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Abstract  

Innovation contests are becoming popular instruments for stimulating development of digital services 
using open data. However, experience indicates that only a limited number of the results developed 
during these events become viable digital services attracting a significant user base. Hence, an 
unresolved question is how organizers choose to support the service development process after the 
contest is concluded. 

To further deepen our knowledge about the design of digital innovation contests and the support for 
the processes after the contests are concluded, we conducted a survey of the websites of 33 digital 
innovation contests. 

The results of the survey show that the majority of the contests provide a very low level of support or 
no support at all to the participants after the contests are concluded. Still, during our classification of 
support actions presented in the survey we also found several examples of how innovation contests 
choose to support the participants in designing, implementing and providing services after the contests 
are concluded. We contribute with a key design element and attributes for the post-contest process of 
digital innovation contests, which adds to existing design elements.   

Our conclusion is that very few innovation contests take the post-contest process into account. Yet 
there are examples where organizers of contests bear in mind their own important role in the 
following service innovation process and provide for example funding and development support to 
participants. For future research we propose to conduct a more thorough survey including interviews 
with organizers and participants. 

 

Keywords: Innovation contest, open innovation, open data, service development, digital service. 



Juell-Skielse et al. / What Happens Next? – A Survey 

 
 
ECIS, Workshop on eGovernment, Tel Aviv 2014                                         2 
 
 

1 Introduction 
The interest in digital service innovation based on open data increases constantly. For example, the 
European Commission estimates that the expected outcome of the proper manipulation and 
management of open data is expected to enhance the EU economy with at least €40 billion each year 
(EC, 2011). 

Contests, such as idea competitions and digital innovation contests, have become popular ways to 
stimulate the development of new service ideas and prototypes. However, only a fraction of the results 
from innovation contests become viable digital services. Less than 10% of the prototypes developed 
during innovation contests are finalized and attract a significant user base (Hjalmarsson et al, 2014). 

Innovation contests are normally conducted during a limited period of time when participants develop 
service ideas and prototypes. These ideas and prototypes are then evaluated, e.g. by an expert jury, and 
winners are selected. Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) and Hjalmarsson and Rudmark (2012) describe 
how innovation contests can be organized using 14 different key design elements. 

However, it is still unclear how innovation contests affect the overall innovation system including the 
digital service innovation process and the actors involved in this process. Typically the contests are 
concluded as winners are selected but in order to bring a service idea or prototype into the marketplace 
there are further development steps to conduct, including design, execution and monitoring (Linders, 
2012). Moreover, organizers and sponsors of innovation contests may also take part in this post-
contest process, e.g. by taking over the ownership of the service prototype and provide it to end-users. 
But so far it is unclear as to what extent organizers and sponsors of innovation contests are providing 
(or should provide) support for the post-contest process, e.g. the innovation contest key design 
elements presented by Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) and Hjalmarsson and Rudmark (2012) do not 
include design elements for the post-contest process. 

Therefore our aim in this paper is to explore how organizers of digital innovation contests support the 
post-contest process and to contribute to the list of innovation contest key design elements presented 
by Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) and Hjalmarsson and Rudmark (2012). Hereby we support the 
understanding for how organizers of digital innovation contests can take further steps in supporting 
developers in making viable digital services. Our research question is formulated accordingly: 

How are digital innovation contests designed in order to support the post-contest process? 

We conduct a survey on information available through the Internet in order to answer the research 
question. The main contribution is a new, fifteenth key design element for innovation contests labeled 
“Post-contest support” to be added to the design elements defined by Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) 
and Hjalmarsson and Rudmark (2012). Moreover, attributes for the key design element is defined 
based on a categorization of the activities organizers use to support participants in the post-contest 
process identified in the survey. In addition the survey results provide a reference for digital 
innovation contest design. 

