub-district, District / City and Province).  

Table 1. 

  Public service innovation of Provincial Government of Yogyakarta Special Region  

No 
Level of Leadership 

Bureaucracy 
Unit of analysis Name of  Innovation 

1 Province Regional Library and Archives 

Services-  Special Region of 

Yogyakarta 2019  

Jogja Library For All Integrated 

Library System (Jolifa Shoes)  

2 District/ City BPKAD and  Communication, 

Information and Encoding 

Communication Office - 

Yogyakarta 2019 

e-SPTPD: Tax report is easier, 

faster and safer 

3 Sub-district UPT Puskesmas Gedangsari II – 

Mount Kidul 2019  

 

AYUNDA SI MENIK MAKAN 

SEGO CETING” (an acronym of 

Ayo Tunda Usia Menikah 

Mengawali Gerakan Semangat 

Gotong Royong Cegah Stunting 

4 District/ City Education, Youth, and Sports 

Office -  Kulonprogo 2019 

Penguatan Pendidikan Karakter 

Kulon Progo (PendekarKU) 

5 District/ City UPTD Office of  Agriculture, 

Food-crops, Marine and 

Fisheries – Bantul regency 

2019 

Sistem Penjemuran Karya Santoso 

(SIPERKASA) 

Source: http://sinovik.menpan.go.id 
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Based on the arguments outlined above, this research was focused on completing the 

research gap in the public service innovation leadership model in Indonesia. The main 

question is, What is the leadership model for public service innovation? The question 

proposed is focussed on identifying and analyzing the leadership model at the innovation 

process stage in public sector organizations measured by innovation process indicator Roger 

& Shoemaker (1983) namely the stages of initiation and implementation. The initiation stage 

covers setting and matching agenda while the implementation stages including 

redefining/restructuring/clarifying, and routinizing.   

  

Methods  

This research used a qualitative approach. The choice of method used was a case 

study. This study took an example of a case of innovation in the Government of the Special 

Region of Yogyakarta, covering Kulonprogo District, Mount  Kidul District,  and Yogyakarta 

City. The research location was chosen based on the level of bureaucratic leadership, namely 

the Sub-district, District, and Province.  

This study aims to analyze how the inception of the dynamics process of public service 

innovation in public organizations in Indonesia and to identify the model of leadership. The 

specific objectives of this study are: 

a. analyze the inception process of  public service innovation, the process of 

innovation is at the stage of initiation to implementation so that it can be identified 

whether innovations that occur following these stages or through other stages 

based on the characteristics of innovation; 

b. analyze the public service innovation leadership models, seen at the level of 

bureaucratic leadership at the Provincial, Regency/City and District levels. 

This research is also expected to be useful theoretically and empirically. Theoretically, 

it is expected that this research will give a positive contribution and strengthen the study of 

public service innovation, especially the affirmation of the inception process of public 

service innovation and on the development of a leadership model of public service 

innovation in Indonesia. Empirically, it is expected to enrich studies on public service 

innovation in various levels of bureaucratic leadership in Indonesia, especially in 

organizations that units of analysis. 
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The focus of this research lies in how the innovation process took place and how the 

leadership model was. The process of public service innovation is identifying the flow of the 

birth of public service innovation in several innovations that become the unit of analysis. 

The mechanism of the innovation process carried out, whether there are similarities or 

actually tends to differ between innovations. Meanwhile, the process of innovation 

according to Roger and Shoemaker (1983) starting from the initiation includes agenda-

setting and matching, subsequently redefining/restructuring, clarifying and routines 

(Redefining/restructuring), clarifying and routines (Redefining/restructuring), clarifying 

(Routinizing). This research is also based on the assumption that there are differences in the 

leadership model of public service innovation in various innovations at the level of existing 

bureaucratic leadership. The involvement of leaders in the initiation and implementation 

stages can indicate the leadership model participatory or precisely destructive (Shaw et al., 

2011) and the facilitator or manager (Denti & Hemlin, 2012). 

