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Preface 

‘Paradigm shift’ can be an overused phrase. It often seems to get deployed to dress up unremarkable 
proposals in overly dramatic language. 

Yet when used in its proper sense, it describes a revolution in thinking, which makes us look at issues 
and problems from a completely new direction. And that’s the case with this Conference of European 
Statisticians work on Measuring the Value of Official Statistics. 

Because the ‘paradigm shift’ phrase is very well deserved to describe this superb piece of work. The 
report proposes moving away from an indicator-led approach. Instead, it argues that we should be 
working out what it is that people really value, and build from there – an outside-in perspective as 
opposed to the top-down, inside-out approach that can easily prevail. This perspective represents a 
twist of the lens to one that brings everything into sharper focus, and highlights new perspectives. For 
example, the report makes the profound point that quality is not the same as value; and similarly it 
argues that an organization’s values are not the same as what its users value about its outputs. And 
above all, the report proposes understanding value by asking people what they care about and how 
they use statistics.  

The report also demonstrates an impressive humility and honesty. It describes the process that the 
Task Force went through. The Task Force started with an indicator set before realizing this was 
precisely the wrong place to start. Instead, it shifted to a focus on clarifying the concept of value, 
leading to a broad, rather than narrow, conception of value. In this broad idea of value, a distinction 
is drawn between measuring value with indicators that monitor production, and measuring value from 
the point of view of consumers. It is the latter, of course, that statistical producers should be trying to 
optimize as providers of a public good. In setting out this process, the authors not only help us 
understand how they got to the shift in thinking; but they also demonstrate the openness and rigour 
of the national statistical organization at its best – never shying away from addressing a difficult 
question. As the report says at one point: “Indeed, we of all people, as statisticians, should not fall 
into the trap of saying that if something is hard to measure then we won’t even try: instead we should 
attempt to develop a way to measure it!”  

I am very impressed with this report, which sets a new agenda for thinking about value. At its heart 
the report a simple yet passionate plea to start from the perspective of the user. 

Is this a paradigm is shift? Absolutely. 

Ed Humpherson 

Director General for the United Kingdom’s Office for Statistics Regulation  
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Executive summary 

Any attempt to quantify how valuable official statistics are must begin by asking what is meant by 
value, and whose perceived value matters. 

This report reviews potential ways of measuring value, supported by case studies demonstrating their 
use and suitability (or non-suitability) for assessing the value of official statistics. The overarching 
conclusions of the document are: 

• Consumer-based approaches to value result in a different set of potential indicators than 
those arising from a more traditional, ‘production-based’ approach to value. 

• While production-based indicators can be very useful for operational and management 
purposes (including areas like quality and budgeting etc), they do not necessarily reflect the 
value of our outputs in the sense understood here. 

Moving towards a consumer-centred approach to measuring value—and, by extension, to creating, 
maintaining and improving that value, which is the ultimate goal—necessitates a fundamental shift in 
direction.  

This document offers a suggested method to navigate this change, which entails using a ‘Results Map’ 
to define a clear path to achieving the central goals of official statistics; working outwards from core 
strategic goals, to measurable outcomes, to quantitative indicators of value. 
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Official statisticians are driven by the conviction that their products, underpinned by the Fundamental 
Principles of Official Statistics, are uniquely valuable and essential for evidence-based decision-
making, for political accountability and for democracy. But there is an increasing awareness within the 
community of official statistics producers of a disconnect between their own understanding of the 
benefits and value of their products, and the public perception of the value that official statistics can 
offer. It is not merely a matter of ‘proving our value’. Official statistics are not the only source of 
statistical information. Consumers justifiably will choose, use and trust official statistics over other 
sources only when their own weighing of the pros and cons leads them to do so. Governments and 
other funders want to know if the resources invested in official statistics offer a good return on their 
investment. Official statisticians want their commitment to the Fundamental Principles, and what they 
view as the value resulting from this, to be recognized and understood. 

Driven by all these motivations, in 2015 a Task Force on Valuing Official Statistics was established by 
the Conference of European Statisticians (CES), resulting in the 2018 Recommendations for Promoting, 
Measuring and Communicating the Value of Official Statistics. The Recommendations promulgated a 
measurement framework comprising a set of proposed indicators for measuring value, and some 
suggested methods for producing them. In concluding their work, the group suggested that 
‘pathfinder’ NSOs should pilot test the proposed measurement framework, with the support of 
UNECE, and should share their findings and experiences with the wider international statistical 
community.  

The present work originated from plans to undertake such pilot testing, via a Task Force established 
in 2019 for this purpose. Yet two things became clear very early on in the exercise:  

• First, the proposed framework inherited from the 2018 Recommendations was a 
brainstorming exercise, not yet sufficiently developed to be able to ‘pilot test’ without first 
refining and developing it. 

• Second, the whole exercise of developing and testing a measurement framework rested on 
the untested assumptions that it was already clear what ‘the value of official statistics’ meant, 
and for what reasons the official statistics community would wish to produce such measures 
of value. In fact, as the present document shows, these two assumptions needed to be 
examined and deconstructed in depth before any ‘pilot testing’ could be meaningful and 
before a useable measurement framework can be developed. 

This publication presents the findings of the CES Task Force to test and develop the framework for 
measuring the value of official statistics. The main argument put forward by this group is that ‘value’ 
is determined by the customer. Therefore, any attempt to quantify how valuable official statistics are 
must begin with an investigation into what it is that people value. A measurement framework 
comprising indicators of how well official statistics live up to the standards set by the statistical 
community themselves, no matter how laudable and universal those standards and no matter how 
detailed and carefully crafted the indicators, is not, in fact, a framework to measure the value of official 
statistics.   

The report documents the process followed by the Task Force to reach this core argument, including 
a detailed review of the measurement framework, which found that a significant share of the original 
measures cannot be proposed as indicators of customer-perceived value. Many are still useful for 
operational reasons, including quality assessment and budgeting, but a much-reduced number are 
retained as having potential as indicators of value. Amongst those retained are a number of 
longstanding measures that show or have the potential to show value, and there is ample evidence of 

https://unece.org/statistics/fundamental-principles-official-statistics
https://unece.org/statistics/fundamental-principles-official-statistics
https://unece.org/statistics/publications/recommendations-promoting-measuring-and-communicating-value-official
https://unece.org/statistics/publications/recommendations-promoting-measuring-and-communicating-value-official
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methodologies becoming more and more developed in the quest to promote and improve official 
statistics. Many countries have undertaken or are undertaking targeted work to evaluate and assess 
their impact, covering a range of objective, subjective and monetary angles.  

A wealth of country case studies is presented, to illustrate the diverse experiences, and lessons 
learned among countries in their journeys towards assessing and quantifying the value of their work.   

Key messages 

“It’s important that we think not just about what we produce, but also the value 
of that in the hands of the users” Jonathan Athow, ONS, interviewed during Task 

Force kick-off event in London, September 2019 (see full video). 

The key messages arising from the two years of deliberations and investigations by the Task Force 
are the following: 

Before we can measure value we need to know what it is 

Just as with any topic in statistics, an essential precursor to measurement is defining concepts and 
delineating what is to be measured. 'Value' is a fuzzy concept with a range of meanings, making it hard 
to give a precise definition—but this only makes it all the more necessary to be explicit about what we 
are talking about. 

We measure value with a view both to proving and to improving 

Developing a meaningful framework for measuring the value of official statistics relies on us knowing 
why we want to measure value at all. One reason is to prove to others that what we do has worth and 
is a good use of public resources. Another reason is to enable us to monitor the effectiveness of our 
efforts to increase our value. Both reasons are valid.  

The only way to determine what people value is to seek their views 

We should not assume that we know what people value; or that what we think is important is the 
same as what they think is important; or that if we explain well enough why we think things are 
important, people will come to share our views. To really know what elements comprise the value of 
official statistics, we need to ask. This doesn't have to mean direct questioning, which could be poorly 
understood, but it does have to entail some method of probing users to identify their criteria. 

Value ≠ values 

Value, like beauty, is in the eye of the beholder. What makes official statistics valuable is not for us to 
say (unless we ask—see previous point). We can state our values, the things that drive and motivate 
us and the reasons that we do what we do. We can state the properties of official statistics that result 
from the values we hold. And we can even state why we think users or society at large 'should' find 
these properties valuable. But there is no automatic link between values and value. In the end, users 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Oa_xKCIwpVM
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will value what fits their needs and it is they who define those needs, not us. Relatedly, communicating 
our values is no guarantee that this will convince anyone of our worth. Like the foreign tourist who 
speaks louder and louder in their own language in the hope of being understood, we risk alienating 
our users by simply stating our values and hoping that people will ‘get it’. More helpful would be 
communicating how we fulfil their criteria of value. 

Value ≠ quality 

In official statistics, quality is already a well-defined concept with clear and agreed dimensions. It 
amounts essentially to 'how good our statistics are'. Although one of the dimensions in standard 
quality frameworks is relevance, which is defined as meeting users' needs, the majority of other 
quality dimensions are aspects of the statistics themselves which can be relatively objectively 
measured within an NSO. In contrast, value cannot be determined without reference to the perception 
of the one doing the valuing. It is inherently subjective. For some users, it may be synonymous with 
quality, if quality is the main thing they value, but for others it will encompass more intangible aspects 
including relationships and opinions. For example, for some users, the simple fact of coming from an 
NSO and the gravitas that offers may be enough to make official statistics more valuable to them than 
unofficial ones, even if all others aspects of the statistics could be held equal. 

Measures of value are not (necessarily) the same as measures of quality nor of adherence to 
values 

Since value is not a synonym either of values or of quality, a framework for measuring value will not 
consist of identical indicators to those found in quality frameworks, nor will it consist of measures of 
how well we uphold values and embody the Fundamental Principles. But there may be some overlap, 
since for some users these things are indeed central components of their perception of value. 

Testing and refining the measurement framework has highlighted underlying issues with the 
exercise 

The mandate of the Task Force was to test and refine the framework as formulated in the 2018 
Recommendations. The content of this publication demonstrates that this was done. But a principal 
finding is that the exercise of formulating a measurement framework "from the outside in", starting 
with available indicators and testing them to see whether they provide a good picture of the thing 
being measured, follows a flawed logic. The resulting refined framework proposed here, therefore, 
both sets aside a significant number of measures from the framework because they were found not 
to provide a good picture of the thing being measured, and contains notable gaps, for which new 
measures should be developed as this work is taken forward. 

Excluding measures from the framework does not mean they are unimportant 

The work undertaken by this Task Force involved reviewing each of the proposed measures included 
in the 2018 framework, in light of the collated experience of 18 countries and organizations who 
shared their views. This review resulted in a significant number of those measures being excluded 
from the framework, for a range of reasons: because they are not considered to be actually indicative 
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of value; because they are not quantitative indicators; because they are not well-grounded in a logical 
pathway from intended impact, to outcomes, to measures indicative of achieving those outcomes; 
because the behaviours implied by tracking that measure are not desirable; because it is not evident 
what a 'good' level of the indicator would be or it does not suggest a target towards which to strive; 
and/or because there is no obvious monotonic relationship between the indicator and the 'value' it 
purports to measure. 

Nevertheless, excluding a measure from the framework for any or all of these reasons does not mean 
there is no point in producing it. It just means that it is not proposed by this group as a potential 
indicator of the value of official statistics. It could be an indicator of something other than value. There 
may be many other reasons to produce the measure. The case studies illustrate a number of examples 
of this. 

A framework for measuring value can include things we don't currently know how to 
measure 

There are many possible reasons to exclude a suggested measure from the measurement framework, 
but the difficulty or current impossibility of measuring it should not be one of them. If we think 
something would be a good indicator of value but we don't currently have a means of quantifying it, 
that should not be a reason to throw it out. Indeed, we of all people, as statisticians, should not fall 
into the trap of saying that if something is hard to measure then we won’t even try: instead we should 
attempt to develop a way to measure it! This being said, of course, the converse is also true: just 
because a quantitative measure of something does exist does not mean it necessarily is relevant and 
should be used. 

A useful approach to developing a value-measurement framework is to use a Results Map 

In addition to reviewing and assessing the 2018 measurement framework, the Task Force considered 
an alternative means of developing a measurement framework. Instead of beginning with possible 
indicators and testing them to see what works, this approach works in the opposite direction. It begins 
by defining the central goals of official statistics, then works outwards through organizational 
strategies that help achieve these goals; to tactical outcomes; to measurable areas for which 
indicators can be developed; and finally to the indicators themselves. While much more time-
consuming and with the real possibility that not all proposed indicators can (yet) be easily measured, 
the approach has the major strength that every resulting indicator in the framework traces a clear 
path from the central goal.  

The refinements proposed to the measurement framework are only a first step: this Task 
Force proposes a fundamental shift in approach to take the work forward 

The reviewed and refined framework proposed in this publication is based on assessing the measures 
suggested in 2018. Following through the Results Mapping process in depth, either on a country-by-
country basis or collectively on an international level to develop a generic measurement framework 
capable of being adapted to different countries’ circumstances, is a task beyond the mandate of the 
present Task Force; but one which this group argues could be extremely useful to help inform ongoing 
efforts to prove and improve the value of official statistics. Rather than pilot testing individual 
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indicators of value, therefore, this group proposes that future work centre on pilot testing the Results 
Map procedure, drawing heavily on user (and non-user) consultation, to guide official statistics in its 
endeavours to offer value to society. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

“What makes official statistics valuable to you?” 

 More than a thousand people viewed this question when posted by a statistics professional in 
a highly engaged network on LinkedIn. Yet only two offered substantive answers.  

 Posted on official social media accounts, the question prompted support in the form of ‘likes’ 
and ‘retweets’, but not one reply. 

 What does this tell us? That those who interact with official statistics via social media platforms 
cannot think of a single thing that makes our work valuable? Should we just pack up and go 
home? 

 The work presented here argues that official statistics, as an industry, is most likely immensely 
valuable to users and to society as a whole, but that our introspective habits built up and 
institutionalized over many years have led us to take this value for granted, leaving us without 
a clear means either of proving or of improving it.  

 One reason why people do not, or perhaps even cannot, answer the question posed above is 
that it is too abstract. No industry, no provider of any product or service, would expect their 
customers to be able to articulate directly and consciously the range of criteria they apply, or 
the relative weights they assign to these criteria; for example when choosing a car, a pair of 
jeans or a brand of cookies. If it were this simple, market research in any field would be a much 
smaller operation. In fact, it is a whole industry based on subtle and complex ways of eliciting 
information from people about the criteria they apply, often subconsciously, and how they 
relate these to value, whether in terms of value for money, time, prestige, or other factors. 

 So it must be for official statistics.  

 First, ascertaining what criteria our users (or potential users, passive users and non-users) 
apply when determining the value they assign to our products and services is a complex 
operation, because such determination is rarely conscious or explicit, and because it is 
almost certainly not fixed but varies across user, use, time and space. 

 Second, the task of ascertaining these criteria is not one that can be done purely internally 
without consulting those very users—even though such consultation is challenging, and as 
the social media example above illustrates, cannot be achieved by simple direct questioning 
alone. If we opt instead to come up with our own components of value based on what we 
assume to be valued by users, we risk identifying the wrong criteria and then being led by 
these towards erroneous goals.  

 Third, even once the criteria—the constituent elements that together result in a user’s 
perception of value— have been established, operationalizing them in a way that permits 
us to monitor, compare, set targets and assess progress towards them, is an equally large 
and multifaceted task. 

 This report represents an attempt to expand upon each of these three ideas, within the 
mandate of the CES Task Force to test and further develop the framework for measuring the 
value of official statistics (hereafter the Task Force on measuring value, or just the Task Force). 
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1.1 Background 

 Official statisticians are driven by the conviction that their products, underpinned by the 
Fundamental Principles of official statistics, are uniquely valuable and essential for evidence-
based decision-making, for political accountability and for democracy. But there is an increasing 
awareness within the community of official statistics producers of a disconnect between their 
own understanding of the benefits and value of their products, and the public perception of the 
value that official statistics can offer. It is not merely a matter of ‘proving our value’. Official 
statistics are not the only source of statistical information. Consumers justifiably will choose, 
use and trust official statistics over other sources only when their own weighing of the pros and 
cons leads them to do so. Governments and other funders want to know if the resources 
invested in official statistics offer a good return on their investment. Official statisticians want 
their commitment to the Fundamental Principles, and what they view as the value resulting 
from this, to be recognized and understood. 

 Driven by all these motivations, in 2015 a Task Force on Valuing Official Statistics was 
established by the Conference of European Statisticians (CES), resulting in the 2018 
Recommendations for Promoting, Measuring and Communicating the Value of Official 
Statistics. The Recommendations promulgated a measurement framework comprising a set of 
proposed indicators for measuring value, and some suggested methods for producing them. In 
concluding their work, the group suggested that ‘pathfinder’ NSOs should pilot test the 
proposed measurement framework, with the support of UNECE, and should share their findings 
and experiences with the wider international statistical community. When endorsing the 
Recommendations, CES called for pilot testing of the framework for measuring the value of 
official statistics, and for follow-up of the outcomes of such pilot testing in order to further 
develop the framework. 

 The present work originated in the intention to undertake such pilot testing, coordinated by the 
Task Force on measuring value which was established in 2019 for this purpose.  

1.2 The measurement framework 

 The 2018 Recommendations put forward a framework made up of three components, or kinds 
of measures of value: 

• observable or objective indicators (reflecting actual use of statistical products; measures 
of quality assumed to be adding value; and/or demonstrating adherence to the 
Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics) 

• subjective indicators (covering perception, trust, support, satisfaction etc.), and  

• monetary valuations (quantifying the impact of statistics in monetary terms and/or 
weighing the value of outputs against the cost of inputs). 

