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A Design Thinking Approach in Policy Making Training

An Evaluation Model for Continuous Program Improvement
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Table 1 Workshop Types and Frameworks for Policy Co-Creation

Type Target Domain / Objective Methodological Features Theoretical Basis / Insights

Equal participation by
Urban environmental planning  government, residents, and Presents consensus-building
and citizen consensus building businesses; analysis of changes processes and social learning
in awareness

® Environmental
Consensus-Building Morioka (1997)
Type

Co-creation between residents
@ Facility Co-Design . Community facility design and and experts during the design ~ Based on Arnstein's model of
Hirayama (2014) . . .. .
Type welfare hubs stage; analysis of adoption rates citizen participation
of citizen input

. - . Government disaster prevention Training-based workshops led Presents a framework for
® Disaster and Crisis ~ Public Works Research P s P

. and business continuity by government officials to practical decision-making
Management Type Institute (2013) planning (BCP) support BCP development training
A structured scenario-building
® Citizen Participation/ Building visions for a Vlsuallzlng discussions ﬁough model that reﬂects citizens
. R . causal logic trees; generating ~ awareness of issues.
Structured Scenario Masuda et al. (2017) sustainable society and o . K .
. . future visions using keyword  Applicable to supplementing

Model formulating policy proposals.

scoring and simulation. logical leaps and supporting the
formation of consensus.
Grounded in EBPM, logic
models, and outcome-oriented
evaluation frameworks.
Demonstrates a collaborative
evaluation method that
emphasizes contextual

A co-creative workshop format
involving local governments,
private sector actors, and
experts. Through participatory
development of logic models,
the goal structures and KPIs

Promoting Evidence-Based

Policy Making (EBPM) and
Cabinet Office (2024)  supporting the design of KPIs

for implementing smart city

©® Smart KPI Design and
EBPM-Oriented Type

policies. L . adaptation and coordination
were visualized and aligned
ith implementation policics. between governments and local
Wi communities in KPI design.
Workshops that guide
participants from divergent Based on design thinking, NPG,
. . . .. . discussions to policy and EBPM,; proposes a
® C(?llaboratlve Policy This Study Policy training and co-creative structuring; redefinition of participatory policy-framing
Framing Type governance problem frames based on process and a cyclic
citizen needs; establishment of  improvement model
public-private partnerships
Hiy, GIEM, BERRORBICOVTER ICEHL, RICH Table 2 Training Program Schedule and Content Overview
BEHWT 5. | |
D B - SEHRA (RE, 1997) Session Theme Overview
- _ . Mindset setting, introduction to
1) g g = INER 7 3 4 . A . >
z"sj: A IBRELR O 5 B IS I T, AT - fER - 38 Session 1 al(:kl:’:}fl’ Lecture, NPG and EBPM theories, topic
BNKEIRSNIGTEBT AV -7 ay 2@ LT, TR ofshop selection
AN TS b A 25505 > & =y < i inki
RO LRI PR OREE T SEBRHTH S, Session? Lectre, Workshop D31 Tinkin heory,wrkstop
SN OERAER ZRHiEE & L, BEREOBRIZRT . (o Bustess A
o ~ N _ o vran ] Session3  Lecture, Workshop Problem identification
BHE - REMDHRICER LT B I H BRI E O ity with related “
H4 5. Session 4 departments, WS Problem redefinition
@ JiFRErE - ERR A (S, 2014) Session 5 Consultation 1 Group discussions, revisions, and
AR, AR ORI T, R & HMER brushing up
- . - D Session 6 Interim Presentation Presentation to related departments
BEHIBIE b & T 5 B A AR LT 5. i with QA
o ADEREE, BENFORBREHAELSIMEEE & Session7  Workshop Revisions and brushing up
Vo T ERAOTE I S & FF 5 2 & T, 2 — i Session§  Consltation 2 Problem estructring snd proposa!
E1=s ° =2 75h SRS N\
Px ut? H ‘tzlik’k LTOFPEZRL TN, Session 9  Consultation 3 Revisions and brushing up
@ Bk - s Em (KH, fiti, 2013) Session 10 Consultation 4 Revisions and brushing up
AL, EHRGETE (BCP) 2 O1TES 5 & W 2 515 Session 11 Consultation 5 Presentation rehearsal
LLTHEY, ITHBENEEMICHEETS I 2l — g Session 12 Final Policy Presentation to related departments
- P tati d th
YMOU = v ay 7L LTHEFSATWS. BORMEIZ — e ra—