The data used in this study were primary and secondary data. Primary data obtained 

through in-depth interviews and structured or not structured towards the actors involved in 

the innovation process, official decisions both published and unpublished and other related 

data issued by the organization running the innovation. The data used in this study were 

primary and secondary data. Therefore, it could give a complete picture of the process 

innovation of public service and how and when the leaders were involved in the innovation 

process that has been done by the organization. The selection of informants interviewed was 

chosen and determined intentionally (purposive sampling) and snowball sampling. The 

selected informants were people who understand the information about the problems 

studied in this study determined purposively. Meanwhile, to determine informants whose 

quality of information is still unknown, the snowball method was applied. Whereas the 

determination of key informants was based on the quality of the data/information provided 

during the interview. These interviews were conducted continuously, in an unspecified 

number. Interviews were considered sufficient after the data collected from research results 

was sufficient (Taylor, Bogdan, & DeVault, 2015).  Meanwhile, the secondary data in the 

form of documentation studies were obtained in the form of data/documents, videos, 

images, and other forms. 
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The collected data were processed and analyzed using the NVIVO tool so that the 

overall data analysis process in the form of qualitative data interview transcripts could be 

obtained systematically (Welsh, 2002). Furthermore, data analysis was carried out together 

with data collection. The stages of the analysis were data collection, data reduction, data 

presentation, verification and conclusions. The mechanism is conducted continuously until 

the data sought is truly complete, so that it can describe an empirical reality (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). 

 

Results and Discussion  

Innovation Process  

Research about innovation in public sector organizations often reveals the definition 

of innovation (F Damanpour, 1988; Rogers & Shoemaker, 1983). Innovation is an idea, 

practice, or object that is considered new by humans or other adoption units (Rogers, 2003). 

In line with Roger and Damanpour (1984) argues that the concept of innovation is widely 

used and defined differently according to the characteristics of research. In general, 

industry-focused research emphasizes that innovation is a change in existing products 

and/or organizational processes that make these products more commercially valuable 

(product innovation and process innovation) (Globerman & Lybecker, 2014).  

However, in this study (innovation in public organizations), the concept of 

innovation is considered as a response to environmental changes or a means of bringing 

change in an organization (Fariborz Damanpour & Evan, 1984). Innovation at the 

organizational level involves the implementation of new technical ideas or new 

administrative ideas. Adopting new ideas in the organization is expected to produce 

organizational changes that affect the organization's performance. Regardless of the time 

when the adoption is applied in the population of the organization concerned. 

Specifically, Roger (2003) classifies the characteristics of innovation in 5 (five) ways, 

namely: 1) relative advantages; 2) conformity; 3) complexity; 4) possible try; and 5) 

probability of being observed. 

a. relative advantage is a condition where innovations are made good or not from 

innovations made before. The benchmarks are how someone who wants to adopt the 

innovation can feel the impact of both satisfaction and dissatisfaction.  
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b. compatibility of innovation which is born to adjust the society condition, culture, and 

the values contained based on the needs.  

c. complexity related to how complex the innovations presented. The more 

complicated, the more difficult to understand and adopt and vice versa.  

d. the innovation possibility of trialability can be tested in the actual environment so 

that it can be seen the advantages and disadvantages.  

e. the possibility of being observability enables innovation to be witnessed by others.  

Besides the characteristics of innovation, Roger (2003) also played a role in 

popularizing the development of innovation/diffusion of innovation in 1964 through his 

book entitled Diffusion of Innovations. Rogers defines the diffusion of innovation as a social 

process that communicates information about new ideas that are viewed subjectively. It 

slowly develops the meaning of innovation through a process of social construction. The 

diffusion theory of innovation explains how an idea and new ideas are communicated to a 

culture. That this theory focuses on how a new concept or idea can and may be adopted by a 

particular social or cultural group.  

It based the diffusion of innovation introduced by Roger on 19th-century theory by a 

French scientist, Gabriel Tarde. In his book entitled "The Laws of Imitation" (1930), Tarde put 

forward the S curve theory of the adoption of innovation, and the importance of 

interpersonal communication. The curve explains that an innovation carried out by someone 

is considered through the time dimension. In the curve, there are two axes, the axis that 

explains the level of adoption and the axis that explains the time dimension. This is where 

figures from the Diffusion of Innovation theory such as Everett M. Rogers emerged with his 

great work Diffusion of Innovation (1961). Examples of the practice of diffusion of 

innovation in public organizations applied in the United Kingdom which examined 405 

local governments questioning the level of environmental capacity and when the 

environment became too complex or dynamic for innovation to occur under (Ri. M. R. M. 

Walker, Berry, & Avellaneda, 2015). 

This study used the concept of Roger & Shoemaker (1983) about stages of the 

innovation process in an organization which is divided into two stages namely initiation and 

implementation. The initiation stage includes the setting and matching agenda. Agenda 

setting identifying important problems experienced in an organization and innovating as 
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one of the efforts to overcome these problems. The urge to innovate is also because there is a 

very big difference between what is done in current conditions and what is expected. 