 In general terms, the objective component consists of things which could be measured with 
relative ease from existing sources, such as download counts, numbers of citations in various 
different types of media, social media interactions, etc. The inclusion of these as proposed 

https://unece.org/statistics/fundamental-principles-official-statistics
https://unece.org/statistics/publications/recommendations-promoting-measuring-and-communicating-value-official
https://unece.org/statistics/publications/recommendations-promoting-measuring-and-communicating-value-official
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indicators of value rests on the assumption that when people view, download or use our 
statistics or mention our work, this is an indication that they find our work valuable. 

 The subjective component comprises measures which would primarily be obtained from user 
satisfaction surveys—either dedicated full annual surveys, or continuous mini surveys on web 
pages. This component offers crucial insights into user confidence and trust in official statistics, 
and into how useful, relevant and accessible they are found to be by users. 

 The monetary component merits a heading of its own due to its communicative power, even 
though it is not in the same conceptual or logical category as subjective and objective measures 
(it is not a mutually-exclusive three-way classification). Much of the discussion around the value 
of official statistics relates to the desire to investigate whether official statistics are good value 
for money, as a public good resourced by public money. Monetary measures of value are the 
most complex to produce but particularly easy to communicate. Given the unique position of 
NSOs being in the field of quantification, there is an expectation that they should be able to 
defend in quantitative terms the value that they add. 

 Within these three components, the 2018 framework suggested wide range of indicators or 
measures, grouped into sub-components (e.g. the objective component is divided into 
indicators of quality, transparency, use and relevance; the subjective component includes, 
among others, the sub-components ‘awareness of brand and message’ and ‘user support’). The 
full original proposed framework can be seen in Annex 1. 

1.3 Evaluating, testing and refining the framework 

 The CES work on measuring value was established with the intention of ‘pilot testing’ the 
measurement framework. But early on in the activities of the group two things became clear. 
First, it was found that that the framework was not yet something that could simply be pilot 
tested. The loose constellation of measurement ideas proposed in the 2018 Recommendations 
was an early brainstorming exercise, not yet sufficiently sophisticated to be operationalized into 
actual measurable indicators. ‘Number of tailored services by user group’, for example, or 
‘share of users whose information needs were met’ are far from being sufficiently clear to be 
able to produce figures without first establishing a variety of necessary definitions and a 
standard methodology.  

 Second, the group found that some of the items in the proposed framework were not, in fact, 
measures of value, while others that perhaps ought to be included in a comprehensive 
consideration were absent from the framework. Indeed, the whole exercise of developing and 
testing a measurement framework rested on the untested assumptions that it was already clear 
what ‘the value of official statistics’ meant, and for what reasons the official statistics 
community would wish to produce such measures of value. In fact, as this review shows, these 
two assumptions needed to be examined and deconstructed in depth before any ‘pilot testing’ 
could be meaningful and before a useable measurement framework could be developed. 

 The group therefore expanded its aims, to include both testing and developing the 
measurement framework. To develop it, they first needed to achieve clarity and consensus on 
what value actually means, and why NSOs would or should want to measure it. On this basis, 
they designed a more coherent and complete approach to measuring the value of official 
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statistics. In combination with detailed input from each participating country about their own 
experiences in attempting to produce measures of value in the various aspects of this 
framework, and complemented by a rich set of case studies, the Task Force was then able to 
put forth generalized recommendations for NSOs on whether, why and how to apply the 
framework. 

1.3.1 Work undertaken 

 The activities undertaken by the group in direct fulfilment of the tasks foreseen in its terms of 
reference were: 

a) An initial scoping exercise in which countries shared information on which areas of the 2018 
framework they were testing, or planning to test, or areas on which they already regularly 
produce indicators. This helped shape an understanding of where the biggest gaps are—not 
surprisingly, monetary valuations stood out as being the least produced. 

b) A kick-off event in London in September 2019 bringing together Task Force members and 
many UK-based experts to share initial thoughts and findings of research into measuring value 

c) Brainstorming a long list of possible measures to allow the possibility to consider new ones 
not included in the original framework 

d) Developing and having each participating country complete a template in which they reported 
on what measures they produce and for what purposes, as well as to rate them according to 
how useful and important they are within the NSO as indicators of value. Completed 
templates from 18 countries and organizations provided a rich source of information upon 
which to base the group’s ensuing recommendations.  

e) On the basis of the collated answers to these completed templates, Task Force members 
reviewed and evaluated each measure (both those from the initial framework and the small 
number of newly-proposed ones from the group brainstorming), using an online polling tool 
to score each measure, decide whether it should be kept, removed or refined, and share 
proposals for refinement, interpretation, etc. 

 In parallel with these activities, the Task Force developed an agreed template and collected 
country case studies to describe work related to measuring value using any of the identified 
measures. The case studies are designed to be a succinct way for countries to share the key 
points relating to their rationale, methodology and lessons learned. A number of countries have 
indicated willingness to provide further case studies, which could be added to the online version 
of this work on an ongoing basis. 

 The group extended their work in order to properly fulfil the mandate of the Task Force. The 
group’s objective, as set out in its terms of reference, was to assess the feasibility of applying 
the framework and its utility for producing helpful measures of value, and the expected 
outcome was a refined measurement framework. Furthermore, paragraph 8 of the terms of 
reference stated that “a simultaneous and equally important goal of the exercise is to provide 
a collaborative forum for exchange of ideas, methodology and lessons learned between 
participating countries.” The following extended activities enabled the Task Force to fulfil these 
objectives: 



Measuring the value of official statistics 
 

12 
 

f) Regular online meetings in which group members also invited colleagues from their offices to 
present research findings and projects related to measuring value. 

g) Deconstructing the meaning of value and the purposes for which official statistics would want 
to measure it, including a consideration of the ways in which the Covid-19 pandemic has 
influenced both of these. The outcomes of this are presented in Chapter 2 and provide the basis 
for many of the conclusions and recommendations offered in Chapter 6. 

h) Two online workshops to develop and test the idea of using a Results Map technique (see 
Chapter 5 for details) to better formulate an approach to measuring value. The method is 
described and the results of the workshops are also included in Chapter 5. 

1.4 Overview of this report 

 This report comprises five further chapters after the current one, followed by a series of 
annexes containing more detailed material: 

 Chapter 2 examines the concept of value and what we mean by the value of official statistics. 
Building on the related discussions in the 2018 Recommendations, it considers why we as 
official statistics producers might want to produce measures of value, and what purpose such 
measures might serve. Informed by two years of discussions, it is underpinned by a critical 
examination of some of the assumptions often made within the official statistics community, 
and questions the common assumption that our value is high and just needs to be better 
communicated. The chapter also discusses how the conception of value has been influenced by 
the Covid-19 pandemic. 

 Chapter 3 proposes a simple four-component model, termed the ‘DARE’ framework, to guide 
us in conceptualizing customer-centric value. The model invites us to broaden the scope from 
a consideration of characteristics of our products and services themselves, to encompass also 
aspects such as relationships, relevance, and ease of use. 

 Chapter 4 presents a high-level summary of the findings of the review of the original 
measurement framework, explaining that the review found a significant number of the 
measures to be either unsuitable as measures of customer-perceived value, or else in need of 
development to render them suitable. It describes in summary form some of the experiences 
of countries which have produced measures of value, distilling the key findings and lessons 
learned for the overall endeavour of measuring value (the experiences of countries are 
described more fully in the corresponding annex). 

 Chapter 5 offers a proposal for a radical shift in the approach to take for conceptualizing and 
measuring value. Recognizing the limitations of the measurement framework reviewed in 
Chapter 4, it argues for a performance measurement approach, starting from formulating a goal 
and defining value in terms of outcomes that contribute to fulfilling that goal. The approach 
offers a method for developing indicators and demonstrates an experiment in applying this 
approach, undertaken by the Task Force. It ends by suggesting that this approach, referred to 
as the ‘Results Map’ approach, could be piloted and eventually adopted by NSOs as a means of 
integrating a consideration of value into their organizational strategies. 
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 Finally, Chapter 6 outlines some important conclusions and recommendations. It also offers 
proposals for continuing and expanding this work in light of the findings presented here. 

 Five annexes can be found at the end of the document: 

 Annex 1 shows the originally proposed measurement framework which the Task force was 
asked to review and develop. 

 Annex 2 describes in detail the ways in which the measures were reviewed and the key 
findings from countries’ responses. On this basis, it then states which of the measures are 
proposed as potential indicators of value; which are proposed for exclusion; and offers 
suggestions related to some of the measures, including refining definitions, guidance on 
interpretation and some groupings of measures to increase their utility. 

 Annex 3 consists of country case studies showcasing work on measuring value. The case 
studies include work related to measures that are maintained in the framework, as well as 
measures that have been proposed for exclusion from the framework. It is explained that this 
is because even where a measure is not included in the refined framework, it may still have 
other uses beyond value measurement. 

 Annex 4 acknowledges individuals who, while not members of this Task Force, inspired their 
work at a kickoff event of the group holed in London in September 2019. 

 Annex 5 (a temporary annex  until the document is prepared in clickable online format) offers 
brief explanations of terms and references for the concept map of value used in Chapter 2.
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Chapter 2. What is value and why do we want to 
measure it? 

2.1 Introduction  

 In today’s data environment, it is no longer enough to take the value of official statistics for 
granted: to assume such value exists and that stakeholders share our perceptions of it. Big Data 
and the accompanying boom in statistical products has accelerated an evolution in customers 
and in the products that they demand, as policymakers, businesses and the general public 
increasingly look for timely and reliable data to guide their decisions. This growth is combined 
with an increased ease of access, greater use (and misuse) of statistics, and circulation via social 
media platforms that makes the data market surrounding NSOs more competitive than ever 
before.  

 The Covid-19 pandemic has deepened and accelerated these trends, acting as a catalyst for 
changes that were already underway, not only in the production of statistics but also in the way 
that NSOs assess and reflect upon the value of their contributions to society. Section 2.2 below 
shines a spotlight on the ways in which the pandemic has affected society’s and NSOs’ 
understanding of value. 

 Given these changes, NSOs have an opportunity to measure the value of official statistics and 
to communicate it in a compelling way to stakeholders including to the wider public. Currently, 
NSOs are broadly recognized as independent bodies, whose products and services can be 
trusted by society. But they should not be lulled into complacency by relying on institutional 
trust or prestige to navigate the new statistical landscape. Nor should they underplay the value 
of official statistics, particularly as they look to defend their budgets or advocate for more 
resources.  

 The ability of NSOs to review the value of their outputs from the perspective of users, and to 
set improved value targets that respond to user needs, will define the continuation into the 
future of the traditional high esteem and relevance they currently enjoy.  

 In addition to highlighting the positive impact of the work of NSOs and the larger National 
Statistical Systems (NSSs) on society, the process of measuring the value of official statistics will 
intensify dialogues with users, potential users, and ‘passive users’ (anyone who benefits in some 
way from the use of the official statistics, from their use in decision making; they may not 
consider themselves users of statistics but they benefit from their existence). This in turn will 
enable NSOs to monitor the effectiveness of their efforts and support product development to 
better meet the needs and interests of users.  

 Private statistical providers track the value of their products by contrasting input efforts against 
revenue, as their survival is tied directly to the responsiveness of their customers. Prices reflect 
willingness to pay and patterns of consumption, which are aligned with trends and deeper 
changes. NSOs differ both in their core function – to provide their countries with data that 
informs decision-making in every layer of society – and circumstances – being publicly funded 
and forming part of the national institutional fabric. Therefore, as with any public good, the 
process of weighing the value of their contribution must expand beyond a purely monetary 



2. What is value and why measure it? 
 

15 

approach. Ultimately, the value derived by users depends on whether their needs are met in 
order to make well-informed decisions with reasonable confidence.  

2.2 The changing face of the value of statistics in the context of the 
Covid-19 pandemic 

 Within days of the World Health Organization (WHO) declaring a global health emergency, a 
change began to emerge in the way that statistics and data were being used and perceived 
across the world. Daily press briefings from the WHO and other international organizations, 
national governments and news bulletins began to centre around numbers and graphs; people 
who had not needed to look at or interpret a graph in years found themselves studying 
trendlines and axes; whole editorial news articles were devoted to picking apart the nuances of 
different indicators of mortality, hospitalization and positive cases. 

 As the main custodians of official data on these questions, this threw NSOs into uncharted 
waters. They were expected to provide and stand behind figures, more rapidly than ever and 
against a level of scrutiny never before witnessed. Official statistics producers have always been 
proud of the fact that they are transparent, scientifically robust and politically independent. 
Some users, in the past, may perhaps not have placed especially high value on these 
characteristics, but as national responses to the pandemic often became politicized, these 
qualities suddenly took on a central importance for many. At the same time, the relative 
importance of various quality dimensions—timeliness, punctuality, accuracy, accessibility and 
others—in the eyes of users underwent shifts, as the nature of the users and uses transformed. 

 This is not to say that the meaning of the term value has changed. The idea of value being 
shaped by “fitness for use” remains unaltered. But the uses to which statistics are now being 
put and the demands being made of the offices producing them are in many ways very different 
from what they were before the onset of the pandemic. Policymakers, scientists and the public 
have needed information urgently to inform their rapid-response decisions related to the 
progress or impacts of the pandemic; and as such, they may find themselves placing greater 
value on the timeliness of statistics to fulfil these urgent needs, potentially placing less emphasis 
on precision and level of detail, often touted as the ‘gold standard’ for official statistics.  

 Many NSOs were already starting to assess the value of their outputs prior to the Covid-19 
pandemic, responding to the proliferation of statistical products that have become available in 
the marketplace. Today, however, we are witnessing how the perception of value changes in 
line with circumstances and the needs of the user or customer, making it clearer than ever that 
these value assessments need to be regular and ongoing, not one-time-only evaluations. 

 For example, with the onset of the pandemic, governments were confronted with very different 
data needs to support their pandemic response planning. GDP metrics are of course still 
required to measure the economic impact, but a highly precise, quarterly product with a six 
month time lag is inadequate in circumstances such as lockdowns where changes are large, 
rapid and subject to major short term fluctuations. Instead, 'flash GDP’-type products have 
evolved. These products feature much higher frequency and timeliness than traditional 
measures. Whilst these products diverge somewhat from the traditional value model of official 
statistics, they respond directly to customer needs (and their perception of value) for dynamic 
decision-making.  
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 A further example of the way that the constituent aspects of the value of statistics has changed, 
is the way in which demand shifted towards compact, ‘pre-digested’ statistics. Products that 
were easy to interpret, based on dashboards, visualizations, storytelling and simple graphics 
with clear tag-lines gained prominence. This corresponded both to increasing diversity of users 
(with more non-expert and less statistically literate users among them), and a need for more 
rapid processing even among more expert users such as journalists and civil servants who are 
used to working with numbers but lack the time to process them themselves. Many NSOs 
introduced their own national Covid dashboards or portals1, and Eurostat developed the 
European Recovery Dashboard, which was launched in December 2020.  

 In almost direct contrast to this heightened value of aiding user interpretation through 
increased pre-processing, a parallel shift took place. For some users, the availability of detailed, 
transparent, verifiable metadata was what gave official statistics the most value in the early 
days of the pandemic. For many, the special value of official statistics as compared to other 
sources derived from the ability to check sources, understand concepts and definitions, 
investigate the reasons for differences in mortality as measured in different ways and the 
reasons for certain peaks or troughs in infection rates, unemployment rates, testing frequency 
etc. 

 A final major shift in the value of official statistics—understood as an industry, system or NSO 
rather than in terms of individual statistical products or services— brought about by the 
pandemic is the greatly increased importance of official statistics’ role in safeguarding correct 
and fair use of statistical information. The role of chief statisticians, chief economists and 
statistical regulatory bodies in calling out deliberate or accidental misuse has always been a 
unique selling point of official statistics. The rise of Covid-related misinformation, combined 
with widespread mistrust of governments and politicization of Covid response policies, led NSOs 
rights into the spotlight as ‘custodians of statistical facts’. Extra efforts have had to be employed 
to ensure public understanding of the political independence of NSOs. From the point of view 
of a member of the public looking on as politicians debate their points using statistics, the 
knowledge that the figures being cited are produced independently from those citing them, and 
the knowledge that egregious misuse of statistics will be publicly called out, is likely to be more 
valuable than ever. 

 These shifts seen in users’ valuation of the different aspects of official statistics can, and must, 
lead to concomitant shifts in the focus of NSOs to ensure their work continues to be valuable. 
The specific changes identified might well be short term. Some of the new users may indeed 
gradually move back to being non-users or passive users, while the regular and expert users 
may eventually return to a situation where they are more interested in the degree of detail and 
accuracy than in how rapidly they can obtain preliminary figures. But what will remain as a 
permanent impact on official statistics is the realization that what makes statistics valuable is 
neither immutable nor universal. Statisticians are eager to measure the ‘quality’ of their 
products but (as discussed in section 2.3.3), quality as understood by statisticians is not a 
synonym for value.  

 
1 For example, Poland, Ireland and the Netherlands, among many others. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cache/recovery-dashboard/
https://unitednations.sharepoint.com/sites/ECE_SD/Shared%20Documents/CES/Value/TF%20testing%20framework/GUS%20-%20Dashboard%20gospodarczy%20(stat.gov.pl)
https://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/ep/p-covid19/covid-19informationhub/
https://www.cbs.nl/en-gb/dossier/coronavirus-crisis-cbs-figures
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2.3 Delimiting concepts 

 Statisticians know well that conceptual clarity is key to producing meaningful, comparable and 
interpretable measurements. This is especially true for terms originating in everyday language 
and now used in a specialized context, as in the case of the word ‘value’. Hence rather than 
assume a common understanding of the concepts that will serve as building blocks, the 
following sections aim to establish the terminology of this report.  