The paper is organized in six chapters. Following the introduction in the first chapter we present the 
digital service development process and innovation contests in the second chapter. In the third chapter 
we describe methods used and in the fourth the results of this data collection. In the fifth chapter we 
discuss the results and conclude and suggest areas for future research in the final and sixth chapter. In 
the appendix we provide a list of the innovation contests included in the survey and a summary of the 
empirical data collected through the survey. 
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2 Innovation and Design of Innovation Contests 
Innovation has been described as a linear process of sequential events from research and idea 
generation to commercialization (Booz, Allen and Hamilton, 1983). The linear process model has been 
challenged due to a lack of feedback loops (Kline and Rosenberg, 1986). The chain-linked innovation 
process model, presented by Kline (1985), is a simultaneous model including elements such as 
research, invention, innovation, and production. Rothwell (1992) argues that innovation also involves 
interaction both internally and with external parties such as customers and suppliers. This model has 
been furthered into open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003), where organizations innovate with partners 
to share risks and rewards. 

According to Linders (2012) innovation of digital services can be described as a loop model including 
three phases: design, execution and monitoring. The European Commission uses Linders’ loop model 
in its vision for public services (EC, 2013). In practice, ITIL (Information Technology Infrastructure 
Library) has become the de facto standard for describing the digital service lifecycle (Hochstein et al, 
2005). It is a linear model that consists of five sequential steps including strategy, design, transition, 
operation and continual improvement. ITIL is a registered trademark of the United Kingdom's Cabinet 
Office. 

Contests are often used during the digital service design phase to stimulate the generation of ideas and 
service prototypes (Osimo et al, 2010) but also to influence development efforts to ensure that the 
results are aligned with organizational goals (Hjalmarsson & Rudmark, 2012). Different types of 
contests have been discussed in order to control and organize innovation: idea competition (Piller and 
Walcher 2006), community based innovation (Füller et al 2006; Bullinger et. al. 2010), online 
innovation contests (Bullinger and Moeslein 2010), and digital innovation contests (Hjalmarsson and 
Rudmark 2012). 

Piller and Walcher (2006) state that the value with an idea competition is that the contest provides a 
mechanism by which users can transfer innovative ideas to firms and organizations. Consequently, a 
core challenge of organizing an idea competition is to motivate users to provide innovative ideas, 
which the initiator of the contest then can transform into new services and products (Piller and 
Walcher 2006). Füller et al (2006) provide, through the concept community based innovation, support 
for how to identify, access and interact with lead users in online communities in order to stimulate 
valuable input at different stages during the innovation process (Füller et al 2006). The concept of 
innovation contests is extended in Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) when presenting the concept of 
online innovation contests. 

Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) and Hjalmarsson and Rudmark (2012) have defined key design 
elements for designing innovation contests. The design elements include for example media, target 
group and data. For each design element there are attributes, e.g. the design element target group could 
either be specified or unspecified. The design elements in table 1 do not cover the process after the 
innovation contest is concluded. In this paper we are interested in increasing the understanding of how 
organizers of innovation contests support this process. See table 1 for a complete list of design 
elements and attributes. 
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Table&1.&& Design&elements&when&organizing&an&innovation&contest&(based&on&Bullinger&&&
Moeslein&2010;&Hjalmarsson&and&Rudmark,&2012).&

3 Method 
In order to answer the research question, we conducted a survey (Denscombe, 2010) on current 
innovation contests that met to the following criteria: 

• The contests should be organized to stimulate development of digital services 

• The services should be based on open data 

Innovation contests were identified using two Internet search strategies: keywords and relation to open 
data sources. While searching the Internet we used variants of the following keywords: innovation, 
competition, contest, open data, hackathon, app. We also searched the open data sources listed in 
www.datacatalogues.org in order to find out if there were innovation contests arranged or associated 
with specific open data sources. In addition, the list of digital innovation contests was complemented 
with contests known by researchers familiar with the area. All in all 33 digital innovation contests 
were identified that met the above criteria, see Appendix 1. 

The survey was designed based on the key design elements defined by Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) 
as well as Hjalmarsson and Rudmark (2012) and complemented with one question: 

• How do the organizers digital innovation contests support the participants during the post-
contest process? 

Since Bullinger and Moslein (2010) do not specify the attributes for the design element “Contest 
period” we decided to specify the attributes accordingly: very short term < 1 month, short term 1-2 
months, long term 3-5 months or very long term > 5 months. 