Meanwhile, the stages of the matching innovation process are more on adjusting the 

concepts of innovation with existing problems. If the innovations offered are appropriate 

and answer the problems occur, then that innovation is ready to adopt. On the contrary, if 

the innovations are not appropriate to them the problems occur as the rejection arises from 

individuals and organizations, even though the implementation stage.   

The next stage is implementation, which is defined as all events, actions, and 

decisions involved in utilizing innovation. There are three stages of implementation, namely 

redefining/restructuring, clarifying and routinizing. The stages of redefining/restructuring 

related to the adjustment of innovation and organization when an innovation begins to be 

implemented. The adjustment can be made by innovation itself, which means that 

innovation is redefined according to organizational conditions. However, organizations can 

also be restructured according to the needs of innovation. Gradually innovation starts to be 

applied in organizations that need a good understanding of implementing it, so it does not 

make innovation an obstacle in doing work (Clarifying). Finally, innovation has become an 

integral part of the organization and routines conducted by individuals within the 

organization (Routinizing).  

There are three important findings related to the innovation process created based on 

background, as follows:   

a. Collaborative efforts between stakeholders  

Indication of an effort to collaborate among agencies (stakeholders) was found during in-

depth interviews. The process of the emergence of innovation is still based on problems that 

occur in the community. The issue was followed by presenting innovations in public 

organizations where the problem was found. Each stakeholder had a role and responsibility 

for the implementation of this innovation. Therefore, collaborative between stakeholders 

was binding for the continued implementation of innovation.  

b. Single Fighter: Manage yourself 

Ideas made for this innovation arise from individuals when they see a problem that exists in 

a particular environment. Innovations created by certain individuals. These individuals 

compile, manage, and even implement in public organizations.  
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c. Top-down: Base of interest  

This innovation is created only to meet the demands that one organization has for one 

innovation. Thus, the achievement of its implementation is not maximally limited to 

competitions such as Sinovic (public service innovation competition).  

 

Innovation Leadership 

The relation between public sector innovation and leadership continues to develop 

well (Lewis et al., 2018). Many studies on leadership specifically Ricard et al. (2017) 

summarize the important leadership types in innovation into 5 things, they are 

transactional, transformational, interpersonal, entrepreneur, and networking governance. 

This type is photographed and explored in four ways: 1) the nature of leadership (the role of 

the leader and its legitimacy); 2) leader's activities (the type of activity that is most important 

to do); 3) strategic direction (how to achieve it); and 4) how innovation is seen.  

The concept of leadership in other literature (Yukl, 2002) stated that leadership is the 

process by which a person gives influence on certain groups. Today, much contemporary 

leadership literature on innovation refers to transformational and transactional leadership 

theories (Waldman & Bass, 1991). Transformational leadership is a theory of leadership style 

(Oke, Munshi, & Walumbwa 2009) where transformational leaders exert influence by 

“expanding and increasing the goals of their subordinates and giving them the confidence to 

do things beyond their expectations (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002). Transformational 

leadership has the responsibility to interpret clearly the vision for the organization so that its 

followers accept as a form of a leader’s credibility. According to Avolio (Avolio, 2007) the 

main function of a transformational leader is to provide services as a catalyst of change, but 

at the same time as a controller of change. In contrast, transactional leaders exert influence 

through the contract exchange of gifts and correction actions (Howell & Avolio, 1993).  

Several studies have communicated leadership as a behaviour that is positively 

related to individual and team innovation, providing support and encouragement (Krause, 

2004; Rosing, Frese, & Bausch, 2011), and even leaders are too strict in supervising their 

subordinates, which do not provide sufficient autonomy to be creative, closes new ideas den 

(2006), can hamper creativity and innovation. The study of leadership inhibits creativity and 

innovation conducted by (Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Shaw et al., 2011). It is similar to a 
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participatory and directive leadership pattern (Bell, Chan, & Nel, 2014). In fact, the role of a 

leader in innovation as a catalyst and facilitator is not as an all-knowing ruler (Nonaka & 

Kenney, 1995) without intensive discussion in formulating innovation in his organization.  