 The discussion differentiates what value is from what it is not; reflects on the characteristics 
that differentiate official statistics from other statistics; and explores the actors that make 
today’s data market so sharply competitive. The chapter aims to clear a path towards the 
factors that determine the elements of value, which NSOs can measure and set as targets for 
themselves.  

2.3.1 Value  

 The word value can be understood in many ways, and has been unpacked and defined in a 
variety of schools of thought, as illustrated in Figure 1, a concept diagram developed by the 
Task Force to map out the principal strands of thinking. While no attempt is made here to detail 
all of these approaches in an exhaustive manner, it is important to note that (as the diagram 
illustrates) there is a major bifurcation between production-based and consumer-based 
understandings of value. A production-based understanding of value is associated with the 
scarcity or abundance of a product (a good or service). This gives rise to the exchange or market 
value, i.e. the price, of that product. When used in this way, the word ‘value’ refers to something 
objective, determined by the market. A consumer-based understanding of value, in contrast, is 
associated with cultural traditions, human emotions and memories, and is therefore subjective 
and variable. Value understood in this way is not an intrinsic quality of any one thing: it is 
subjective, always perceived by someone within a context. Since official statistics are not a 
simple market good, their value cannot be understood by an objective consideration of price, 
but rather must be examined through the second, consumer-based lens. As the preceding Task 
Force on the Value of Official Statistics stated, it is rare for a product or service to be timelessly 
valuable. Therefore, value is a dynamic quality that has to be assessed and re-built continuously 
(UNECE 2018).  

 Terminologically speaking, value is what is known as a fuzzy concept. As such, it is first necessary 
to specify a determined context for what is meant by value, and then identify its component 
elements before measuring them. The present context is an assessment of the value of official 
statistics, from the perspective of users, for the demonstration and enhancement of that value 
by NSOs. The elements of value are determined by the qualities that users seek in statistics to 
inform their decision-making. 
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Figure 1: a conceptual map of value within different schools of thought 

 

[n.b. the final version of this diagram will have clickable links in which explanatory caption texts will 
appear as popups when the reader clicks any items in the diagram. For the purposes of CES consultation 
prior to making the clickable diagram, these texts can be found at the end of the document as Annex 
5 ] 

2.3.2 Value and values 

 A major trend in current discussion among chief statisticians and other key players in official 
statistics at present is to refocus attention on, and reflect on the meaning of, the ‘core values 
of official statistics’. To a large extent these core values centre on the UN Fundamental 
Principles of Official Statistics, as well as the ways in which these are enacted by NSOs in their 
work.  

 There is a very important distinction to be made between the value perceived by users and 
these values that NSOs appraise in themselves as institutions and in their own products and 
services. They are intermingled concepts that have important points of interaction, but they are 
not fully interchangeable.  

 First, while the value of official statistics changes as decision-making users react to the world 
and as social conditions evolve, the core values are set in place, designed to remain stable above 
temporary circumstances (as are the Fundamental Principles: hence the use of the word 
‘fundamental’ to emphasize this continuity).  

https://unece.org/statistics/fundamental-principles-official-statistics
https://unece.org/statistics/fundamental-principles-official-statistics
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 Second, value, like beauty, is in the eye of the beholder. ‘Values’, on the other hand, are things 
that we hold dear to ourselves, that shape our attitudes, motivate us, determine our priorities 
and guide our behaviours. For official statistics, these core values shape the way we see 
ourselves and the way we would like others to see us. 

 A person’s own deeply-held values may or may not align with what others find valuable in that 
same person, however. For example, someone might consider honesty and integrity to be the 
things that drive them, but ask others ‘what do you value in this person?’ and they might say 
their efficiency or good humour. There is no contradiction, it is simply the case that the two 
words refer to different things. That said, the values might lead directly to, or play a role in 
creating, the value: the values of honesty and integrity may lead the person to work hard, 
resulting in the efficiency that others value. The same is true in official statistics: our core values 
underlie and motivate what we do, and, we hope, result in features of our work that society 
values. But we cannot assume that they are, or should be, the main or only things that society 
wants from us. 

 NSOs would dearly love for their core values to be known and understood by society at large. 
Efforts to better communicate the core values and the Fundamental Principles are ongoing both 
in the international statistical community and in individual countries. Underlying these efforts 
is an assumption that if they are known, then official statistics will be better appreciated, or 
valued.  

 But this assumption makes a logical leap that may not be entirely founded. Just because 
someone understands your values and what drives you, this does not mean that they will 
necessarily share your view. It might influence their perception of you, but it might not. Indeed, 
it might even have a negative influence. When we learn a person’s motivation for their 
behaviour in daily life, this might lead us to hold this person in higher regard, or quite the 
opposite, depending on our own point of view. By the same token, simply ensuring that the 
core values and Fundamental Principles driving official statisticians are widely known, laudable 
as this goal is, is not enough. The present Task Force argues that communicating the values and 
how they add value is essential, as we cannot assume that this latter part will simply be deduced 
by society. And to do this, we must find out—from members of society—what constitutes the 
value of official statistics and hence how our work adds to it. This latter step is not something 
we can do alone. Introspection will get us so far, allowing us to examine our own beliefs and 
the central tenets upon which we have built our work, but without also examining the views of 
those assigning value to our work these efforts may be in vain (for more on this, see section 
3.2). 

2.3.3 Value and quality 

 For the purposes of this work, value must also be distinguished from quality. The official 
statistics community prides itself on quality. Indeed, quality is often touted as the hallmark of 
official statistics, the thing that sets our industry apart from statistics and data obtained from 
other sources. What do we mean when we say that official statistics have, or strive to have, 
high quality?  

 The International Organization for Standardization’s (ISO) definition of quality is “the totality of 
features and characteristics of a product or service that bear on its ability to satisfy stated or 
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implied needs” (ISO 9000:2015). The UN Statistics Division (UNSD) (2019 p.7) puts this definition 
into more everyday language: 

“Quality: the degree to which a set of inherent characteristics of an object fulfils 
requirements. A simple definition is “fit for use” or “fit for purpose”. It is the users’ 
needs that define the quality. Different users may have different needs that must 

be balanced against each other.” 

 The United Nations Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics, developed in the UNECE region 
in 1992 and subsequently adopted as a global standard by the General Assembly, describe the 
core precepts that underpin all the work of national statistical systems: not only statistical 
products and services themselves but also the processes, perceptions, relationships with 
government and with stakeholders, and ethical standards.  

 Quality Assurance Frameworks (QAFs) and related guides on their application, such as the 
United Nations National Quality Assurance Frameworks Manual for Official Statistics and the 
Quality Assurance Framework of the European Statistical System and various national and 
international adaptations of these2, are very closely linked to the UN Fundamental Principles. 
They operationalize quality as defined above in terms of a set of criteria or dimensions, grouped 
into those which refer to the institutional environment, those related to the statistical 
production process, and those which are concerned with the statistical outputs themselves. 
While the specific dimensions included in these frameworks can differ slightly across different 
countries, organizations, data types and product types, in general they comprise the following 
(UNSD 2019 pp.7-8): 

• Relevance: the extent to which the statistics satisfy the needs of the users. 

• Accuracy: the closeness of estimates to the exact or true values that the statistics were 
intended to measure. 

• Reliability: the closeness of the initially estimated value(s) to the subsequent estimated 
value(s) if preliminary figures are disseminated. 

• Timeliness: the length of time between the end of a reference period (or date) and the 
dissemination of the statistics. 

• Punctuality: the time lag between the release date and the target date by which the data 
or statistics should have been delivered. 

• Accessibility: the ease and conditions with which statistical information can be obtained. 

• Clarity: the availability of appropriate documentation relating to the statistics and the 
additional assistance that producers make available to users. 

• Coherence: the ability to reliably combine statistics and data sets in different ways and 
for various uses. Consistency is often used as a synonym for coherence. 

• Comparability: the extent to which differences in statistics from different geographical 
areas, non-geographical domains, or over time, can be attributed to differences between 
the true values of the statistics. 

 
2 e.g. Statistics Canada, Statistics Sweden, IMF, OECD. 

http://unece.org/stats/fps
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/methodology/dataquality/references/1902216-UNNQAFManual-WEB.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/64157/4392716/ESS-QAF-V1-2final.pdf/bbf5970c-1adf-46c8-afc3-58ce177a0646
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 It is possible, then, to use these standardized QAFs to assess the quality of anything an NSO 
does, ranging from an individual statistical product up to a statistical system as a whole. 

 So why not just rely on these frameworks? Why do we also need a framework to measure 
value? The simple answer is that quality and value are not synonyms. 

2.3.3.1 The difference between quality and value 

 The two terms, and the concepts they imply, are of course very closely interlinked and 
significantly overlapping. Parts of the two concepts, and their component elements, are at times 
even identical. Adding to the complexity of untangling the two concepts is that the extent to 
which they overlap differs according to the specific user and use. 

 The principal difference between quality and value is the perspective from which they are 
construed. Statistical quality is, at its core, a concept designed for the statistical office in order 
to monitor and assure the standards of the work they conduct and the products they 
disseminate. As such, even though the definition of quality given above is ‘fitness for purpose’, 
a large majority of its dimensions can be understood and even measured without reference to 
the user and without recourse to investigations of users’ perspectives. Of the nine quality 
dimensions in the UNSD framework, only one, relevance, absolutely necessitates explicit 
reference to the user and their intended use (a second, accessibility, can be interpreted in terms 
that depend on characteristics of the user such as their degree of statistical literacy or on 
physical and mental capacities). This means that with the exception of the relevance dimension, 
quality assessments can be prepared on the basis of largely internal exercises.  

 In contrast, value, as understood by this Task Force, is intended to be entirely customer-defined: 
very similar, in fact, to the relevance dimension of quality, but also comprising other, broader 
aspects (see Chapter 3 for a discussion of these aspects). A framework for measuring that value 
may comprise elements that are quantifiable internally (everything from download numbers to 
customer service response times to timeliness of releases), but only a user can say whether 
these elements are actually components of value for them. Quality, in essence, is the ‘degree 
of excellence’, while value is the subjective assessment of that quality that makes something 
desirable. 

 An example can help to illustrate this difference. A child has a favourite soft toy. It is a rather 
poorly-made, cross-eyed, second-hand teddy bear. Whatever realistic criteria one might use to 
define the ‘quality’ of a soft toy, this toy does not meet many of them. But it is certainly of high 
value to the child. She loves it. The softest, handsomest, most well-stitched teddy bear with a 
silk bow around its neck would never meet her criteria for a valuable teddy bear. So it is with 
quality and value. For some children, the criteria will align entirely: some will love the ‘perfect’ 
silk-bowed bear. For others, the criteria will intersect, with certain being features of both quality 
and value (softness, for example, might make bears both higher quality and more valuable for 
many children). But for others—such as this child—the criteria she uses to decide that her teddy 
is valuable have next to nothing in common with those we might use to say that it is high quality. 
And we have no right or power to suggest that her criteria are ‘wrong’, that she should change 
her mind, nor should we have any interest in doing so. We can communicate quality, but we 
cannot make users value it. 

2.3.3.2 So which matters? 

 Quality frameworks are designed to ensure that the statistics produced by NSOs are good, or 
‘high quality’. They have a clear and obvious purpose and the work of this Task Force does not 
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in any way intend to detract from the concept of quality, or from well-established procedures 
to define, assess and improve it. But quality is not a substitute for value. Both need to be 
measured, for different reasons. We measure quality to ensure that we are producing the best 
statistics we can, and we measure value to ensure we are doing what people want. A 
restaurant producing excellent haute cuisine will not do well in a town where most people want 
fast food. The successful restaurateur conducts market research to determine the wishes of 
their potential customers, and so must NSOs. 

2.3.4 Official and non-official statistics  

 With today’s overabundance of data, NSOs may be gradually shifting towards a role that 
includes curation of data in addition to their existing role and creators of data. They are widely 
trusted by decision-makers and the public as a source of carefully selected information, 
processed to comply with the highest standards. Numerous systems are in place to safeguard 
the curation process and therefore the trust placed in the outputs of NSOs, particularly where 
it concerns official statistics. These structures ensure the credibility and impartiality of official 
statistics, whereas other products may be of varying quality and subject to external influences 
and interests.  

 In the context of this report, ‘official statistics’ refers to the complete catalogue of statistical 
products (supported by services in some cases) offered by NSOs and the organizations of their 
national statistical systems. The criteria for official statistical authorities and their products are 
stipulated in national laws and international guidelines, such as the United Nations 
Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics, or in the case of European Union Member States, 
the European Code of Practice. The main common criteria are:  

• Official statistics are founded on legal mandates for NSOs and the national statistical 
system, who are helped in their tasks by established quality frameworks and guidelines 
for best practices.  

• Official statistics are publicly available.  

• The methodology and interpretation of data are non-partisan, objective and transparent.  

 Official statistics stand apart from any other statistics in the market by virtue of being a public 
good founded upon these criteria. The benefits and conditions that NSOs retain for the 
production of official statistics do not apply to any other private statistical providers. Among 
these feature the scope of official statistics, mandated by law at national level. The state-
funding of NSOs also means that they have the resources to conduct useful research. On the 
other hand, the obligations of NSOs to carry out statistical work on all relevant sectors do not 
allow them to specialize in the same way that private statistical providers can. Additionally, 
regulations surrounding data confidentiality have different applications in the public and 
private spheres, meaning companies may publish some data more readily.  

 There may be some overlaps in the content and methodology of official and privately-produced 
statistics. However, users do not turn to NSOs only for specific products for which competitors 
offer no alternatives: they assess the value of official and non-official statistics for their own 
purposes and make a choice suitable for themselves.  
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 The concrete reasons behind a user’s preference of a product of official statistics over non-
official statistics – or vice versa – is known only to the user, which is why it is essential for NSOs 
to intensify their dialogues with users of all levels. Here it is important to keep in mind that the 
ability of diverse user groups to articulate their criteria and their data needs may be varied, and 
thus challenging to pin down. Nevertheless, NSOs should not presume to know pre-emptively 
how and where users perceive value in statistics. Only users can answer this.  

 NSOs should also understand that official statistics are not indispensable to all users at all times. 
Competitors will surge where there are gaps of information, but based on assessments of value, 
it may not be necessary for NSOs to attempt to fill in such gaps. More importantly, they cannot 
cater to every single arising statistical need.  

 As NSOs step more into a data stewardship role and expand their ability to influence their data 
ecosystems3, they will be better prepared if they have a concrete understanding of where 
official statistics deliver value. Re-thinking this role in an increasingly commercialized sector is 
a challenge, but remaining static in such a volatile environment would risk erosion of the public 
perception of value of official statistics compared to the wider data market. Any perceived 
disparity may also increase the level of scrutiny on the value delivered by NSOs through official 
statistics.  

2.3.5 The lifecycle of statistics 

 There is an established tool for the analysis of the lifecycle of products4. It is focused on the 
strategic choices and actions of businesses as they attempt to best position their products in 
the market while gaining an understanding of the changes in the behaviour of other industry 
players during the lifecycle phases of their products. Such an analysis is also applicable to official 
statistics in the data market.  

 The general stages of a product lifecycle are: introduction, growth, maturity and decline. The 
introduction phase is characterized by fewer industry players and inconsistent quality in an 
innovative product. With increased growth, new players emerge in the market while the quality 
and design of the product improve; when maturity is reached only a few larger players remain 
and the standardization of products take place. Finally, the stage of decline is characterized by 
a falling demand, with less emphasis in the differences of the products, but more on brand 
loyalty.  

 NSOs should remain aware of their position vis-à-vis other providers in the data market and 
consider how these market shifts may impact their role and value proposition in the future. The 
stages above can also be observed in the supply and demand of statistics. However, a difference 
between any other products and statistics is that, in the case of the latter, the usability of the 
data upon which statistics are built is time sensitive. Data may peak in importance at a given 
moment and later will either lose or gain relevance by facilitating tracking points over time. 
Moreover, official statistics are often revised as a solution to improve accuracy without 

 
3 https://unece.org/statistics/documents/2021/05/working-documents/how-national-statistical-systems-
adhere-core-values [accessed on 25 June 2021]  
4 https://kfknowledgebank.kaplan.co.uk/business-strategy/strategic-analysis/product-lifecycle-analysis 
[accessed on 5 August 2021] 

https://unece.org/statistics/documents/2021/05/working-documents/how-national-statistical-systems-adhere-core-values
https://unece.org/statistics/documents/2021/05/working-documents/how-national-statistical-systems-adhere-core-values
https://kfknowledgebank.kaplan.co.uk/business-strategy/strategic-analysis/product-lifecycle-analysis
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compromising the timeliness desired by users. This way, the stages of the lifecycle of statistics 
reinforce the earlier characterization of value as dynamic. 

2.3.6 Actors in the statistics market  

 Before embarking on modes for the measurement of official statistics, it is important to 
understand the role of the most relevant stakeholders involved in the supply, production, 
consumption and multiplication of statistics. The following list describes their relationship to 
official statistics through the lens of value.  