Data was collected from contest websites. The results were then analyzed using content analysis 
(Krippendorf, 2012). Thematic analysis was used to categorize the types of support provided by the 
contest organizations. Braun and Clarke (2006, p. 6) define thematic analysis as “a method for 
identifying, analyzing, and reporting patterns (themes) within data”. In order to validate data quality, 
two researchers performed the analysis independent from each other. Differences in interpretation 
were then discussed in order to reach a consensus on the interpretation. 

Design Elements Attributes 
Media Online – Mixed – Offline 
Organizer Company – Public organization – Non-profit - Individual 
Task/topic specificity Low – Defined – High 
Degree of elaboration Idea – Prototype – Idea or Prototype 
Target group Specified - Unspecified 
Participation as Individual – Team – Both 
Contest period Very short term – Short term – Long term – Very long term 
Reward/motivation Monetary – Non-monetary - Mixed 
Community functionality Given – Not given 
Evaluation Jury evaluation – Peer review – Self assessment - Mixed 
Needs Resource - Facilitation 
Value Resource - Facilitation 
Data  Resource - Facilitation 
Novelty Rules for intellectual property – Baseline for innovation – Patent survey 
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4 Results 
The results are divided in two sub-sections. In the first sub-section we present the characteristics of the 
key design elements, which gives the reader an overview of how the identified innovation contests are 
designed. In the second sub-section we present how the organizers of innovation contests support the 
post-contest processes. 

4.1 Design Characteristic of Innovation Contests 

In this subsection we present the results for each of the design elements and their attributes. For an 
overview of the results please refer to Appendix 2. 

Media is the form of environment during the innovation contest, which can be either online, mixed or 
offline. 7 of the contests were online, 22 were conducted with a mixed format and 4 of the contests 
were conducted offline. An interesting observation was that the competitions with an offline format 
took place during a shorter period of time than the other competitions. 

Organizer of the innovation contest can either be a company, public organization, non-profit 
organization or individual. Of the contests in the survey 5 were organized by companies, 21 by public 
organizations, 3 by non-profit organizations, 1 by individuals and 3 by companies and public 
organizations in cooperation.   

Task/topic specificity also called problem specification is the solution space for the innovation 
contest. This can either be low (open task), defined or high (very specific task). Only 2 of the contests 
had a topic specificity of low, 18 of the contests were defined and 13 were high. Most organizers seem 
to demand a special function from the services that are developed during the competition, but leaves 
big room for individual interpretation by the participants. 

Degree of elaboration is the required level of detail for submission to the contest, and can either be an 
idea or a prototype. Only one (1) competition wanted an idea, 20 of the competitions required a 
finished prototype, 4 competitions gave the opportunity to choose from the two and a whole of 8 
competitions never mentioned any rules about degree of elaboration at all. 

Target group is the type of people meant to participate in the competition, for example; all 
participants must live in a special area, all participants’ needs to be of a certain age. Target group is 
categorized into specified or unspecified. 15 contests hade specified demands on participants, while 18 
were unspecified. 

Participation as measures the number of persons forming an entity of participant, as an individual, a 
team or both. 3 contests wanted participation as individuals, 8 wanted participants to participate in 
teams, and 18 contests accepted both individuals and teams and 4 competitions never specified any 
preference. 

Contest period is the runtime of an innovation contest, and can be very short term, short term, long 
term or very long term. 7 competitions were very short term, 5 competitions were short term, 15 long 
term and 6 very long term.  

Reward/motivation is the incentives used to encourage participants and can be monetary, non-
monetary or mixed. 15 were monetary prizes, 7 non-monetary and 11 mixed. An interesting 
observation we made was that the post-contest process was used as a mean of reward in only one 
instance. 

Communication functionality are means for interaction within participants, often an online forum or 
similar, and can either be given or not given. 13 contests had given means of communication and 20 
did not. There were a significant amount of competitions where participants were only allowed to 
participant in teams, but where participants did not get any given means for communicating with other 
participants to form these teams. 
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Evaluation is the method to determine ranking of submissions to the innovation contest and can either 
be a jury evaluation, peer review or mixed. 22 contests used a jury evaluation, 10 had a mixed review, 
one (1) contest did not specify their evaluation process, but none used only peer review. 