According to Mumford et al.(2002) leaders in innovation must have professional 

expertise both in technical and substance as well as the ability to analyze complex 

information from various sources of information. In addition, he has the motivation to 

practice that ability. The size of motivation arises depending on the existed challenges and 

opportunities. The leaders' involvement in innovation is not only in the support, 

commitment, ability to manage the organization and its environment and provide flexibility 

for each individual to create ideas and innovations (West et al., 2003), but a leader is also 

important to be involved in creating conditions to continue stability so that the following 

innovation can be implemented (Mumford & Licuanan, 2004). 

The construct of leadership in innovation is related to organizational and contextual 

factors to play a direct and indirect role in providing the idea of innovation  (Crossan & 

Apaydin, 2010). Leaders can take direct action to manage and bring innovation, a leader can 

also do it all by positioning themselves as managers. In more depth, if explored further 

about the integration of leaders in the innovation process, it can be concluded into two 

important points namely first, the leader creates a conductive environment, encourages and 

provides motivation from within to deliver innovation among the team/ staff/ subordinates.  

Second, leaders who directly manage the strategic objectives of innovation by managing 

resources, finance, facilities, and others (Denti & Hemlin, 2012).  Give reward, flexibility, and 

autonomy to individuals in the team to be creative and innovate. Both of these important 

things can be done at once by the leader depending on the developing situation. Both of 

these important things can be done at once by the leader depending on the developing 

situation. It was stated by Denti et al (2012) as leaders who provide support to teams and 

individuals who seek innovation (leaders as a facilitator) and leaders who manage and are 

directly involved in managing resources (financial, funding, time and knowledge) in 

innovation (leaders as managers).  

Therefore, from various level of leadership and various kinds of leadership 

innovation tends to be a facilitative leader who has a greater chance of creating innovation 
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starting from an idea, evaluation, and promotion (Basadur, 2004), and planning fighting for 

and securing funds for implementation (Scott & Bruce, 1994). 

Innovation in public sector organizations, especially in the government environment 

has become a relatively normal practice and is part of the necessity to further improve the 

performance of services to the public/community. It must be because innovation is actually 

not "friendly" to public sector organizations because it is too bureaucratic, so it seems 

difficult to innovate. Innovation is even easier to implement in private sector organizations 

(Borins, 2001). Therefore, many embraces the idea that innovation can contribute to 

improving the quality of public services in the public sector and to improve the problem-

solving capacity of government organizations in facing challenges that are developing in the 

community (F Damanpour & Schneider, 2009) has an innovation capacity (Lewis & Ricard, 

2018) which is a condition that supports and provides the infrastructure for innovation.  

Regarding the need for innovation capacity, several authors have elaborated on what 

is needed in effective innovation in the public sector. However, it is necessary to take into 

account the multi-level character of the innovation process that is the individual, 

organizational and / or inter-organizational level (networking) (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010).  

Hartley and Rashman (2018) added the capacity of organizational innovation and the 

capacity of innovation between organizations encourage the presence of public service 

innovation besides an individual capacity (Bhatti, Olsen, & Pedersen, 2011; Gil, Rodrigo-

Moya, & Morcillo-Bellido, 2018). Individual capacity can be in the form of capacity to 

conduct, understand, study and identify problems in the organizational environment and be 

translated in the form of innovation (Lewis et al., 2018). In line with this opinion, (Y. Kim, 

2010) shows that the capacity of individuals is formed based on organizational 

characteristics, for example, organizations can facilitate individual behaviour to develop 

innovation. Therefore, the character of the organization may need to "slack ", the larger the 

organization, the more leeway/slack so that more opportunities to give birth to 

ideas/innovative ideas for individuals (R. M. Walker, 2006). Even individuals can meet and 

communicate well with each other without the burden of formal responsibilities and rules to 

make innovation emerge mainly in local government organizations (Considine, Lewis, & 

Alexander, 2009).  
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Correspondingly, Meijer (2014) added the role of individuals in the innovation process 

in the public sector. Talented individuals in organizations play a significant role in public 

service innovation (Maranto & Wolf, 2013; Scholten, 2011). Likewise with Gieske (2016) 

argues that the birth of innovation comes from the capacity of innovation owned by the 

leader. The ability to understand the organization's environment, absorb new information, 

learn and how to change insights within the organization. 

 

Conclusion  

There were various kinds of innovation in five public organizations with different 

processes and different leadership models. Important findings related to the innovation 

process created based on three backgrounds, there were 1) Collaborative efforts between 

stakeholders; 2) Single Fighter: Manage yourself; and 3) Top-down: Base of interest. The 

leader model tends to be different at the level of bureaucratic leadership, namely the 

provincial level, district level, and sub-district level.  
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