• Users. They are at the core of the activity of national statistical systems. In their capacity as 
consumers of statistics, they ultimately decide which products better suit their purposes, and 
are therefore the most valuable to them. As a very diverse group, users carry different weight 
and significance to national statistical systems. Users can also be classified based on sectoral, 
demographic, decision-making or (statistical) literacy levels, among other features. They are 
the determining factor on whether the production of a statistical products is worth it, but they 
also decide whether it is worth it for them to make the effort of using statistical products for 
meaningful decisions in their spheres of influence.  

• Non-users or passive users. They can also be regarded as potential users, which makes them 
a group of high interest to NSOs for further research. Some on-users or passive users are not 
active stakeholders in official statistics, but they are affected by decisions that other users 
make based on statistics. Other non-users might be actively engaged as stakeholders (e.g. as 
survey participants, members of census focus groups, etc.), but still do not actually use the 
statistics themselves. 

• National statistical systems. The structure of NSSs are varied, and their position in the 
centralized to decentralized continuum is dependent on the national institutional context. 
NSSs can entail a large number of authorities or institutions, each authorized by law to collect 
data for official purposes. NSSs approach value from a production (as opposed to 
consumption) perspective, and therefore place great emphasis on standards and guidelines.  

• Data providers. The persons or entities providing data in response to direct data collection. 
They are the traditional source of official statistics – although waning in magnitude as other 
methods of data collection emerge and become popular. Data providers value the data they 
transmit to the statistical system as raw material for the statistical process. Their task can 
require significant efforts in time and capacity, and this burden cannot be neglected by NSSs.  

• Private data holders. They are relatively new entrants in the data market and own datasets 
in an extensive range of topics. In many countries, they are considered in the group of 
competitors of NSOs. For private data holders, the value of statistics may be in the 
monetization of data as a source of revenue and competitive advantage.  

• Information multipliers. A group comprised by media, educational institutions, libraries and 
other entities that support the dissemination activities of statistical systems. Also worth 
noting that they can also be intermediaries or stats propagators who share statistics publicly 
in their own right  

• Governments and budget offices. Governmental organizations, including public 
administration, can be regarded as an exceptionally important user group. However, they also 
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make decisions on the resources allocated to NSSs. From the perspective of budget offices 
and their equivalents, the value of statistics lies in monetary efficiency and financial 
transparency.  

• International statistical organizations. They are statistical divisions or directorates of 
intergovernmental organizations to which national statistical systems transmit their official 
data, and through which standards and best practices are developed. Like national statistical 
offices, their approach to value is through the perspective of production.  

 As shown, the production of relevant, high quality statistics involves the direct or indirect 
participation of many different actors who approach value from a perspective of either 
production or consumption. These are not clear-cut categories: for example, data providers 
may also be users. Governments may decide on the budgets of NSOs, but they are also a very 
important user group. There are also other overlaps between academia and businesses, or 
private persons and civil organizations. Regardless of the precise categorization, users’ 
perception of value depends on their needs and whether they are being met.  

 It is well understood that official statistics are not meant to stay within the walls of NSOs: the 
statistical process is only completed when users refer to them to learn and make evidence-
based decisions. This is the reason why this report argues, as will be seen in the next chapter, 
for a shift in the mindset of NSOs to understand that a consumer-based approach to value is 
fundamental. Among the actors in the statistics market, users are at the centre and all other 
actors face them.  

2.4 Conclusion  

 In belonging to the public sector, NSOs have grown accustomed to thinking of users in terms of 
entities or citizens classified into segments to reflect their use of official statistics. In doing so, 
they should not lose sight of users also being customers and consumers in a wider data market, 
whose behaviour is shaped by their perception of the value of all the statistical goods and 
services they encounter.  

 In the private sector, value is at the centre of transactions. Monetary gauges, in the form of 
prices, revenues and willingness to pay, are readily available and routinely used to calculate 
targets and movements in the market. For private companies, therefore, it is easy to see how 
price can usually be thought of as an excellent proxy for value. This is the origin of ‘production-
based’ understandings of value. 

 Any attempt among NSOs to quantify the value of their products and services in terms of solely 
money can, however, never be simple or self-evident, nor can such a measurement hope to 
encompass the full impact of official statistics on society. Nevertheless, it would be greatly 
beneficial for both NSOs and the public to have the ability to refer directly to that impact as part 
of a dialogue on the role of official statistics and the wider national statistical systems in 
responding to present-day circumstances, such as the Covid-19 pandemic, and other situations 
that can be expected in the future. As the data landscape continues to expand and NSOs evolve 
into a role as data stewards in an increasingly commercialized sector, they will be favoured by 
their ability to demonstrate the value delivered to users through their products and services. 
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 Recognizing the wide variety of concepts encompassed by the word ‘value’, as illustrated in 
Figure 1, is key to realizing that NSOs do not have a simple task ahead of them if they wish to 
measure the ‘value of official statistics’.
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Chapter 3. Daring to be different: a new proposal for 
understanding value 

3.1 Introduction 

 The preceding chapter made the case that NSOs must strive to understand and quantify value, 
not only quality; and that they should do so in a way that recognizes that value is determined 
by the user; unique to each user and use; and not necessarily or perfectly aligned with what we 
as statistical producers think are or should be the most valuable features of our work. 

 But if value consists of different criteria and components for each ‘valuer’, how can we hope to 
measure it? Before moving on to discussion of a measurement framework per se in Chapter 4, 
this chapter proposes a model to help understand the space which these varying criteria and 
components occupy.  

3.2 Value from a customer perspective 

 In the official statistical community, the most common term for those who access our products 
and services is ‘user’. But we must remember that users, and all members of society, are also 
customers. Customers get to choose what they want to consume; and if one provider does not 
fulfil that wish, they are free to look elsewhere. 

 Customers come in all shapes and sizes: agencies, organizations, individual citizens and 
everything in between. On the surface, these customer segments are very different. However, 
what they have in common is that they all determine value based upon their internal 
perceptions: perceptions of their needs, perceptions of the product, perceptions of the 
provider, and perceptions of how these aspects are interlinked. It is these customer-held 
perceptions of value that shape and influence their choices regarding which products and 
services they will use (if any) and when, including the selection of data sources.  

 For a long time, much of the focus of NSOs’ efforts to assess their own work has been centred 
on assessing characteristics of the products and services themselves—whether they are 
released according to schedule, whether they are accompanied by comprehensive metadata, 
whether they were produced in accordance with the latest international standards, the size of 
their confidence intervals, their completeness, the time lag between collection and release, etc. 
That these are the things that are valued by customers has been taken as given. Until recently, 
little has been said about whether things other than the characteristics of the statistics 
themselves play a part in customer-defined value.  

 This has begun to be rectified with discussions on the international level about the 
trustworthiness of official statistics – as an entity or an endeavour, rather than in reference to 
individual statistics – as one of its defining features. Even so, however, while much has been 
said about the importance of demonstrating trustworthiness and maintaining trust; how to 
measure it; and how to achieve and safeguard it; much less has been said about how far 
customers truly do put trustworthiness at the core of how they determine value, and how we 
know this. 
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 The solution may then seem obvious. Let us simply ask customers what they value in official 
statistics. Let us ask them if they care about trust, which of the quality dimensions are most 
important to them, what they think about our organizations. 

 In fact it is not so simple, since we cannot expect customers to be conscious of or able to put 
into words what it is that makes official statistics valuable (or not) to them, just as market 
researchers cannot expect customers to be able to articulate directly the range of criteria they 
apply, or the relative weights they assign to these criteria, when choosing a car, a pair of jeans 
or a brand of cookies.  

 The model proposed below suggests that thinking of value along four interlinked dimensions is 
a first step towards being able to elicit the value criteria that our customers apply. Customer-
perceived value will differ across customers and product segments as the criteria they apply 
differ, but all will fall somewhere within the space identified. 

3.3 The DARE Model 

 In exploring the nature of value determination, Stats NZ (2018-19) developed a framework of 
four attribute types that customers frequently consider when making a value-based usage 
decision. Collectively, these four attributes provide a set of lenses through which to 
contextualize the customer perspective of value for a given product or service.  

 Using this model as a starting point, this Task Force defined a model in which the four attributes 
are clearly and deliberately distinguished from quality dimensions and from terms which have 
an accepted specific usage in statistics (terms such as relevance, reliability and accessibility, 
which feature in the original model). The model is illustrated in Figure 2. The single-word 
descriptors shown in the figure are complemented by statements to further explain what each 
dimension means. 

 The dimensions are wide, and overlapping. Their broadness reflects the fact there are many 
possible value criteria within any given dimension. Within ‘ease of use’, a school student might 
value easy website navigation, while a civil society activist might value clearly explained 
visualizations. Within ‘relationship’, some may find rapid customer service responses to be 
valuable while others are impressed by outreach sessions on planned census dissemination 
products. Dimensions may overlap, for instance where the extent to which a statistical product 
meets a user’s needs (applicability) is seen by that user as resulting from effective NSO-
stakeholder consultation (relationship). 

 The DARE model is not, in itself, a measurement framework. It does not offer indicators, or 
scales. Instead, its function is in allowing an organization to have a structured and considered 
conversation about the value that a given product, or indeed the office as a whole, is offering.  

 To do this, consideration should be given to each of the four attributes for a product relative to 
the customers’ preferences. Different customer types may have a different value profile. That 
is, not only do the specific criteria within each dimension differ, but the relative weight assigned 
to each of the four dimensions can vary. For example, a corporate customer might attach more 
value to product dependability rather than the relationship, whereas an ordinary citizen might 
favour ease of use. 
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 Nevertheless, in principle, maximum value is delivered where all four attributes are present; 
the absence of any one, or more, dimensions might be an indication that something is lacking 
in the value proposition. However, the reality is that true value is achieved where the product 
profile matches the customer profile.  

Figure 2: DARE - The four attributes of value 

 

 

3.3.1 Using the DARE Model 

 The DARE model is offered as a tool through which to consider customer value when designing 
or evaluating a product or a service with respect to a given customer segment. Quantitative 
indicators of value (by whatever means they are developed—see Chapter 4 and Chapter 5) can 
be situated within the four dimensions. This will shine a light on the role of each of the four 
attributes in characterizing a given product or service: a ‘value profile’. By reconciling this profile 
against the known customer preferences, organizations can understand where their products 
offer the most and least value relative to each customer type.  

 In this manner, the DARE model can be an effective tool to identify areas where the value 
proposition can be improved. This means that organizations can make informed investment 
decisions based upon what is truly adding value to their customers. 

Dependable 

Relationship 

Ease of Use 

Applicable 

The four 
attributes of 

value 

Dependable: 

Customers can depend upon our 
products and services 

Applicable: 

Products and services meet the 
functional needs of the user 

Relationship: 

The supplier/user relationship is 
characterized by trust and respect 

Ease of use: 

The customer can make easy use of 
the product 

 



Measuring the value of official statistics 
 

30 
 

3.4 Conclusion 

 Viewing users (and non-users and passive users) as customers can help to focus effort on 
fulfilling their needs. The customer-centric perspective afforded by the DARE model can help us 
to look beyond features of our products and services alone, to encompass also the relationships 
that are important in determining value. The four overlapping dimensions can help us to map 
out the diverse criteria for value that customers may apply, and that may be fulfilled to different 
degrees by different products and services as they relate to specific users or user groups. 
Viewed through this lens, it becomes clear that ‘a measurement framework for measuring the 
value of official statistics’ must be something flexible, wide-ranging, outward-looking and 
inclusive of subjective perspectives .
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Chapter 4. Reviewing the measurement framework  

4.1 Introduction 

 The principal activity assigned to the Task Force according to its terms of reference was to 
review the proposed indicators of value included in the 2018 framework, assess their suitability 
as measures of value, and provide refined guidance on producing, interpreting and using them. 
An explanation of how this work was undertaken and the detailed results are included as a 
technical annex (Annex 2). 

 The review began with collecting information from participating countries using a template 
which was collectively developed by the Task Force. This exercise involved a wide consultation 
of many staff across a range of departments, asking countries to report on which of the 
‘objective’, ‘subjective’ and ‘monetary’ measures proposed in the framework (including some 
additional ones brainstormed by the group) they currently produce, why, and how. Completed 
templates from 18 countries and organizations provided a rich source of information. The 
findings were analyzed to determine whether each measure offers potential as an indicator of 
value. 

4.2 Guiding principles for refining the measurement framework 

 In reaching their decisions on measures to be retained in the framework, the Task Force was 
guided by the following principles: 

• Measures should be clearly indicative of the value of official statistics. As discussed in 
section 2.3.3, this is not simply a synonym of quality. Therefore, even though a measure may 
very obviously be a good measure of statistical quality or of adherence to core precepts of 
official statistics, this does not necessarily mean that it merits inclusion in a framework for 
measuring value. 

• Measures should be (at least theoretically) quantitative and have a monotonic relationship 
with the aspect of value being measured. That is, a greater measurement indicates more 
value and a lower measurement indicates less value, even if the relationship is not necessarily 
linear. 

• Measures should lend themselves to the formulation of actionable targets, i.e. it should be 
evident what a ‘good’ level of the indicator would look like, and it should be possible to 
envisage how an NSO could take action to harness the information gleaned by producing the 
measure, to inform some action or behaviour that could alter the level of the measure (that 
is, that could improve the aspect of value being measured). Measuring something which is 
entirely externally caused may be of interest for various reasons (and may have important 
uses for the business operations of the NSO) but it would not permit any action to improve 
the value of official statistics based on the measurement. 

• The potential unintended consequences of producing a measure should be considered. The 
act of measuring anything is never neutral. By measuring something we imply that we find it 
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important, and whether deliberately or not we may turn it into a goal or target, which can 
affect the behaviour of those whose actions contribute to the thing being measured5. 

 Measures identified by many countries as long-standing key performance indicators are 
evidently considered important and are therefore typically maintained in the framework. 

 As well as categorizing the measures in the framework into those that are retained and 
proposed measures of value versus those that are not recommended, the Task Force also 
attempted to distinguish between measures that are grounded in a production-based 
conceptualization of value and those grounded in a consumer-based conceptualization of value. 
While this distinction is by no means clear-cut (some fall into both categories, and for some the 
categorization is unclear), this undertaking does go some way towards framing the selection of 
measures of value in a way that could help NSOs to reflect on the basis for their selection of 
measures. Figure 3 illustrates an initial attempt at such categorization. 

 It is important to note the choice of terminology used in the selection of indicators. The Task 
Force decided not to use the term ‘recommend’ for potential indicators, as it is difficult to 
recommend a specific indicator as a means of measuring value across all national contexts. 
Rather, those retained as potential indicators of value serve as suggestions for areas that NSOs 
may wish to explore as they develop their country-specific strategic Results Map as described 
in the following chapter. Conversely, where measures are not retained in the framework when 
assessed according to the guiding principles detailed above, this should not be interpreted as 
“we do not recommend that NSOs produce this measure” but rather “we do not recommend, 
on balance, that NSOs include this measure in a framework for assessing the value of official 
statistics”.  

4.3 Overview of findings 

 A full explanation of how this work was undertaken and the detailed results are included as a 
technical annex (Annex 2).  

 The major findings of this work were: 

a. a large proportion of the indicators were not sufficiently developed to be able to ‘pilot 
test’ (at least not without first refining and developing them) 

 
5 It is essential to recognize that, even if an NSO has not explicitly framed a measure as a target, it may become 
one. Even if we say that it is ‘just a metric’, the act of measuring influences behaviour, ultimately impacting on 
the thing being measured. If a team is judged on a key performance indicator, they will strive to improve that 
indicator, perhaps even at the expense of other tasks. If an NSO decides to measure ‘value’ using a particular 
suite of indicators (and assuming that ‘increased value’ is the overall goal), then the collective efforts of the 
NSO will, rightly or wrongly, aim at enhancing those chosen indicators, perhaps letting other aspects of value 
that are not included in that suite fall by the wayside. For example, if ‘number of retweets of NSO’s Twitter 
posts’ is taken as a measure of user engagement, might this inadvertently induce social media managers to 
post more potentially popular material, maybe at the expense of more ‘serious’ statistical material that would 
better inform users but be less susceptible to being retweeted? And is this a good thing or a bad thing, or does 
it not matter? Another example: if error detection time is taken as a measure of accuracy, might this lead to 
statistical teams taking longer to check and release their figures, and in so doing reduce timeliness? This is not 
to say that this would be a bad thing—but simply that this possibility, or more generally the possibility that 
adopting a measure might influence behaviours, should be taken into account. 
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b. many indicators, while being potentially useful for a range of purposes, could not be 
proposed as measures of the value of official statistics 

c. many indicators, even when they can be viewed as measures of value, are formulated 
from the point of view of the NSO and its production processes (‘production-based’ 
measures: see section 2.3.1). These may be of use to the organization for management 
and operational purposes, but they neglect or downplay the perspective of the 
customer.  

 Figure 3 shows the list of measures proposed as potential indicators of value, categorized both 
along the objective/subjective/monetary classification and according to whether they are 
principally production-based or consumer-based.  

Figure 3: Measures with potential as indicators of value, with indication of whether production-
based, consumer-based or both 
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4.4 Countries’ experiences in measuring value 

 A large number of case studies has been gathered from countries which have produced 
measures of value based on one or more of the indicators included in the original framework. 
The full set of detailed case studies is included at the end of this document as Annex 3. This 
section reviews the key findings of some of these case studies as they relate to the aim of 
refining and developing the measurement framework.  

 Some case studies refer to indicators which do have potential as measures of value, while others 
detail experience with measures which have not ultimately been retained as potential measures 
of value.  