Needs are means either as resources provided to stimulate contenders to develop contest contributions 
that meets end users requests of digital services (through e.g. a persona, scenario, trend, case, brief), or 
facilitation during the contest to understand end users needs connected to the contest purpose. 12 
contests provided this support with the majority providing this in the form of a resource (case 
description or problem brief) according to the contest descriptions on the contest web sites.  

Value are means either as resources provided to stimulate contenders to develop contest contributions 
that possess the potential to become a viable service and a business (through e.g. a toolbox to develop 
a business model, connection to venture capital), or facilitation during the contest to create a valuable 
offer in relation to the contribution or a business model. 14 contests provided this support with the 
majority providing this in the form of a workshop/meet-up where contenders were matched or 
introduced to business coaches or representatives for venture capital or networks.  

Data is the developers’ honey in open data challenges. 19 of the contest organizers provided own 
API’s with data in the competition. Of the organizers that not provided own data, 7 guided the 
contenders where to find appropriate data for the contest purpose. A majority of the contest organizers 
that provided open data also allowed and promoted other data sources to be used in the contest. 

Novelty is a design element that strives to promote that the outcome from the contest has a higher 
level of innovation than current services on the market. In order to promote this the organizer could 
have defined rules/criteria for intellectual property and evaluation (which includes novelty). The 
organizer could also provide an innovation baseline in terms of a review of existing services on market 
that creates the baseline for innovation. The organizer could require a patent survey from the 
contender together with the submission of the contribution providing evidence for novelty. 17 contests 
provide support to ensure novelty in the contest contribution. Of these the majority of organizers 
presents rules/criteria that include novelty. Three contests provide innovation baselines and one 
contest request a survey of market in order to provide evidence about novelty.    

4.2 Support for the Post-Contest Process 

In this section we present how the organizers and sponsors of the innovation contests support the 
participants after the contests have been concluded. We claim that this support is a design element in 
itself and we label it “Post-contest support”. The results show that organizers of innovation contests 
provide varying levels of support for the post-contest process. We have categorized the levels of 
support using thematic analysis of the activities described at the surveyed websites. We name these 
levels: unavailable, low, medium, high and very high, see Figure 1. Hence, these levels become 
attributes of the design element “Post-content support” and the naming adheres well to the naming 
convention of attributes used by Bullinger and Moslein (2010). 
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Figure&1.&& Classification&of&the&level&of&support&provided&by&the&contests&for&the&innovation&process&

after&competition&is&completed.&

Unavailable - In 50% of the contests, the organizers choose not to give the winner further support 
with funding or competence development. This is often phrased as a wish for the winning developer to 
continue working on the project alone. Another example is where the organizers do no mention any 
continuance of development after a winner of the competition has been selected. 

Low – Low level of support is where the winner is offered information and contacts. These can be 
presented to the winner in several forms. A few examples are participation in events organized for 
possible sponsors or a nomination to another contest. In 31% of the contests the support for the post-
contest process is low. 

Medium - The winner is offered support to apply for development competence and funding, often 
from the appropriate authority but also from other sources such as bigger corporations or sponsors. 3% 
of the contests offered this level of support.  

High - The organizer of the Innovation contest offers the winner developer support. At this level, the 
rights to the winning mobile application or computer system can either stay with the original 
developer, or be transferred to the organization hosting the contest. If the winner of the contest keeps 
the rights of ownership to the winning submission the development support often consist of enrollment 
in a mentorship program or help with refining the product. On the other hand, if the ownership of the 
submission is transferred over to the organizer of the contest, the organization in question in most 
cases choose to further develop the product without the involvement of the original contestant. 13 % 
of the contests offered this level of support. 

Very high – Only 3% of the competitions offered a very high level of support. At this level the 
organizer of the contest and the winner work together to refine the product and later see that the results 
are funded and published by an appropriate authority. This most likely results in a used service 
available on the market.  

5 Discussion 
In this paper we have investigated the level of support that organizers of digital innovation contests 
provide to their participants in the process after the contest. Below we discuss the key design element, 
the post-contest process, the validity of the study and the implications for organizers of future 
innovation contest. 