e e Budeet Departmental Budeet Each group drafts a budget
BUZEEREOIEE VX 5tIGGIom EE B E L, RZV?:W Dzﬁ?)reratt:inon s proposal for small-scale
FEHEBEOEE LW RFEEET 5. implementation
@ Rz - TV AR EIE, 2017) Finlagce Division

Deliberation
71 g T B N AP A
zlij:lji, Fige vl Hbfcfﬁi:so@ FEH & HiE LE/\ v 7 Fx _X Financial Director
TAT U= vay T EANTED, TROMEEMR Deliberation
Z T RUTHEE L S NIRRT T U A & LR35 Pl Mayoral Deliberation
LS. BEMICIE, vy 7Y ) —%2 HWREREZRD Mid- Final Reporting Summary and wrap-up

February  Session
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Table 3 Evaluation Criteria for Assessing the Quality

Table 4 10 Self-Assessment Items

of Policy Proposals for Measuring Participants' Learning Achievement
No Self-Assessment Item No Self-Assessment Item
1 Clarity of problem definition ©) I was able to understand the background and history of the policy.
2 Appropriateness of needs setting (target citizen profile) ® I was able to identify contradictions in the problem and articulate
3 Validity of proposed solution them.
. I was able to imagine the perspectives and values of stakeholders
4 Usefulness of d solut ® gie e persp
seluiness ol proposed solution and envision future scenarios.
5 Novelty of proposed solution @ I was able to incorporate citizen perspectives into policy
6 Feasibility of implementation discussions.
® I was able to clarify the fundamental issues.
L, ¥—T7 72X —&AaAT VT, BLIOVIalL © I was able to construct and present an original framework.
— ST ) stz e = NLaR N N =
Va VTS RRBOE RN AE LT, BURES @ I was able to compare and examine multiple future scenarios.
2 ) = = 2Lz
OFmEY— Ak & AN THEE MR T DG &> TS, ® I was able to specify the implementation process and required
® A~— MEEERE - EBPM JEBA (NERT, 2024) resources.
g ey I was able to incorporate mechanisms for coordination and
JEI -7 — N Py z el
\K%m,x Ah/74ﬁ%@%ﬁaﬁﬁf§m(%£ ®  odback
ERERHMmEERE) REEXEME LY —T v a vy T OHEHIZ I was able to reflect on my previous thinking through discussions