 Of the 38 measures which have been retained from the original framework as having potential 
for measuring value, case studies have been gathered on all but eight measures. Further case 
studies are welcome and could be included in a final online version of this publication, which 
may be maintained as an ongoing resource. In particular, the Task force welcomes details of 
any experience with the eight retained measures on which no case studies have yet been 
included:  

• Objective 
• Share of error-free statistical releases and quick correction of errors 

(Average delay in correction of errors in releases)  
• Subjective 

• Share of users whose information needs were met  
• Ease of locating data in database/data warehouse 
• Ease of extracting/downloading/manipulating/visualizing data from 

database/data warehouse  
• Ease of locating relevant metadata  
• Share of users who have heard of a specific product  

• Monetary  
• Impact assessment (and frameworks). 

4.4.1 Case studies of countries’ experiences with proposed ‘objective’ 
measures of value 

 Some of the case studies illustrate the ways in which NSOs have attempted to assess their 
adaptability and flexibility with respect to meeting changing user needs, including where those 
needs have been affected by the Covid-19 pandemic and the accompanying sharp surge in 
demand for timely and granular data. Case studies in these areas illustrate the ways that NSOs 
strive to monitor the value that their services and products offer, both in cases of well-
established user needs and during unexpected crises.  

• “Covid impacts web analytics” from Canada which provided insights into the increased 
interactions with their website during the pandemic and how COVID-19 products impacted 
the web traffic. Using this as a measure allowed for Web analytics allowed to better 
understand user engagement and evaluate the reach, retention and effectiveness of 
website content. Through monthly and custom reports the type of information produced 
was: Page Views; Visits ; Geo Segmentation ; Referring Domains ; Video playback ; Device 
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types ; Browsers ; Time spent per visit ; UTM campaigns. The Canadian Economic Dashboard 
on COVID-19 was released and updated weekly; a Covid-19 data portal was launched and 
throughout the month of April the production of publications were prioritized, postponed 
or delayed. Data tables logged highest visit increases, traffic to surveys increased with new 
COVID-19 related surveys directed at the general public driving the very large spike in traffic 
to the portal that was related to proactive media outreach to a social media exchange.  

• “Measuring the impact of COVID-19 ONS publications” from the UK which undertook a 
review using their existing measures and other newly sourced metrics to assess the impact 
of covid-19 publications (which included 119 different outputs released between March 
2020 and June 2020). Part of that review was also to assess how well impact was measured. 
It found that quantifiable metrics were of little value and used for indication purposes 
rather than a measure of success or failure and not suitable for effective evaluation of 
output. It found that ONS did not track the coverage of its publications in the media in 
measurable terms, did not routinely measure the reach of engagement of its individual 
digital publications, or portfolio and had no real mechanism to track usage or citation of its 
digital outputs post-publication. Suggestions for recommended measures should be around 
goals, gaps to focus on engagement including media reach and post-publication tracking.  

• “Measuring value through website monitoring and evaluation in INEGI” from Mexico 
focused on four main indicators for their website: Accessibility: Ease of the user in terms of 
access and location of information of interest; Level of detail: Satisfaction with the level of 
disaggregation of the information obtained; Navigation: Satisfaction with navigation on the 
portal; Site Rating: Rating given to the INEGI Site on the Internet in general. Three sources 
of information: a permanent survey held on the website, a quarterly questionnaire (to one 
in 5 users) and Google Analytics. Results were used to contribute to institutional strategic 
planning and to support design actions to improve the usability of the website. To define 
the best way to measure what users think, the best international practices were surveyed, 
and the results issued by the ENDUTIH 2019 were taken as a conceptual reference. The 
evaluation instrument has been updated to refine the indicators and more accurately 
measure user opinion. The results obtained have supported making improvements in the 
usability of the website and provide elements for strategic planning. The results can be 
found at the Deputy General Directorate of Diffusion and Public Information Service and 
are shared through the INEGI Intranet: 
http://intranet.inegi.org.mx/Servicios/Difusion/voz_usuario/SitePages/default.aspx .  

• “Communications and Covid-19: Assessing the impact of the ONS’s messages” from the UK 
provided insight into a ‘dashboard’ on communication, premised on media analysis, social 
media monitoring and website analytics which formed the basis of weekly and monthly 
evaluation of communication at ONS in response to the coronavirus pandemic. The 
dashboard used media monitoring tools, suited to tracking specific messaging and also used 
freely available analytical tools as well as paid-for services to gather data and monitor a 
rapidly changing situation. The key purpose of the dashboard was to enable action with 
timely insight, and to understand and demonstrate the impact of communications from a 
wide public audience (and therefore underline the value of ONS as a trusted and 
authoritative source of relevant information during the pandemic). It’s a useful tool to 
record organizational impact at various stages of the response to the pandemic and 
indicative of areas being looked at and with the right context and commentary a useful 
reference for how official statistics have been used and communicated by the media, public 
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and key stakeholders. It has potential value to effectively direct further analysis, however, 
it has limited use beyond its immediate ‘snapshot view’ when used in isolation but will form 
a crucial part of later evaluation exercises likely to yield more useful insight into the longer-
term value and to better demonstrate trends, dips and spikes in metrics. It is probably not 
suitable for demonstrating impact over a long term and to truly understand impact other 
methods have yielded greater insight, such as targeted surveys and focus groups with key 
demographics.  

• “Internal dashboard tracking user activity” from Hungary uses an internal dashboard to 
provides concise and visual information with the purpose of supporting management 
decisions regarding the dissemination of statistical products with transparency on a 
quarterly basis. The Hungarian Central Statistical Office has taken this approach to 
measuring value, because in order to best fulfil users’ needs, it is necessary to understand 
who requests which data, how they use data, and how satisfied they are with the products 
and services provided by the office. The Dissemination Directorate processes this 
information and makes it available to all HCSO departments through the internal dashboard 
to facilitate evidence-based decisions on matters that range from the continuation or 
elimination of publication series to changes in the format or channels of publication. The 
internal dashboard refers to these objective and subjective indicators already included in 
the framework but there are challenges including, tracking its impact and use within the 
office, an evaluation survey at the management level, showed positive responses in terms 
of the dashboard’s design and perceived value, however, lack information on how the 
dashboard is actually being put to use in concrete terms.  

 One of the newly suggested measures put forward by the Task Force builds on the objective 
metrics above by tracking the ‘use’ of official data in online publications using Digital Object 
Identifiers (DOIs). These are already seen as an important factor in the academic and scientific 
world and are already used by some NSOs. The US and Canada shared their experience in case 
studies, and the UK is currently exploring the potential of DOIs. 

• “Digital Object Identifiers: Assessing the impact of our long-form analysis”. DOIs are 
alphanumeric strings that can uniquely identify an article, document, or dataset and are 
commonplace in academia as a way of citing research and data. The U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS) began researching DOIs because it had been informed by two indexing 
services that the Monthly Labor Review would be dropped from their indexes for not using 
DOIs. To start, the primary objective in using DOIs was to maintain publication’s ability to 
be indexed. More recent research pointed to more extensive use of the indexing service to 
help inform on the value of the articles published in the Monthly Labor Review. The Monthly 
Labor Review is the BLS flagship publication, publishing long-form data analysis for over a 
century. Though BLS does collect basic web metric information on each article, DOIs provide 
an opportunity to delve further into the use of articles as well as glimpse who is using the 
research. This information could help BLS to perform more targeted promotion of relevant 
research. For implementation, we selected a DOI provider with a fairly easy user interface. 
Because the DOI needs to be shown on the article page, we decided to only put DOIs on the 
articles that we had fully in HTML, which was back to 2013. Prior to 2013, all of our articles 
were published in PDF-only format.  

• Citations can provide a much more in-depth look at measuring the value of our long-form 
analysis. Google Analytics can provide views and downloads, but these measures are 
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incomplete. We don’t know how meaningful the article is to the customer or if it helped 
provide a foundation for further research. Citations can tell us not only how many 
customers are citing the research but also can put a name to the researchers who are using 
our information. This type of information can help us better understand the reach and the 
spaces where our research informs further research. In terms of marketing and outreach, 
this also gives us further insight in to the “who” is using the work and could springboard 
more targeted marketing. This type of information could help construct more qualitative 
measures on the relative prestige of the citation. Agencies may consider a measure of 
prestige in terms of how well-known the researcher citing the work is or how well-regarded 
the journal is. We recommend the following for agencies considering using DOIs. Be patient. 
DOIs will not have the instant gratification of your page view counts. It takes time for 
research to be consumed, pondered, and then built upon in other research. The time 
horizon needed to view the value may be in years, rather than in months. Invest time in 
learning about the DOI provider services. As we discovered with our provider, submission 
mechanisms changed and new features were added. The investment in learning what your 
provider offers doesn’t stop with the procurement.   

• “Canada: Exploration of Digital Object Identifiers (DOIs) to monitor use and impact of 
official data in online publications” - This feature was introduced to Statistics Canada’s web 
products in 2019. The digital object identifier (DOI) appears as an alphanumeric string of 
characters that acts as an active link to the original digital object. It is used as a way to cite 
a digital reference. It also allows the organization that owns the DOI to retrieve metrics on 
the number of times the DOI was used. Although still at the experimental stage, the DOI 
could be used to measure the number of citations of statistical products. Statistics Canada 
does not currently use this indicator in any of its official reports. DOIs are found on all newly 
published statistical products and Statistics Canada is provided a URL range from the 
Registration Agency to use for DOI generation. A product’s DOI is assigned using our internal 
registration process. Once the DOI is assigned, it is then added to the HTML (web page) 
version of the product. Tools are available to retrieve (via an API) the metrics from the 
external central DOI repository maintained by the Registration Agency on volume of 
utilization.   

• Although the DOI process is easy to use, it is still in its infancy, as such it does not yet have 
widespread acceptance as an instrument to cite. Relying on this indicator would limit the 
scope to only those researchers/publications that use DOI and would exclude certain data 
users. As the use of DOI becomes more widespread, this issue may be mitigated. The DOI is 
limited in scope. It is currently only used in academic areas but is not used in other areas 
(such as journalism). This may limit its potential for use as an indicator. There are very few 
safeguards in place about who registers DOIs. Other organizations can register DOIs against 
your products, therefore, reducing the number of citations you have from “your” DOI as 
more than one DOI can point to the same URL. This indicator is still in the experimental 
stage and shows promise but is not officially published at this time. There is a multiplicity 
of potential in the use of this indicator as it would allow us to know the breadth and depth 
of the use of our products in academic and scientific journals. It will also allow us to track 
the continued use of statistical products over time. There are some efforts that are required 
within each statistical office in order to establish a process to assign DOI to products that 
are published. The level of effort should not be trivialized or underestimated. There are very 
few safeguards that are put in place about who registers DOIs. Other organizations can 
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register DOIs against your products, therefore reducing the number of citations you have 
from “your” DOI as more than one DOI can point to the same URL.  

• “Recognizing and considering the value of DOIs for measuring impact”. The idea of using 
DOIs on outputs is being considered at ONS and the use has further been initiated by the 
Open Standards Board (which works within the Cabinet Office at the UK Government and 
is accountable for transparent selection and implementation of open standards) who has 
looked to ONS to undertake a pilot study. The pilot has undertaken an assessment on the 
usefulness and implementation requirements for the uptake of DOIs for digital publishing 
and also for use on the Secure Research Service (in order to track outputs and impacts used 
by technical users). The use of DOIs would importantly offer a potential way to track impact 
on the use of statistical outputs and the use official data sources and government assets in 
a similar way to academic practices. The ability to track would also help with transparency 
and increase trust. This work is in progress.   

  Other case studies illustrating experience with measures included in Figure 3 include those 
dealing with accuracy, timeliness, reliability, transparency and punctuality. 

• “Accuracy and reliability metrics, impact evaluation: Informing users of the accuracy and 
relevance of statistical data during a pandemic” The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
have focused around a few areas of the proposed indicators and how the link between 
value and the needs of users as it reported on how the COVID-19 pandemic led to 
widespread changes in their standard practices in their surveys, recognising methodological 
challenges with changes to data collection modes and the introduction of new data sources 
in preparation for an anticipated decline in response rates. In recognition of potential issues 
on impact on accuracy, comparability and for relevancy and transparency for users’, in April 
2020, the BLS standardized a set of accuracy and reliability metrics to compare all major 
data releases from May’ 2020 to pre pandemic. They issued summary operational impact 
statements and paradata reports along with releases. It’s acknowledged that this is 
challenging and can be conceptually complex to understand and use effectively, however it 
was provided without any substantial additional work and the cost of this reporting was 
minimal. Assessing its impact and usefulness of information for users, the BLS added a 
simple thumb up/thumb down indicator on each related webpage, with an option for users 
to add a freeform text comment to their rating.  

• “Punctuality of statistical releases in INEGI”. Mexico developed a series of indicators as part 
of the Institute's quality program that make it possible to monitor compliance with the 
quality principles established by the Quality Assurance Committee. The Institute publishes 
the information of the different information programs in accordance with the Annual 
Dissemination Calendar that is approved annually by the Governing Board with previous 
semi-annual version. The objective of the indicator is to provide information on the 
punctuality with which statistical and geographical information programs are disseminated 
in relation to the dates previously established in the Dissemination Calendar of Statistical 
and Geographical Information and information of National Interest of the INEGI 
(Dissemination Calendar). The indicator is constructed from the information obtained from 
the system through which the publication of content on the INEGI website is managed on 
the internet. From this system, the time at which the publication was carried out is taken 
and it is compared against the commitment of the calendar. For the generation of this 
indicator, it was necessary to adjust the publication and validation procedures, as well as 
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the generation of new reports of the publication system that included the different 
presentations that make up the publication of a program. The publication of each 
information program implies making different presentations available to users, such as 
methodologies, tabular data, open data, microdata, press releases, among others. To follow 
up on the publication time of the different presentations, it was necessary to make 
modifications to the publication system and integrate a series of reports and adjustments 
to the functions of the personnel who monitor the publication on the site. The adjustment 
to the system and the procedures was carried out for a year, before presenting it as a 
finished product to the quality assurance committee. The challenge is that it only measures 
the last part of the process, therefore delays only fall on the area that carries out the 
publication. It has to be extended to the entire publication process, since on many occasions 
the inputs for publication are received very late, but the responsibility of publishing on time 
falls on an area that has no control over the previous stages. It has served to give visibility 
among the top management of the compliance of the calendar, however, it does not 
evaluate the punctuality of the entire publication procedure, but only of the last part of the 
process. It is necessary to have a punctuality indicator in each of the stages of the 
publication process, for this it is necessary to map the complete procedure and have 
delivery times and people responsible for each of the stages. 

• “Official Statistics Mentions in UK Parliament”. The UK has provided insight into some of 
the impact that official statistics has on debates in the UK Parliament in the House of 
Commons and also Northern Ireland Executive, Scottish Parliament & Welsh Senedd. By 
measuring the number of mentions, by implication, the measure shows how often official 
statistics are used in order to bolster arguments for and against policy. Information has 
been picked up from discussions made in Parliament through a transcript written up and 
recorded in Hansard. This allows the transcript to be converted into an xml file format. This 
is important as it can then be scraped using a coding language such as R or Python. In this 
case, Python was used. The data is cleaned and processed to make sure there are no errors 
in the transcript such as repeated words or sentences. A topic classification system then 
built to automatically identify topics and counts how many times the ONS was mentioned 
(frequently and infrequently) during discussions. A dashboard was created that can display 
the information in a timeseries, in weekly updates on particular areas. The dashboard 
currently is open primarily for internal management usage but could be expanded to 
include govt policy papers and adapted to include other government departments. 

• “Measuring value through the number of agreements to use microdata for research” 
Armstat (Armenia) is currently using the use of microdata by researchers as a key 
performance indicator to report in the annual report on implementation of the annual 
statistical program (https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99523493.pdf). It reports that this 
measure helps to increase the use of statistics and improve cooperation and 
communication with researchers, to better meet users’ needs and facilitate better access 
to microdata enabling more detailed analysis and production of additional outputs. To meet 
user’s needs, Armstat has also developed online platforms for public use microdata files, 
including: Microdata database that is publicly available at 
https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=15; National Data Archive tool for Microdata Library 
(http://microdata.armstat.am/index.php/home) which is an open source microdata-
cataloging system, compliant with the Data Documentation Initiative that serves as a portal 
for researchers to browse, search, compare, apply for access, and download relevant 
census or survey information. There are challenges as researchers require timely data and 
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also ask for more detailed and disaggregated data that could be challenge for sampling tools 
and statistical confidentiality. The microdata are released at no cost and all researchers are 
treated equally with rules and procedures transparent and publicly available. The measure 
facilitates the user-producer communication and users feedback, and helps to more 
effectively address users (researchers) demand and promote data use and analysis. 
Armstat. is seen as crucial, trustworthy official source of high quality data and lack of access 
to its microdata could lead to lower level quality data collection produced elsewhere. 
Armstat, see this as a measure of promoting and strengthening the cooperation of NSOs 
with research community and academia and supports to increase trust in official statistics 

• “Number of research projects with access to microdata (virtually and secure laboratory)” 
Mexico uses this indicator to follow up the demand of the microdata access services, which 
type of service users prefer and the number of projects registered. Information on the 
measure is generated from a report of a system users registered their microdata request 
applications, these are revised and those that do not proceed are cancelled and in the final 
indicator we only use the applications that did proceed. There are two types of microdata 
access services, remote accessing and microdata library. Remote processing in which the 
user sends file and INEGI processes and checks to make sure it hasn’t breached 
confidentiality and microdata laboratory where the user accesses microdata through a 
terminal in a secure room. Users carry out their own processing and then request the 
revision of output that is checked and cleared if it does not breach confidentiality. It is 
important to monitor the demand for microdata services. By doing this we were able to 
create more microdata labs where needed making the service more accessible. The 
indicator shows that users value information because they are requesting it, it also shows 
they value this specific way of having access to statistical information to be able to carry 
out research that would not be possible without microdata access services. It must be 
considered that numbers won’t be big, because these services are only for expert users and 
very specific to certain types of research. In terms of comparability with other NSOs, it can 
be tricky due to the heterogeneity of countries regarding local conditions, size of statistical 
information offer, number of expert users, number of research institutions and complexity 
of the application procedure due to legal regulations. Data from application registers should 
be structured with control of catalogues so it can be useful to develop indicators. 