We defined a key design element with five attributes that can be used by organizers of innovation 
contests to design and describe the level of support they provide to their participants. We do not claim 
that the organizers always should strive for providing a high level of support. On the contrary, if you 
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want to stimulate developers to take own responsibility for their services then you want to provide for 
example a medium level of support. But if you want to ensure that the services become used by a large 
number of end users then you as an organizer need to take all the phases of the service development 
process into account and to understand your own role in these different phases. Another example 
would be if the task specificity is high. The rationale for choosing a highly specified challenge is that 
such a service would address an issue that is important to the organization (Hjalmarsson & Rudmark, 
2012) (rather than more general-purpose reuse of open data). In this scenario the stakes are higher for 
the organizer to see a deployed instance in the market thus providing more incentives to carefully cater 
for a post-contest process. 

In order to better guide organizers when they wish to engage in post-contest processes, this process 
also need to be further defined and understood. E.g. the referred framework ITIL is rather a 
management process than an innovation process and the service life cycle presented by Linders (2012) 
is very high level and does not capture much of the activities necessary for developers of digital 
services. For example, marketing and testing of services are not included in Linders’ process. Hence 
there is a need to further investigate and categorize the different innovation activities necessary to 
establish viable digital services. According to Rudmark et al. (2014), participants in innovation 
contests face a number of barriers, e.g. “Lack of marketing competence and market information”, 
during the post-contest process. A better understanding of the innovation barriers that participants face 
during the service innovation process may help organizers to develop different levels of support during 
the post-contest process and may affect the identified design element.  

As showed in the results, most innovation contests do not provide any or low support for the post-
contest process. However, it is possible that the published web information do not cover all 
organizers’ plans related to how they intend to support the post-content process. In order to gain a 
better understanding about the post-contest processes a more in-depth analysis using for example 
interviews are necessary. In addition, it is difficult to say that we cover all available digital innovation 
contests. For example, innovation contests may be communicated in languages that do not correspond 
to the keywords used as search criteria. In order to ensure that the investigation covers a majority of 
current digital innovation contests a more thorough search is necessary. 

We found that the web information provided by innovation contests covered much of the design 
elements defined by Bullinger and Moeslein (2010). However it was difficult to evaluate topic 
specificity due to a continuum scale (low – defined – high). It was also hard to differentiate between 
types of awards since they are mostly mixed including both monetary and non-monetary components. 
The web sites also provided information about the open data sources available to the participants, 
making it possible to evaluate the design element “Data” defined by Hjalmarsson and Rudmark 
(2012). But it was more difficult to find published information about “Needs”, “Value” and “Novelty”.  
In order to be able to value this the web sites had to include a detailed program or statement of 
provision of mentoring or the arrangement of meet-ups. In order to gain a better understanding about 
these design elements it is necessary to perform a more in-depth analysis of the contests using for 
example observation and interview as research methods. 

The above discussion points towards the need for establishing a comprehensive toolbox for designing 
the components that comprise a digital innovation contest. The pre-process before the contest has to be 
constructed using design elements that define for example who to target as participants, what the aim 
is with the innovation contest, what effects that the organizer wants to achieve, which resources must 
be made available etc. Also the contest process must be designed using design elements defining 
contest rules, mentorship and guidance, prize, evaluation, data provision, facilitation etc. In addition, 
the results from the analysis in this paper propose that a comprehensive toolbox must have design 
components that support the organizer to design the post-process following the competition. The 
reason is to meet the objective with the contest. As stated in figure 1 an aspect in the post-process is 
hence to decide what level of support should be provided after the contest. If the organizer aim to 
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provide high level of support then a systematic post-process has to be designed in order to achieve this 
level; contrary, if the organizer aim to provide no or little support after the contest then this conscious 
decision means that the organizer release the control of the open innovation process when the contest 
ends. 

Finally, we noticed that several of the innovation contests would benefit from providing more 
information to developers. Missing information could be anything from what type of prizes that will 
be handed out to if the competition has any type of forum or community made for contact between 
different participants. There are also cases of unclear rules, such as if anyone can participate in the 
competition or if participation is restricted to a certain age group or inhabitants of the area where the 
competition is being held. 