O ATEIRE, REFEE, AlE @ L, SOkE
AR Yy VETNEBET ST ue A EE U T, BK
O BIERE & FERRH OEAEEZEHE L WD, FRCT v
b 71 DR O B & FLEEHRNE & OB A BHLT 2 AICE
W, EBPM OFEEEMEAA L L TLESIT HND.
AL G L3 B 2RIEE 2 5N, ROLNDET U
7y MIRDOLERBY THHD,
@ £IRTEE)  BURIEIHE, AT EFIFAAE, BIfRIR-CH
RS ~OBE Y, 7LV EEHMERS
@7 v Ny bR, BER~OTLEL, BHREND
DEGE~D IS
INBIEKIET D720, KO T —27 v a v 7T ORI
MHEREEERE (@) EWIONESTEITo. #1
TE LD REAGEEMM, TR, [fak
THEM ), THElF VA8, TEBPM & X, #h T h
ODHMEERT DI Z TREZFELLTOY—I T3y
TRFEE I TV, AIFSE T, EBPM IZES < LY
DIREEHEFEIT L E L, BRENFZAGET BRI
AZHFEOED - ATERICEHL, THA VEAZEEZHW
TEMEBE MO & 8z TAEILAl, REST>BEHR—
PERMEE L VO ERNEET T VOG22 AT
UEDS, AKBFETIE, WBEREEEANY —2 v a
FOFEERNT, EEFOSERTEERLHE L, EBPM
ZHBELTEERIEEZITH 2 & & L.
2.2. EfBE (B, R5Pa—), BE EE)
A2, 2025 £ 4 H2v6 10 2o TEfE Sz N8
RNBHET v 7 2R eT5. 207 s T N,
PEB ST X 2 B AR i TS & L TSR S T,
TEBOE 2L E LR b, REBESKEL OMBEN
RBEO T TRYHMATHND SEEME LTV,
AL, BIRRERE 154, R¥EAE 44, REGERE
A4 DF 234 ThoTe. ZHWEIX1 7 V—TH120 6 4T
ET, BIRRBBE 44+ RFE 1A TREEE1AITL-
TA4ODREIN—T (G1~G4) L. A7 P a—
JZONTIE, £2ICF &, RIFZEE, $H1ENSEH
REFETERNRE LTS,
BIN—=FIFE1EDOT—7 v a vy FIZBWT, T
nIEak) TEH-S< 0 ) THURIREL) TR OHlGE~E %

and presentations

Table 5 Classification of 10 Self-Assessment Items
and Their Relation to 5 Step of Design Thinking

Relevant Items Corresp londmg .
Category about 10 items Design Description
Thinking Step

This category measures the ability to
understand users’ contexts, identify

A. Empathy and stakeholder values, and reframe

0,0 0 0 Empathize /

Problem Framing Define problems. It reflects empathic
analysis and contextual insight.
This category assesses the capacity to
B. Ideation and © 0 0 Define / Ideate generate creative yet logical

solutions, construct frameworks, and
explore alternative futures.

Conceptualization

This category focuses on the ability
Prototype / Test to concretize implementation plans,
/ Reflection coordinate among stakeholders, and

engage in reflective practice.

C. Prototyping,
Implementation, ®, 0,0
and Reflection

T LTREL, BURIREORELX BE L.

WHE DFRFHICB N TIE, BIAEREYE L HR LN LR
FHEICTITV, NPG Hi5, EBPM HG, TV A v EED
3 Oo0BEmAEEM L L, B EZIEIY 5Hm, MM
OYRFEONMF, 7B, BARNZRBORS< VICHE
BRI ET U ADIUE EERT, REWBEEMEEL,
FEHAREME O H D BURSNL R EME L T 7'a 7T Mk
LTz

A7 7T LAOEEX, BEEROMEYHL LHIZ, K¥E
HE 3 LUNRBHE L, FEOEITRT 4 — KNy 7, Hi
RABh 2 H - 7=, EiaHMPIcE, KZHEED 77 VT
—ya LA EERT— v a vy T ESE, JL—TRIIZ
ERIAH S A 5 B L7, 55 12 BRI, BR324
NoRHE, REGCEONREKSE, TEZRVWT, JAr—7
TLICANE LR SER O T LY U R FE R LT,

2.3. P AE - TORTy b (REW) DOFFMIEEDER

KT N—TI LD BB L DBORNEDO T L
By 7—varE 7y Ny b EEY) LAHRL, F12
Bz, 3 4DOKRFHEIC K DM % G L=, P
i, RRERRE), [=—XFRE), MUK, THHE), T8
k), TRIATREME ] 2T L, A, £33, BED
OFLIEECTH D 6 HHZ R L TN D.
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Table 6 Evaluation Results
by Group for Six Assessment [tems

Symmetric plot
(axis F1and F2:84.17 %)