• “Producing datasets in open format” (interoperability & linkability, a suggestion from the 
Task Force on how easy is it to work with, aggregate and join up datasets). Canada has 
defined this indicator as the percentage of datasets that are publicly available in an open 
(non-proprietary) format. Non-proprietary formats allow datasets to be interoperable, 
allowing users to easily ingest data into their own system. Open data is an important 
element that is part of the Open Government strategy and national action plan on Open 
Government. Showcasing these indicators allows us to demonstrate our contribution to this 
initiative. Statistics Canada has been producing datasets in this open format for over 25 
years which allows us to demonstrate our leadership in this space. This indicator can be 
easily calculated by having the total number of datasets published on the agency’s web site 
as the denominator and the number of datasets in open format as the numerator. All 
datasets published on the web site are in scope. Custom datasets produced for unique 
clients are out of scope. Datasets published in SDMX and CSV format are considered open 
datasets. Some datasets provided on the web site are also available in other formats, for 
example .ivt. Having multiple formats of a single data set can lead to confusion for some 
users who review the indicator. This indicator is highly successful and the agency does not 
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receive any complaints regarding the usability of its data. Our organization’s target is to 
have 100% of datasets available in an open format. Having had such a long history of 
producing data in an open format, it is now a client expectation to have access to data in 
this format. We have continued to meet the target even though the agency has continued 
to increase the number of datasets published. Non-proprietary open formats allow for 
maximum use of data and should be a principle adopted by all statistical organizations. 
When supporting multilingual dissemination, it can be difficult to produce datasets in 
languages other than English as it requires the end user to have software that recognizes 
non-English characters. Statistics Canada produces datasets in both English and French, but 
majority of our French-speaking users report downloading our data in English as their own 
software is configured to receive English data. 

4.4.1 Case studies of countries’ experiences with proposed ‘subjective’ 
measures of value 

 Subjective measures such as perception, satisfaction, trust, public confidence and brand 
awareness etc offer a ‘consumer-based’ understanding of value that is essential to offer a 
crucial insight into the impact of the outputs produced by NSOs. ‘Trust’ and ‘Branding’ are 
particularly significant measures of value (an area highlighted by users as probably the most 
important).   

 Canada is in the process of developing its Trust Centre in order to promote openness and 
transparency. It is looking towards a whole agency effort to improve public trust through 
external engagement and partnerships areas of focus include identifying and segmenting 
audiences for focused communications and engagement. They are looking to earn social 
acceptance and not just to rely on legislative authority but to collect and disseminate data in 
new ways; Looking to conduct social-acceptance research and behavioral analyses to identify 
actionable insights, reach persuadable non-respondents along with developing narratives to 
improve public understanding; Develop crisis communications plan to prepare for risks and 
mobilize knowledge translators & thought leaders to engage with Canadians. To measure 
impact and progress they will be identifying key performance indicators to monitor StatCan’s 
ability to measure ongoing public sentiment. Looking to earn social acceptance to collect and 
analyze data in new and innovative ways, turning risks into non-events and managing issues to 
avoid reputational crises. A key aim to deliver relevant, widely-used data to build a fairer, more 
inclusive Canada.  

 Slovenia sees trust as a key performance indicator as it combines the objectivity, impartiality, 
transparency and independence of the organization and the data an  organization publishes. 
The Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia (SURS) has measured the trust of an  
organization and trust in the statistical data published continuously (in annual customer 
satisfaction survey) since 2019. Before that, it was measured occasionally. Results have given 
valued feedback on work and learn who trusts them less (user groups) and act on that if 
necessary (what are doing wrong, what should improve etc.). So far, trust is higher every year 
so have they have never acted on the results.  

 To try to reach as many users as possible, they publish invitations to participate on all 
dissemination platforms: a pop-up window on website (currently in progress: 
https://www.stat.si/StatWeb/en), a release on website 
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(https://www.stat.si/StatWeb/en/News/Index/9944), a mail to the members of Statistical 
advisory committees, subscribers and media, a post on social media 
(https://twitter.com/StatSlovenia/status/1457644009502003204). A high response is obtained 
and results and findings published on the website (news release: 
https://www.stat.si/StatWeb/en/news/Index/9507 and detailed report (in Slovene only): 
https://www.stat.si/StatWeb/File/DocSysFile/11392/Porocilo-o-spremljanju-potreb-
uporabnikov-2020.pdf).  

 The UK is seeking a more timely and relevant measure of its impact and value amongst public 
audiences through a ‘Quarterly Brand Survey’ (conducted by a reputable external agency). A 
question set of eight core questions is repeated in each wave of the survey in order to track 
change over time, however additional questions can be added in for bespoke evaluation of 
projects and programmes. The core question set was largely designed to measure public 
agreement with a series of reputationally relevant statements relating to qualities such as trust, 
relevance, and perceptions of the  organization’s impact at an individual, community, and 
societal level. Work is underway to develop a consistent  organization-wide approach to 
conducting this study. This will allow greater flexibility within the survey to include questions 
relevant to projects, programmes, and any work carried out in response to developing 
situations, for example the  organization’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic. It will also 
ensure value for money by ensuring that the survey work is focused on strategic objectives; the 
measurements must have a purpose. This has proven to be a useful approach to measuring 
value as it directly asks the public questions around their perceptions of the ONS’ value. The 
measures are easy to communicate across the  organization and are simple to understand, 
providing a clear picture of  organizational reputation and perceived value, which is accessible 
at all levels of the  organization. Once established, the measure has been consistent and easy 
to replicate without being prohibitively expensive.  

 These measures have direct relevance to value to the customer and gathers public audience 
feedback. It is designed to understand and demonstrate perceptions of value amongst public 
audience groups. As an internal-only measure, the measurement is designed to be useful to 
decision makers within the  organization to measure performance and inform action. 

 Mexico’s ‘social perceptions of INEGI’ work has focused on measuring three different indicators 
around “knowledge”, “use” and “trust". It looks at social trust, trust in INEGI information, 
usefulness of information for the design of public policies, perception of veracity in INEGI 
information, perception regarding the independence of INEGI, transparency of information 
published by INEGI and evaluation of INEGI by other institutions. The Social Perceptions of INEGI 
study is carried out following the international recommendations of the OECD for statistical 
institutes on confidence in official statistics, which is carried out every four years by an agency 
other than INEGI, in order to give greater reliability to the data obtained. It was first held in 
2017, with continuity in 2021. The complete results and detailed deliverables of the Social 
Perceptions Study on INEGI 2017 can be downloaded and consulted on the 
https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/ site. The 2021 results are still being prepared. It was 
possible to identify the value arguments to be taken up for the contents of communication 
campaigns and promotion of the use of information. In addition, the results obtained in 2017 
were adopted by the institute's senior management as an input for the institutional strategic 
planning of the following years. The results of the 2017 study have been used as part of the 
strategic planning for the years 2018, 2019 and 2020 by the senior management of INEGI, 
specifically in the Institutional Strategic Program. For transparency purposes, the results of the 
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INEGI Social Perceptions Study were made available on a website administered by UNAM: 
https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/ . México also used their “Social Perceptions of INEGI” (as 
described above) to show public confidence (details in the Annex along with a comparison to 
other countries).  

4.4.1.1 Case studies of countries’ experiences with customer 
satisfaction surveys and targeted surveys 

 Some of the Task Force members’ countries have undertaken targeted surveys and tested 
questions from the questionnaire, as per the 2018 Recommendations. 

 Ireland has tested in depth the generic user satisfaction questionnaire (as outlined by the 
framework). Mauritius conducted a user survey (2019) and produced their own shortened 
version of the questionnaire, focusing on quality aspects such as satisfaction with specific 
products and services up front, followed by trust and dissemination aspects. Armenia 
conducted a user satisfaction survey using the exact framework questionnaire and also include 
the ‘additional considerations outside these survey questions’ questions on page 70 of the 
framework that no other task force members have looked at explicitly. Also, with the support 
of Statistics Denmark Armstat have developed another User Trust survey questionnaire that is 
the light version of OECD Trust Survey and the last one was conducted in 2017. Hungary used 
an adapted version of the user satisfaction survey looking at use of statistics, access of statistics 
and user satisfaction. The UK no longer undertake a large user satisfaction survey (in the format 
as outlined in the framework), however, they outsource a survey on public views on trust in 
official statistics (based upon the OECD recommendations upon which the UNECE framework is 
also based) and further work has been undertaken by ESCoE who have used the recommended 
questions from the framework.  

4.4.2 Case studies of countries’ experiences with proposed monetary measures 
of value 

 Methodologies for monetizing value have become more and more developed in other fields 
proposed in the framework. Monetary measures can help to provide a simple and convincing 
story about the ‘value added’ of official statistics, enabling people to see in monetary terms 
what is made possible with official statistics. However, the complexity of such methods cannot 
be understated, since official statistics are a public good, financed by governments and 
(principally) ‘free at the point of delivery’, measuring value for money becomes complicated.  

 Many of the measures proposed in the framework are around the “production-based” 
approach and are not performance metrics as such, but rather are used to provide information 
and set thresholds for budget allocation and operating costs and is therefore limited in showing 
value.  

 In spite of the challenges, the appeal of monetary measures remains strong, and some countries 
have invested in developing and combining methodologies (Annex 3 contains full details of case 
studies). The few NSOs which have made attempts to produce such monetary measures of value 
were, and still are, therefore, strongly encouraged to share their methodology and experiences 
with others to facilitate their further development.  

 Some of these include successfully undertaking cost-based approaches, including cost-benefit 
analyses and a that look to incorporate willingness to pay, revealed preferences and 
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counterfactuals as well evaluated business cases, have been the most successful in showing 
value. New Zealand, Australia and the UK have presented these approaches to justify their 
censuses (See case studies in Annex 3). New Zealand has undertaken three such efforts and 
Australia provided a counterfactual against which to assess the value of the census (see Annex 
and case studies). Results showed quantifiable benefits to society and a return for the UK, 
Australia and New Zealand of 6:1 (though NZ most recent 2021 evaluation was 4:1). Though the 
most significant return has been seen in the New Zealand study showing a fiscal return of $8 
returned in the case of the Māori census. Armenia assessed the cost of conducting a census 
using traditional, combined and fully register-based methods and demonstrated a 55 per cent 
reduction in cost with the latter approach. 

 The UK is developing a new experimental approach known as ‘conjoint analysis’ to value official 
statistics. This is a revealed preference approach using a survey-based technique used in 
marketing studies which asks respondents to “consider jointly” their preference between 
products based on different attributes. A proof of concept has been undertaken looking at the 
possibility to calculate a hypothetical ‘willingness to pay’. This work built on a previous study 
conducted for ONS (Deloitte 2016) which used indirect questioning of data users about price, 
but which had limited success. A new collaborative study is currently under way with Ipsos Mori 
and the results of this will be included as a case study in this report. 

4.5 Conclusion: towards a refined measurement framework? 

 Information received from the 18 countries that completed the measures review template 
made it abundantly clear that a simple ‘dashboard’ of indicators would not amount to a 
meaningful assessment of value, nor would it be suitable across different national contexts with 
different strategic goals and varying levels of organizational maturity. Some measures make 
sense only in groups, accompanied by extensive contextual information. Viewed in isolation, 
for example, measures of citations, social media interactions, data downloads, or publication 
orders have little meaning and do not provide helpful guides to future action. However, 
combined suites of such measures may be much more useful, especially if specific targets or 
trajectories are formulated for such suites of measures. 

 The combined findings of the review of the measurement framework and the experiences of 
countries detailed in their case studies illustrate clearly both the challenges and the importance 
of making continued efforts to assess and improve the value of our products and services. It is 
important to note that the measures reviewed here were proposed prior to the Covid-19 
pandemic which, as described in section 2.2, catalyzed a gear shift in how users’ perceptions 
are sought and responded to. In light of this fact, and in view of the proposals which follow in 
Chapter 5, the Task Force cautions against interpreting this work as ‘a refined measurement 
framework’. If the recommendations made in this document are followed, it is likely that more 
measures will be set aside from any usable framework while additional new measures may be 
developed by following the process defined in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 5. A Paradigm shift in measuring value: 
measuring for results 

5.1 Introduction  

 At the kickoff event of the Task force in September 2019, an important question was asked by 
a presenter: are we trying to measure the value of official statistics with a view to proving that 
value to others, or to help us to improve value? The consensus was that both are important 
goals, even though the two may lead us towards different types of measures. Improvement 
depends upon measures that can quantify starting points, define targets, help us formulate 
actions and track progress (a fact with which we statisticians are of course familiar). Proving 
value, meanwhile, calls for measures that have communicative power, that are simple and 
unambiguous. 

 Whichever the focus for any particular NSO, the endeavour of measuring value falls into the 
broader realm of performance measurement. This chapter argues that the metrics and 
methodologies discussed in Chapter 4 and Annex 2 are tools, and that those tools should be 
used within the framework of a performance measurement approach that helps to define the 
task to which these tools are put to work. That is, the measures of value are not the goal—they 
are means to help us achieve a goal. A performance measurement framework enables us to 
ensure that the outputs being measured are those which contribute to the desired outcome; 
where an outcome is a strategic goal being pursued, while an output is a transactional activity 
contributing to delivery of the outcome. 

5.2 Turning value inside out 

 The measurement framework reviewed by the Task Force, as summarized in Chapter 4, was a 
preliminary set of ideas of ‘what components might there be to value, and how might we be 
able to measure these using currently available information?’ Such an approach follows a logic 
that is not best suited to devising an action-oriented performance measurement framework. 
Effectively measuring performance with a view to improving it requires that we must first define 
what constitutes good performance; we must have an agreed outcome as our goal. Formulating 
the goal must be the very first step. The previous framework had a concept (value), but not an 
explicit goal (improving value) at its centre.  

 In this respect, a measurement framework for measuring the value of official statistics has an 
important difference from many of the other measurement tasks that NSOs undertake. In other 
areas of quantification, the NSO provides statistical information to others who will use that 
information to inform their decisions. It is they, not we, who have the goal (be it improving 
economic growth, reducing child mortality, enhancing profits, or any other goal). In contrast, 
here we as NSOS are the ones who will use the measurements to shape decisions (actions we 
might take to improve our value). Hence, we are the ones who formulate the desired outcome, 
the long term goal that we are trying to achieve and which the measurement framework will 
serve. 
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 Performance measurement is an established professional discipline, yet many sectors and 
organizations struggle to apply it effectively. This often stems from the very first step, where an 
outcome is poorly defined or articulated in a way that is open to interpretation. If our mission 
is “to produce great statistics” we have to ask ourselves “what does ‘great’ mean?”; “what do 
we mean by statistics? Just data, or analyses, tools and services too?”; “who is the judge of 
greatness?”; “when are we going to do this?”; “do we want to maintain a given level of 
greatness, or improve it over time?”. Defining this goal can (and should) in itself be a time-
consuming task, involving many people across any organization and inviting the views of 
stakeholders to ensure that the goal is clearly articulated. 

 The idea of ‘turning value inside out’, then, is that instead of beginning with a set of possible 
measures of value and assessing them for suitability, NSOs should begin with a central goal 
based around creating and improving value, and work from there towards the formulation of 
actions we need to take to achieve that goal, and then to ways we can measure the 
effectiveness of those actions. The measures, in this view, come last instead of first. 

5.3 What is a Results Map? 

 The Task Force explored one approach to performance measurement, drawing inspiration from 
a number of sources, including Barr (2020). This utilizes a visual model to map the pathways 
from goal to measurement (see Figure 4). Known as a Results Map, this visualization has, for 
the current purposes, been superimposed on a representation of the DARE model presented in 
Chapter 3, enabling us to see how these various pathways are distributed across the four 
dimensions of value. It should be borne in mind that, as explained in Chapter 3, the dimensions 
of the DARE model are in fact overlapping and their visualization as quadrants here is for 
simplicity only. 

 The diagram shows a hierarchy, leading from the centre outwards. In the centre (coloured pink) 
is the goal, the intended impact. This is akin to an overall mission of an organization, and 
provides its direction as set by the executives of the organization. Moving progressively 
outwards from green to blue to orange are layers leading gradually from strategies and 
outcomes towards actions, then measures, then targets.  
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 Figure 4: Structure of a Results Map 
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 The layers are not absolute or separate. Showing them as separate layers is a visual aid, but in 
practice there is a gradual shift from areas closer to the centre, in which the emphasis is on 
strategies, to those closer to the outside, where the emphasis is on means of achieving those 
strategies. Phrasing the strategic results areas as statements helps to formulate them in a 
results-oriented manner. For example: “customers can find the right data for their needs” or 
“people trusts us”. It is important that these statements refer to results. They are not actions. 