6 Conclusion and Future Research 
In this paper our research question was: 

How are digital innovation contests designed in order to support the post-contest process? 

In order to answer the research question we have defined a key design element for innovation contests, 
namely “Post-contest support”. It includes five attributes: unavailable, low, medium, high and very 
high. This design element can be used by organizers of digital innovation contests to define the level 
of support they provide for the post-contest process where the participants’ digital service ideas or 
prototypes are finalized, implemented and operated in order to reach a significant user base. The key 
design element adds to the available key design elements for innovation contests presented by 
Bullinger and Moeslein (2010) and Hjalmarsson and Rudmark (2012). In addition, we contribute with 
an analysis of the designs of current digital innovation contests. The analysis serves as a reference to 
organizers of digital innovation contests.  

For future research we intend to conduct a survey with all the identified innovation contests in order to 
collect data of a higher quality using a mixed method approach. The survey will be designed as semi-
structured interviews with observations (if possible) giving room for interpretation. Our aim is to 
pursuit the development of a comprehensive toolbox for contest design (pre-process, contest and post-
process) and fields this design. We also aim to investigate the aspect of control versus the aspect of 
creativity in relation to open data challenges. 
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Appendix 1 

List of innovation contests included in the investigation. 

 
Innovation Contest Web Address 
1746 Hackathon http://www.rio.rj.gov.br/web/hackathon/ 

2013 Data Design Diabetes Innovation Challenge http://redesigningdata.com/ddd/ 

American Energy Data Challenge 2014 http://energy.gov/articles/energy-department-launches-competition-
encourage-creation-innovative-energy-apps-built-open 

ApPalermo: Palermo Open Data Contest 2014 http://www.epsiplatform.eu/content/appalermo-palermo-open-data-
contest 

Apps for development competition 2014 http://data.worldbank.org/developers/appsfordevelopment 

Apps for Europe 2014 http://www.appsforeurope.eu/competition 

Apps per la inclusión social 2014 http://inclusiosocial.hackathome.com/ 
Apps4Edmonton 2014 http://contest.apps4edmonton.ca/ 

Apps4Finland 2013 http://www.apps4finland.fi/en/ 

Apps4Halifax 2014 http://www.apps4halifax.ca/ 

Apps4Ottawa 2013 http://www.apps4ottawa.ca/en 

BCN apps cultura 2014 http://appscultura.hackathome.com/es/ 
BigApps NYC 2013 http://nycbigapps.com/ 

Cairo transport App Challenge http://cairo.hackathome.com/ 
Canadian Open Data Experience 2014 https://www.canadianopendataexperience.com/pages/competition 

Codemocracy 2013 http://codemocracy.se/ 
Gothenburg Distribution Challenge 2014 http://www.gdc2014.se/ 

Hack for Sweden 2014 http://hackforsweden.se/ 

Infojobs App challenge 2013 http://infojobs.hackathome.com/ 
ITS In Your Pocket 2014 http://www.itsinyourpocket.com/ 

LODLAM (Linked Open Data in Libraries and 
Museums) 2013 

http://lodlam.net/about/ 

Open Cities App Challenge 2014 http://opencities.net/app_challenge 

Open Data Challenge 2014 http://www.landregistry.gov.uk/campaigns/open-data-challenge 

Open Data Challenge Series 2015 http://theodi.org/challenge-series 

Open data for development challenge 2014 http://www.acdi-cida.gc.ca/acdi-cida/acdi-cida.nsf/eng/DEN-
1223131242-PCZ 

Open Stockholm Award 2014 http://www.openstockholmaward.se/ 
Phillipine transit App challenge 2013 http://philippine-transit.hackathome.com/ 
Sanitation App challenge http://sanitation.hackathome.com/ 
Stockholm Innovation Award http://www.stockholm-life.se/en/Calendar/City-of-Stockholms-

Innovation-Award/ 
Take Action Open Data Challenge 2013 http://www.qlik.com/us/landing/open-data-challenge-winner 

Travelhack 2013 http://www.travelhack.se/ 
Visualise open data 2013-2014 http://www.theguardian.com/news/2013/feb/12/government-data-

free-our-data 
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