® Core Issue

Lo 2. o3 4. 5. 6 L « Clarification
Clarity of ~ Appropriate Validity of Usefulness Novelty of Feasibility
pmblgrn ness of prop(.)sed of pr'oposed propf)sed ?f can G2° Reflection
definition needs solution solution solution implementat 0.05 @ Problem +* . G1
Group 1 4.67 4. 67 4. 00 4.67 3.33 5.00 4.39 . 4
Group 2 4.33 4.33 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.67 3.89 @ Citizen ® stals "otfz?g}d"mf ® Original
Group 3 5.00 5.00 4.67 5.00 1.67 1.67 4.83 s oPeﬁwmn&S%s_:_._.mmemm—
Group4 __ 5.00 1.67 4.33 4.33 4.00 4.33 4.44 o oI MeAnscore
o Background
N @ Coordination o
gt 045 Mechanism  G3 T *cs
Table 7 Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Results + @ Future
for Ten Self-Assessment Items 0.1 1 *implementatiSgenanios
Correlation Coeﬂﬁc'ient' of e
No Mean SD . p-value Determination
Coefficient (r) ® 0.15 1
25 2 -015 - -0.05 5 5 2
@ 3.33 0. 49 0. 43 0. 07 0.19 0.25 0.2 0.15 0.1 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
0y
® 2.89 0.47 0. 36 0. 15 0.13 F1 (52.19%)
® 3.06 0.42 0.28 0.27 0.08
@ 2.72 0.96 0.64 0 0.41 e Columns © Raws
® 2.83 0.79 0.12 0. 64 0.01 . L
® 2 56 0.62 0.68 0 0.46 Fig. 1 Correspondence Analysis Biplot (Axes F1 and F2: 84.17%)
@) 2.33 0.69 0.52 0. 03 0.27
2.39 0.7 0.52 0. 03 0.28
©) 2.33 0.77 0.55 0. 02 0.3
3.06 0.24 0.22 0. 38 0. 05
Table 8 Mean Scores by Group for Ten Self-Assessment Items and Policy Proposal Evaluation
(D Policy @ Problem (3 Stakeholder (®) Citizen (5) Core Issue (6) Original (@) Future Implementation (9) Coordination
Mean Score Background Contradictions Perspectives Perspective Clarification Framework Scenarios Process Mechanism Reflection
Gl 2.54 3.00 2.80 2.80 1.80 3.20 2.40 2.40 2.20 1. 80 3.00
G2 2.81 3.50 3.00 3.25 3.50 2.75 2.50 1.75 2.00 2.50 3.25
G3 2.83 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.00 2.33 2.33 2.33 2.67 2.33 3.00
G4 2.85 3.33 2. 67 3.00 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.67 2. 67 2. 67 3.00
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TN—T DR UKRFEE 34708 6 DOBA THE
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# 6 ML, &R TG HAME (Usefulness) | & TR
DEFE (Problem Definition) | 23@EaMiZ% 7 TRV, &7
N—TIZRBT DFEOHE 2 E L S REOFEHMENFEAMN =
Tz bbb, —J5T TEHEM (Novelty) | 1B L T4
RISz A a7 B0 <, FFIZ G BELO G2 Tik THRA
M) OBUSICRER A O NT-. G4 X6 THEA R 41HA Tk b
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Ol & 7 — TR & OB EEEHET 5 LD TH Y,
BREER T e A BT 27N —THORAEDER L E
BRI LT DR & o7z,

3.2. BBl E T IL—THREWETE L DOBEFRE

10 HHH O H ORI SWT, FHEAOEEHZ a7,
BERZE, 70— 7R S OMBERE o), pE, B
FOVERE () ZREE L. £ 71325 ORI E
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HHIZ, R4DHHLEFEILHNBETHDT-OEMLT-.

SR O FAMRE R O & K HE O B Rl & O BEfRIC
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<.05) MR INT-.