 All too often organizations attempt to make a direct link between the inner and outer layers, 
bypassing these intermediate steps, often brainstorming key performance indicators (KPIs) 
from among things that are already commonly and easily measured, and thereby missing the 
logical link between the goal and the proposed indicators. The result is often that the indicators 
do not accurately measure things that would lead to progress towards the goal. Indeed, they 
may actually foster behaviours that deflect attention from or even detract from the goal. This 
can happen when an indicator becomes a target—something which happens frequently 
whether or not it is intended as such. An example would be a measure of social media 
interaction as an indicator of public engagement with an NSO, presumed to be indicative of 
people finding our work valuable enough to want to engage with it in this way. If the measure 
is simply a numerical count of interactions, this could inadvertently foster over-emphasis on 
obtaining such interactions, without due regard to their nature or content and the impact that 
they are having on the brand. Social media managers, knowing that their performance will be 
judged on these numbers, may be incentivized to post more potentially popular material, 
perhaps at the expense of more ‘serious’ statistical material that would better inform users but 
be less susceptible to being retweeted. Another example: if error detection time is taken as a 
measure of accuracy and targets are built up around this, might this lead to statistical teams 
taking longer to check and release their figures, and in so doing reduce timeliness? 

5.4 Experimenting with Results Maps for measuring the value of 
official statistics 

 With the benefit of hindsight after extensive debate and discussion in the Task Force, the group 
recognized that the process that had been followed in developing and reviewing the framework 
for measuring the value of official statistics was exactly as described above: indicators had been 
defined before goals, rather than vice-versa, and had been selected from a pool of mostly 
already-available information rather than on the basis of asking what information would be the 
most needed for measuring value.  

 The group therefore decided to experiment instead with this ‘inside-out’ approach. It is on the 
very edge of the planned scope of the Task Force (to test and develop the framework). Hence it 
has not yet been explored in depth, and there remains much work to do if the official statistics 
community wishes to pursue this approach. 

5.4.1 Process followed by the Task Force 

 The group held two online workshop sessions, with work conducted by volunteers in-between. 
The aim was to explore whether using a Results Map could help to define a goal that 
encapsulated the idea of ‘the value of official statistics’ and then to map out some example 
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pathways from this goal to possible quantifiable indicators of value. As a generic goal that 
attempted to reflect the commonalities of different NSOs’ missions, the group used ‘official 
statistics add value to our communities’.  

 The emphasis is on whether the process works, rather than on the specific outcome of these 
workshops. The group was interested in seeing the challenges and benefits of using the 
approach, as well as the similarities and differences between the value measures suggested 
through this method as compared with those in the original measurement framework. 

5.4.2 Preliminary findings 

 The experiment was not intended to produce a finished Results Map that can be applied as a 
measurement framework. Indeed, the process of developing one must be country-specific; with 
the central goal being one that is defined at the highest level in an individual organization. The 
pathways that track outwards to measures then need to be defined by thorough consultation 
across large parts of the organization, and outside it, among stakeholders. Senior management 
and strategists would lead the development of the inner layers, while technical experts and 
communications specialists would play a major role in formulating the outer layers. This process 
would take a great deal of time and many iterations before a final Results Map would be agreed. 

 Having been produced in only a few hours by individuals from a range of organizations and 
positions within those organizations, the Task Force’s mock-up is therefore not intended to be 
studied for the detail of its content, but rather an experiment to communicate some key 
findings: 

a) The exercise is intensely challenging, but enlightening. Participants noted that it is difficult to 
resist the ingrained tendency to start from the outside and work in. 

b) If there is no clear pathway to trace a ‘favourite’ indicator back to the goal, perhaps it does 
not belong in a framework for measuring achievement of that goal. Participants also noted 
how challenging it is to accept this, as there is an urge to try and squeeze familiar measures 
into the figure. 

c) A complete, well-developed Results Map could look very messy—pathways are not all 
unidirectional and one-to-one. There may be multiple different possible ways to measure any 
given intended outcome. Equally, one individual measure could potentially speak to multiple 
different outcomes, making it an especially useful measure. 

d) Superimposing the DARE framework onto the Results Map is useful as it sheds light on sparse 
areas in need of further development in our battery of measures of assessing value, as well as 
revealing possible redundancies where multiple indicators map to the same outcomes. 
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Figure 5: Illustrative mock-up of a Results Map 
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 To illustrate point b) above: the indicator ‘number of new visualization tools introduced’ was 
included in the 2018 framework under the quality subdimension. Many NSOs have invested 
significantly in improving their visualization capabilities, recognizing that easily understandable 
graphics contribute to better understanding of statistics, and that attractive formats aid uptake 
in a competitive market. But this does not mean that the use of new tools is necessarily an 
indication of value, nor that the number of such new tools is important. User engagement, user 
understanding and re-use of our products in the media are all tactical outcomes (that could 
feature in the blue layer of a Results Map) that might be served by high-quality visualizations—
but none of these outcomes is best measured by the number of new visualization tools 
employed.  

 Similarly, the proposed indicator ‘innovation or quality awards received’ could be a reflection 
of sound statistical methodology, or of excellence in meeting the needs and demands of users—
both tactical outcomes that might in the blue layer of a country’s Results Map—but it is not an 
obvious measure of either of these things, and could be influenced by external factors such as 
the existence and criteria for such awards. It could also lead to misdirected attention in terms 
of a focus on winning awards. 

5.5 Conclusions and next steps 

 The value of this Results Map is more than purely providing visual clarity. It serves to ensure 
that only meaningful metrics are included in any proposed measurement framework, justifying 
each by the fact that a path can be traced from the goal to the measure.  

 It also serves to communicate this fact to NSO staff and to external stakeholders who need to 
know that we are actively assessing our value with a view to improving it.  

 A Results Map could enable NSOs to monitor and refine their own measurement frameworks 
constantly without needing to start completely from scratch each time: the central long-term 
goal and mid-term strategies will evolve more slowly than the outer layers, so if an individual 
measure is found to no longer be workable it could be replaced by another simply by slotting in 
a new one that maps to the same tactical outcome, without having to re-evaluate the entire 
framework. 

 Given all of these benefits of the Results Map approach, the Task Force suggests that any NSO 
embarking on a plan to assess the value of their work should consider adopting or taking 
inspiration from this tool, adapting it where necessary to their own national circumstances. 

 It may be valuable for the international community to collectively refine a generic version of a 
Results Map to help guide such national adaptation. To do this effectively, the participation of 
senior managers and strategists from a range of NSOs would be needed. 
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Chapter 6. Conclusions, recommendations and 
further work 

6.1 Conclusions 

 The work of the Task force in reviewing the framework of proposed value measures brought to 
light a number of key points which bear stating explicitly here. 

6.1.1 We cannot take value for granted 

 The point of departure of this work, indeed, the opening sentence of the terms of reference of 
the Task Force was “Official statisticians know that their products, underpinned by the 
Fundamental Principles of official statistics, are uniquely valuable...” The deliberations of this 
group over two years revealed that starting from a more self-critical perspective would be 
helpful—that is, starting out by asking ‘are we adding value?’ (and endeavouring to determine 
the nature and extent of that value), rather than assuming from the outset that we definitely 
are.  

6.1.2 We must not conflate value with quality nor with adherence to our 
values 

 Both statistical quality and adherence to central values of the official statistics community are 
fundamentally important and help to define and drive us and shape what we do. But they are 
not synonymous with the value of our work to society, and we must not treat them as such. 
Measuring value entails measuring something other than the degree of conformity with existing 
quality dimensions or compliance with agreed community values. 

6.1.3 Measuring value helps us both to prove and to improve that value 

 In reviewing the measurement framework it became clear that some countries have been 
producing certain measures routinely for some time—sometimes for many years. Several 
countries reported during the review exercise that the task itself helped them to reflect on why 
they were producing these measures and what purpose they were serving. In some cases, they 
were being produced simply because they were easy to produce. But the introspection entailed 
by this exercise revealed that some of the most commonly-produced measures were not 
actually considered to be highly important, while some less-commonly-produced ones were 
ranked as very important. The importance of a measure derives from what is or could be done 
with that measure. There is no point in producing a value measure if it does not inform any 
resulting action. Such actions can include internal efforts to improve value (e.g. a measure of 
user satisfaction may be used as a benchmark against which to assess efforts to increase user 
satisfaction); or to prove value (e.g. a positive measure of public trust in official statistics can be 
used as a marketing tool) 
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6.1.4 Distinguishing between production-based and consumer-based 
concepts of value leads to different approaches to assessing value 

 When we view the value of our products in terms defined by the NSO and its production 
processes, we end up with measures of value that are also defined in these terms, based around 
what we make and what we do. If we switch to a consumer-based conceptualization of value, 
the range of possible measures is different, broader and potentially more helpful in guiding us 
towards targeted endeavours to improve our value. 

6.1.5 No single value measurement framework will be suitable for all 
countries 

 Different levels of organizational maturity and capabilities, different core missions and strategic 
goals, and different kinds of statistical products and services across countries mean that it 
would be impossible to produce a single framework of value measures and recommend all 
countries to produce them all. Cross-country comparability in value measures is therefore not 
a realistic prospect, nor one to which countries aspire since their attempts to measure value 
are principally intended for domestic purposes. Nevertheless, the review of countries’ 
experiences did reveal commonalities, allowing for a common direction in broad scope if not in 
detail. Furthermore, the review revealed that value measures may lack meaning if treated in 
isolation: they are often more useful when looked at in groups of related measures (such as a 
series of measures of use of statistics). The measurement framework should not therefore be 
viewed as a menu or wish list from which to select individual indicators at will, but rather as a 
guide to dimensions and sub-dimensions on which countries may elect to focus. 

6.2 Recommendations 

 In conjunction with the framework put forward for measuring the value of official statistics, the 
Task Force recommends that NSOs consider taking the following actions to support such 
measurement: 

6.2.1 Start with a goal and build a Results Map 

 While we have proposed here a generic common goal that applies to all countries ('official 
statistics add increasing value to our communities'), NSOs may wish to adapt this goal to align 
with their own mission statements or strategies. Building outwards from their goal, NSOs should 
determine their own mid-term strategies and tactical outcomes, using the Results Map 
presented here as a model or as inspiration if they wish. While the present work proposes a 
measurement framework in general terms, the actual measures selected by any given country 
to measure the value of their official statistics should fit into their own Results Map, with every 
measure used being justified by a clear connection to the outcomes they are aiming for. 
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6.2.2 Find out from users what is valuable to them 

 Do not assume that we know what constitutes value in the eyes of our users. Seek evidence of 
the criteria determining value, the relative weights applied to them, and the ways that these 
differ among users groups and uses. We must acknowledge that asking people 'what makes 
statistics valuable to you?' is not the best way to do this. More subtle methods of determining 
people's preferences must be employed, since we are rarely conscious of and able to articulate 
our own values. 

6.2.3 Keep asking 

 Conduct research on user perspectives (what criteria they use to determine value, as well as 
how well those criteria are met by our products) on a continuous basis. User needs are not 
static, as we have seen from section 2.2 (pandemic impacts on value), so the methods we use 
to assess how well those needs are met also cannot be static. 

6.2.4 Ask everyone 

 We cannot assume that all components of value are equally important to all users. We must 
segment our user (and passive user and non-user) base and investigate their needs and 
preferences separately. 

6.2.5 Consider consequences of a measure becoming a target 

 Pay careful attention to the actions that might be promoted if inclusion of a measure in a value 
measurement framework leads to efforts to affect that measure. Such unintended 
consequences could be positive but are often negative. 

6.2.6 Review and revise measures and methods 

 Deciding upon a suite of measures by which to assess the value of our work is not a one-time 
undertaking. Users' needs will evolve; our products and services will evolve; the strategic goals, 
strategies and outcomes of our organizations will evolve. Hence the appropriate set of 
indicators for measuring value will also change. Available methods will also improve over time. 
An NSO may wish to refer back to their organization's Results Map to see which aspects have 
changed and should be updated, rather than undertaking the entire exercise from scratch each 
time. This kind of review should be integrated into the regular processes of the organization. 

6.2.7 Make use of the value measures produced 

 Official statisticians love to repeat the adage that statistics are not useful unless they are used. 
Only then can their benefits be delivered. This applies just as much to measures of our own 
value as it does to classical statistical measures. We should not produce 'value metrics' merely 
for the sake of doing so, but should endeavour to act upon the findings, to improve what we 
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do. Relatedly, if we find that a value measure is not routinely used to drive change, we should 
question its importance and, if we find it not to be justified, discontinue its production. 

6.3 Further work 

6.3.1 Continue gathering national examples 

 The case studies included in the current version of this work were collected in tandem with the 
effort to review the measurement framework. Experiences from countries informed the 
decisions about retaining or setting aside measures from the framework. Some of the case 
studies, therefore, refer to experience with measures which, ultimately, have not been retained 
as potential measures of value. An important exercise will be to gather a wider selection of case 
studies from across the CES countries, with a focus on those which have been marked as having 
potential as indicators of value. Countries could make use of the existing agreed case study 
format to enable them to share experiences and lessons learned.  

6.3.2 Transform this work, especially national examples, into a living online 
tool 

 As agreed early on in the current work, and reiterated by the CES Bureau when reviewing an 
interim progress report in October 2020, the usefulness of national case studies will be greatest 
if they can be housed in an online format, which can be added to and changed as experiences 
accumulate. Further work could therefore examine possibilities to develop this entire report 
into an online environment, with a particular focus on building a living repository of country 
experiences. This would need to be accompanied by a plan for maintaining such a repository on 
an ongoing basis. 

6.3.3 Continue international collaboration to share and improve 

 The wealth of ideas, knowledge and experience among NSOs is immense. The present Task 
Force has found enormous benefit in regular exchange on everything from high-level 
conceptual questions (defining value) to detailed methodological discussions (techniques for 
measuring some of the indicators, techniques for ascertaining user preferences, etc.). The 
imperative to ask ourselves difficult questions about why we are doing what we do, whether 
we are doing it well, how we can improve and how we can demonstrate our worth is common 
to all countries.  

 It is essential that this does not end with the present report but is extended into the future 
through continued sharing of experience on the successes and failures of different value 
measures, methods for determining users' perceptions of value, and ways in which this 
information is used to inform actions designed to improve the value of official statistics. 

 Possible means of achieving this might include 

a) organizing international workshops for the presentation of country case studies 
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b) organizing a workshop to develop a more refined generic form of the Results Map, leading 
to development of guidance for countries on employing this technique 

c) inviting countries to share experience with employing the approaches proposed in this 
document to develop their own national frameworks for assessing value. 

6.3.4 Communicate the results of this work 

 Countries that have succeeded in producing measures of value may have individually 
communicated their results on a national level. It may also be helpful for the official statistics 
community as a whole to ensure that the collective effort is communicated widely. This would 
require interested NSOs to champion the cause as well as being done at the international level.
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Annexes 

Annex 1. Original (2018) measurement framework 

Objective indicators included in original framework 

Quality Transparency 

punctuality of statistical releases (share of 
punctual/late /cancelled releases) 

timeliness of metadata (average “age” of  
metadata on the website) 

share of error free statistical releases share of statistics released with metadata  

quick correction of errors (average delay of 
corrections in days) 

number of blog posts by official statisticians 

accuracy of statistics (average revisions)  number of users/journalists trained  

timeliness of statistical releases (weeks from 
the reference period) 

number of articles explaining statistics 

number of new visualization tools introduced number of open data solutions featuring statistics 

innovation or quality awards received number of partnership agreements 

availability of quality descriptions (share of 
statistics released) 

number of data cells in online statistical databases 

Use Relevance 

number of website visits number of citations by media 

downloads of statistical data by domain number of citations in research/policy work 

visits to the digital library/website of 
publications 

most cited statistics 

number of followers in social media most used/downloaded statistics 

number of news feed subscribers number of retweets 

number of stats apps downloads number of tailored services by user groups 

number of chat contacts  number of new end-products/services  

number of agreements to use microdata for 
research 

working time used for development 

number of agreements for chargeable services 
/sales of products/services 

number of papers/presentations/inputs that 
contribute to international statistical work 

sales/number of publications requested number of international study visits hosted 

number of responses to international requests number of memberships in international expert 
groups 
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Subjective indicators included in original framework 

The section on subjective indicators proposed conducting a regular user survey (a generic formulation 
was offered in the publication as an example). The sub-components and areas in which it suggested 
to produce indicators were: 

 Satisfaction with products and services.  

 whether the user found an answer to his/her question(s),  

 whether or not the relevant information was easy to find (e.g. accessibility of 
statistical databases) 

 to what extent the information needs were met.  

 what the user considers the most important characteristics of official statistics 
or statistics more generally (e.g. timeliness, accuracy, trustworthiness, 
(inter)national comparability, etc.), and  

 how he/she rates official statistics on each of these characteristics.  

 preferences for type of access (online, phone, in person), device type(s) used 
and preferred media  

 User support:  

 general perception of user on whether or not we are doing well 

 what the user thinks we could do better in serving users. 

 Design, communication and metadata:  

 design of the official statistics website in general, and the statistical 
warehouse in particular 

 how easy/difficult it is to navigate and find the relevant information,  

 how satisfied the user is about the visualization of official statistics (videos, 
infographics, maps, graphs, indicator sets), etc. 

 Relevance, responsiveness and innovation:  

 How effectively does the statistical office inform the public debate on current 
issues affecting our country 

 to what extent do you think that we are innovative in the way we work (e.g. 
using new technologies, methods and data sources) 

 how important are official statistics in helping to understand societal 
developments. 

 Awareness of brand and message:  

 trust in official statistics 

 perceived lack of political interference 
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 overall satisfaction with the statistical office  

 understanding of its remit 

 Specific products and services:  

 Have you heard of a particular statistical product  

 how satisfied are you with the quality of the product or service 

 have you used public use files or anonymized micro data and for which 
domains would you need them mostly 

 do you think there are benefits for you or your organization from increased 
sharing of anonymized data, etc. 