FT, T@HRER 2 BURMFHI B 13, BURFEL &
DOFNCHFREEDOIEDOFB (r=0.644, p = 0.004, 2= 0.414)
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2, BURBREROBENREFEMEITRSEEL TWDHZ &R
R X T,

F, [OMBEDOT7 L — AU —7 RS #2075 1%, &b
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DEEYOFEREICHEE LTI ZERHLNE T

Iz, TR TV 4% R (r=0.518,
p=0028,77=0.269) X, @FEInERXALNUEY V—2
Z Bk (r=0.524,p=0.025r2=0.275), [QFESER
KO | (r=0.545, p = 0.019, 2= 0.297) L\ o7z,
FEETREMEC B B O BRI 2 51 b KR D - I
HIRRE OB L 5 2 Tz,

LEDRERNS, EMOBEEED DD, TAT
T OFRESLEDOEHEE T T, ThEWVLICHR
HART, MoFEMRAREICEE LIADENE V) IR
BETHDL I ENTRRENT

3.3. ALRKRUTURDHOHER : I IL—TLBEBE
fililE B O B R M DAL

AW TIL, ZH#HEICL D 10HEAOE ISR L, %
TN—7 (G1~G4) OFEHHREREML (£8), &bic=
VAR TV AGHTEITH 2 LT, &7 V—T OS2
R L M A ORI E L L (K 1).

K8 Nb, BEOREMDEY)RIEL Gl (2.54) 726 G4
(2.85) FTOMIZHY, REREFR LNV bOD, 15
FAERROWNERIZ I N—T Z L ORMERFN TS Z 2D
M5,

Gl I, TOMBD 7 L—AU— 27 B - #77] (3.20)
& TOBE O Z0f k) (3.00) OEENEL, w7
PR A OHEEE & | B BRAR & T L 7 BB A 2 5.

G2 1%, FFiC T@M R 2 BURMRFHI X (3.50) &
[@BIRE OGO RL 2488 (3.25) NE<, HRA
OB IARZET I NV—TTH LA REMND 5.

G3 1%, BMMIZEEREZHEE L, iz TOBSR O &
A (3.67) & TOMBEOTEREFA] (3.33), [@Bf%
FOSEOMEB AL (3.33) ANE<, BERRED
BRENICHAN S D Z LA 2 5.

G4 1%, TOBUK OB Z0RM) (3.33) |, [OFRE
O SEMEB 28] (3.00), TOFELAWRLREEEZ@EL
TRV | 2L, BiRfb - BT = — XD HHEET
HICmERE R L, [TEHBEER S WX 5.

B 1%, 10 HEOBHCFHMEEA L, 4 7 v—7 (Gl~
G4) ORR%E Lk (F1:62.79%, F2:21.38%) 283\ T
BlEL7ZNf 7oy N ThD.

Gl i34 ERBRICALE L, TORBEHMZREORML) <
[OFELAVRREBRLZBLTREYIEY | 728, NEH - %
TR FMEIE R & LTV 5. 2T GL 2SFfE O
D RPCIMERA A DIERICH A E L o TNV Z & L5
THZERDLMND.

G2 13/ L RIZH 1, [QBIRE O N3O i & 7814 )

Table 9 Group Characteristics and Suggested Support Strategies for Future Workshop Design

Group Key Characteristics

Strengths Identified

Suggested Support Strategies Points for Future Improvement

Reflective and conceptual thinking; High on original framework

G1 emphasis on framework-building (l:gr)lstructlon and reflection (Items 6,
@ Empathy- and citizen-centered High on empathy and stakeholder
thinking value consideration (Items 3, 4)
. . Strong on background
Analytical and policy-structure-
G3 'a yheatand policy-siructure understanding and contradiction
oriented . . .
identification (Items 1, 2)
Hi impl tati
Implementation-focused and igh on imp emer'l aton pro'cess
G4 and future scenario comparison

feasibility-driven (Items 7, 8)

Provide tools and examples for
abstract-to-concrete thinking;
support transitions from ideas to
implementation

Encourage more engagement with
stakeholder perspectives and
feasibility testing

Support with data analysis and
policy translation of user insights

Enhance logical reasoning and
structuring of policy proposals

Foster creativity and stakeholder
co-design for more innovative
outputs

Encourage co-creative practices and
exploration of diverse solutions

Balance execution planning with
broader visioning and problem
reframing

Provide early-phase idea exploration
opportunities (ideation, divergence)
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