Categories of monetary indicators included in the original framework 

 cost-based approaches 

 market (equivalent) pricing 

 stated preference methods 

 revealed preference methods 

 impact assessments. 
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Annex 2. Technical Annex: evaluating measures of value 

Evaluating measures 

The principal activity assigned to the Task Force according to its terms of reference was to review the 
proposed indicators of value included in the 2018 framework, assess their suitability as measures of 
value, and provide refined guidance on producing, interpreting and using them 

The review began with collecting information from participating countries using a template which was 
collectively developed by the Task Force. This exercise involved a wide consultation of many staff 
across a range of departments, asking countries to report on which of the ‘objective’, ‘subjective’ and 
‘monetary’ measures proposed in the framework (including some additional ones brainstormed by 
the group) they currently produce, why, and how.  

A number of related questions were asked in the template, including: whether they are currently 
producing the measure in their organization; for how long it has been produced; what it is used for, 
and whether this use is considered to contribute to increasing the value of the statistical product or 
service in question; for what audience the measure is intended; how important or useful the measure 
is considered to be and why; how the need for the measure was identified (if at all).  

Comments were also sought on experiences with each measure, such as whether the organization 
previously used it and stopped; whether there are any challenges in definition or interpretation; flaws 
and risks in using the measure as an indicator of value; and suggestions for improvement to make the 
measure more useful. 

Completed templates from 18 countries and organizations provided a rich source of information. The 
findings were considered collectively by Task Force members, who then worked through each 
measure in turn by means of an online polling tool to decide whether the balance of opinion tended 
towards keeping, discarding or amending the measure. In reaching their decisions, the Task Force 
considered these detailed submissions from participating countries, the material shared in the case 
studies, as well as their own personal expertise. Decisions were guided by the principles described in 
section 4.2. 

A key finding from the review was that, as discussed in Chapter 3 and  Chapter 4, many of the measures 
proposed in the initial framework are grounded in a production-based mindset with respect to the 
perception of the value of official statistics. Such measures may carry great importance  for 
operational and management processes within an NSO, and/or they may serve to gauge statistical 
quality. Many such production-based indicators are routinely produced as KPIs and used as metrics to 
assess engagement with specific audiences (e.g. to improve website design). However, such indicators 
alone cannot offer a comprehensive assessment of value—they need to be complemented by 
measures grounded in a customer-based perspective. 

With this distinction in mind, the evaluation of measures below attempts to distinguish between these 
two broad perspectives, albeit recognizing that the distinction is by no means clear-cut and that some 
measures may fall into both categories or be difficult to categorize. 

[note to readers during CES consultation: the visuals that follow in the remainder of this annex are  
ultimately intended to be presented in a clickable online format—the text will therefore be much 
larger and easier to read.]  
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Objective Measures 

The Task Force reviewed the objective measures proposed in the framework plus additional ones that were put forward during a Task Force brainstorming 
(full list set out in Annex 1). Of these, fewer than half (15 from the original framework and two additional ones) were found to be potentially suitable as 
measures of the value of official statistics according to the country experiences and the guiding principles detailed in section 4.2.  

Objective measures with potential as indicators of value 
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Quality 
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Use 
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Relevance 
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Use: new measures proposed in group brainstorming 

 

 

Objective measures not currently recommended as indicators of value 
Quality 
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Transparency 
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Use: new measures proposed in group brainstorming 

 

 

 

 

Quality: new measures proposed in group brainstorming 

 

Relevance: new measures proposed in group brainstorming 
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Subjective Measures  

User satisfaction surveys and targeted surveys 
Some countries have undertaken targeted surveys and tested questions from the questionnaire, as 
per the 2018 Recommendations. Some of these include: 

• Mauritius conducted a user survey (2019) and produced their own shortened version of the 
questionnaire. They focused on questioning quality aspects such as satisfaction with specific 
products and services up front, followed by trust and dissemination aspects, with information 
about the respondent towards the end, as opposed to the order in the original framework. 
They cover largely the same questions, with very similar wording, but slightly simplified 
response options.  

• Armenia who conduct a user satisfaction survey using the exact framework questionnaire and 
also include the ‘additional considerations outside these survey questions’ questions on page 
70 of the framework that no other task force members have looked at explicitly. Also, with 
the support of Statistics Denmark Armstat have developed another User Trust survey 
questionnaire that is the light version of OECD Trust Survey and the last one was conducted 
in 2017.  

• Hungary uses an adapted version of the user satisfaction survey. They ask many of the same 
questions, though use response options adapted to their own user typology based on sectors. 
The personal information section is optimised so that it can also be adapted to other systems 
such as users in the contact centre. The questions asked include use of statistics, access of 
statistics, user satisfaction.  

• The UK no longer undertakes a large user satisfaction survey (in the format as outlined in the 
framework). The UKSA now outsource a survey on trust to NATCEN an independent  
organization who undertake a survey on public views on trust in official statistics. Questions 
were developed based upon the OECD recommendations upon which the UNECE framework 
is also based, so the questions overlap considerably. ESCoE have also undertaken some testing 
of the recommended questions in the valuing of economic statistics baseline report and a 
follow up study has also recently been undertaken.  

• Ireland has tested in depth the generic user satisfaction questionnaire as outlined by the 
framework. 

• The Task Force reviewed the subjective measures proposed in the framework plus additional 
ones that were put forward during Task Force brainstorming sessions (full list set out in Annex 
1). The subjective measures with potential as indicators of value and those measures not 
recommended are shown in the following section. 
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Subjective measures with potential as indicators of value  
 



Annex 2. Evaluating measures of value 
 

75 

Satisfaction with products and services 
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Design, communication and metadata 

 

 

 

 

Relevance, responsiveness and innovation: new measures proposed in group brainstorming 
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Awareness of brand and message 

 

 

 

 

Awareness of brand and message: new measures proposed in group brainstorming 
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Specific products & services – headline stats produced by all (census, GDP) 

 

Subjective measures not currently recommended as indicators of value 
Satisfaction with products and services 

 

 

 

 

User support 
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Design, communication and metadata 

 

 

Relevance, responsiveness and innovation 
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Specific products and services (headline statistics and collections produced by all countries e.g. census, GDP) 

 

 

 

User support  
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Measures and methods for monetizing the value of official statistics 

Methodologies for monetizing value have become more and more developed in other fields. Such 
methods have great communicative power, speaking the ‘language of money’ and enabling people to 
think of value in terms they may understand more readily than with the more abstract terms of some 
of the other approaches to value measurement. Monetary measures provide a simple and convincing 
story about the ‘value added’ of official statistics, enabling people to see in monetary terms what is 
made possible with official statistics and how they can contribute to income generation, effective use 
of public resources, etc.  

The initial framework for measuring the value of official statistics therefore recommended developing 
this approach, given that one of the principal aims of measuring value is to communicate this value to 
users and stakeholders. 

The complexity of such methods cannot be understated. Since official statistics are a public good, 
financed by governments and (principally) ‘free at the point of delivery’, measuring value for money 
becomes complicated. 

The few NSOs which have made attempts to produce such monetary measures of value were, and still 
are, therefore, strongly encouraged to share their methodology and experiences with others to 
facilitate their further development. 

A number of approaches were proposed in the framework: 

• cost-based approaches 
• market (equivalent) pricing 
• stated preference methods 
• revealed preference methods 
• impact assessments.  

It should be noted that the monetary measures of value discussed in this section are not merely 
synonymous with costs of production (although the latter certainly feed into value measures). As with 
any product or service whose value one might wish to assess, ‘value for money’ entails a weighing-up 
of how much something costs to produce against what it contributes or what it is worth. As discussed 
in Chapter 2, this ‘worth’ is a complex and variable phenomenon that involves consideration of impact 
and use. 

The five strands of monetary approaches each has a set of considerations that need to be taken into 
account to understand and make good use of them. 

Some cost-based measures relating to the production of statistics are not performance metrics as 
such, but rather are used to provide information and set thresholds for budget allocation and 
operating costs. There are good reasons why NSOs need to and should construct comprehensive 
information about their cost base. But few people would have any sense of whether the total 
operating cost of an NSO is a lot or a little when told an absolute figure. Hence, the communicative 
power of cost-based measures in isolation is limited. Moreover, regardless of how much it costs to 
produce, the product is (typically) free to the user, meaning that the ‘cost’ side of a cost-benefit 
assessment is, in their eyes, zero, while assessments of the ‘benefit’ side of the equation would need 
to be conditioned by what the user actually considers to be a benefit (impact and fitness for intended 
purpose). 
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Of course, the cost is not really zero. It is possible to translate total production costs into something 
more understandable by generating per capita figures, in which we ask how much taxpayers’ money 
it costs to produce official statistics, per person. Such per capita measures bring their own challenges. 
It is hard to separate out the production costs of products, time, labour and overheads, especially for 
an individual product or service within the NSO, since products and teams are often interdependent. 
Per capita figures do, though, have a particular appeal as communications tools, although care must 
be taken to consider how this communicative power should best be harnessed. Is the intention to 
demonstrate that our work represents excellent value for money? Or to make a case for a greater 
budget that would enable us to do more? 

The communicative power of cost-based figures, especially per capita ones, is often greatest when 
they are shown with comparators (‘this is how much the census costs you, and here’s how much you’d 
have to pay for the same data from a different source’). But defining such market equivalents is 
exceptionally challenging given the unique nature of official statistics as a public good. Indeed, some 
of the defining features of certain statistics (e.g. the census plus surveys which use census data for 
their sampling frame) mean that they simply have no market equivalent. Hence, such comparisons 
will never be perfect and must be used with caution. 

In spite of the challenges, the appeal of monetary measures remains strong, and some countries have 
invested in developing and combining methodologies. Annex 3 contains some case studies describing 
these experiences. Much remains to be done to improve both the methodologies and the ways that 
the resulting measures are used to guide actions that might prove and improve value. 

After reviewing the experiences of the countries which have tested monetary measures, the Task 
Force reached the following overall conclusions:  

• Cost-based approaches, including cost-benefit analyses and a that look to incorporate 
willingness to pay, revealed preferences and counterfactuals as well evaluated business cases, 
have been the most successful in showing value. New Zealand, Australia and the UK have 
presented these approaches to justify their censuses (See case studies in Annex 3). New 
Zealand has undertaken three such efforts (most recent of their 2021 Census), and Australia 
provided a counterfactual against which to assess the value of the census (see Annex and case 
studies). Results showed quantifiable benefits to society and a return for the UK, Australia and 
New Zealand of 6:1 (4:1 for StatsNZ most recent evaluation). Though the most significant 
return has been seen in the New Zealand study showing a fiscal return of $8 returned in the 
case of the Māori census. Armenia assessed the cost of conducting a census using traditional, 
combined and fully register-based methods and demonstrated a 55 per cent reduction in cost 
with the latter approach. 

• A new experimental approach known as ‘conjoint analysis’ should be further explored. This 
is a revealed preference approach. It is a survey-based technique used in marketing studies 
which asks respondents to “consider jointly” their preference between products based on 
different attributes. The UK is developing this approach, with which it is possible to calculate 
a hypothetical ‘willingness to pay’. This work built on a previous study conducted for ONS 
(Deloitte 2016) which used indirect questioning of data users about price, but which had 
limited success. A new collaborative study is currently in progress and results will be shared 
in the final report.  

• Impact Assessments (and evaluation) are crucially important and is where the value of our 
work is realized. Useful insights on how actual users use our data and how this influences 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/methodologicalpublications/generalmethodology/onsworkingpaperseries/valuingofficialstatisticswithconjointanalysisapril2021
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their decisions and results not only to promote our value but for us to know what that value 
is and for us to improve on that value are needed. Though it is difficult to measure, it needs 
to be a key area of focus for value metrics.  

Other potential areas of work being explored as potential measures to show monetary value and 
impact have included:  

A case study that used a counterfactual scenario to look at how policy would have been set if 
information around GDP would have been available in real time. It quantified the benefit to the 
economy of having more accurate real-time data and showed for the period around the global 
financial crisis that the policy rate would have been lowered earlier and more aggressively.  

Case studies around measures on users who use a secure microdata research service and the impact 
of that work on policy decisions, service planning and innovation. Including also an experimental 
economic assessment of the use of research service. Below is an evaluation of the proposed 
approaches. 

Monetary measures and approaches with potential as indicators of value  
 

 

https://escoe-website.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/16110231/ESCoE-OP-02.pdf
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Cost-based approaches 

 

Stated preference methods 

 

Revealed preference methods 
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 Impact assessments 

 

Monetary measures not currently recommended as indicators of value 
Cost-based approaches 
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Market equivalent pricing 

 

Stated preference methods 
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Annex 3. Measuring value in practice: country case studies to test and refine 
value measures 

This annex presents case studies that have been prepared by countries participating in the Task Force 
and other contributing countries. It is hoped that more case studies will be added as a result of the 
CES-wide consultation. Subject to agreement by CES members, the case studies may be presented as 
an online repository allowing for continuous updates. 

Case studies focusing on objective measures 

Mexico: Punctuality of statistical releases  

As part of the Institute's quality program, a series of indicators were developed that make it possible 
to monitor compliance with the quality principles established by the Quality Assurance Committee.  

The Institute publishes the information of the different information programs in accordance with the 
Annual Dissemination Calendar that is approved annually by the Governing Board with previous semi-
annual version.  

The objective of the indicator is to provide information on the punctuality with which statistical and 
geographical information programs are disseminated in relation to the dates previously established in 
the Dissemination Calendar of Statistical and Geographical Information and information of National 
Interest of the INEGI (Dissemination Calendar).  

Method  

The indicator is constructed from the information obtained from the system through which the 
publication of content on the INEGI website is managed on the internet. From this system, the time at 
which the publication was carried out is taken and it is compared against the commitment of the 
calendar.  

For the generation of this indicator, it was necessary to adjust the publication and validation 
procedures, as well as the generation of new reports of the publication system that included the 
different presentations that make up the publication of a program.  

Challenges  

The publication of each information program implies making different presentations available to 
users, such as methodologies, tabular data, open data, microdata, press releases, among others. To 
follow up on the publication time of the different presentations, it was necessary to make 
modifications to the publication system and integrate a series of reports and adjustments to the 
functions of the personnel who monitor the publication on the site.  

The adjustment to the system and the procedures was carried out for a year, before presenting it as 
a finished product to the quality assurance committee.  
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Impact 

It only measures the last part of the process, therefore delays only fall on the area that carries out the 
publication.  

It has to be extended to the entire publication process, since on many occasions the inputs for 
publication are received very late, but the responsibility of publishing on time falls on an area that has 
no control over the previous stages.  

 It has served to give visibility among the top management of the compliance of the calendar, however, 
it does not evaluate the punctuality of the entire publication procedure, but only of the last part of 
the process.  

 It is necessary to have a punctuality indicator in each of the stages of the publication process, for this 
it is necessary to map the complete procedure and have delivery times and people responsible for 
each of the stages. 
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Mauritius: punctuality, timeliness and user satisfaction survey 

In preparation of the National Strategy for Official Statistics (NSOS), the Statistics Board conducted a 
user survey to gather inputs from the main consumers of official statistics produced by Statistics 
Mauritius (SM). The survey was carried out online from November 2018 to January 2019, with an 
electronic link to the questionnaire sent to respondents by email. Follow-ups were subsequently done 
in the form of email reminders and phone calls.  

Four main aspects were covered in the questionnaire as follows:  

• information on types of users and uses of SM statistics,  

• quality aspects,  

• trust in SM and its statistics,  

• dissemination.  

The results presented in this report constitute a summary of the most interesting and compelling 
findings.  

Method 

A total of 175 people, were surveyed, among whom 43 replies were received, representing a response 
rate of 25%. The sample distribution and response rate across the different user group are as follows:  

Table 1: Sample size distribution and response rate  

User groups  
Number 
Surveyed  

Number  

Responded  
% Surveyed  

Response 
rate  

Academics, research institutions, 
students and private users  

11  4  6%  36%  

Banking and financial firms  14  4  8%  29%  

Consultancy/advisory/legal and 
other professional firms  

11  4  6%  36%  

Foreign representation, regional and 
international  organizations  

10  1  6%  10%  

Government ministry/ department/ 
agency  

104  26  59%  25%  

Press and other media  6  0  3%  0%  

Trade and business  5  1  3%  20%  

Trade union, consumer associations 
and other NGOs  

7  0  4%  0%  
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Travel and tourism  7  3  4%  43%  

Total  175  43  100%  25%  

Usage  

Figure 1: Importance of official statistics for users  

  

86% of those surveyed consider SM statistics as either “essential” or “important” for their 
work/purpose. The breakdown by purposes, shows that statistical data are mainly used for 
“Formulating/monitoring policy” (28%) and “Research and studies” (26%).  

The main frequencies at which users consult statistics produced by SM are “a few times a year” (30%), 
“daily/weekly” (26%) and “fortnightly/monthly” (23%).  

47% of respondents also stated that they need other statistics that are not currently being produced 
by SM.  

 Trust  

Figure 2:Trust in the statistics produced by SM  
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In terms of faith in statistics produced by SM, 98% of respondents either trust them greatly or tend to 
trust them. The remaining 2% had no opinion.  

Quality aspects  

The level of user satisfaction with regard to the overall quality of statistics appears to be adequate, 
the majority of users assessing the quality to be either “very good” (16%) or “good” (75%).  

 Figure 3: Percentage of positive ratings for overall quality of subject area statistics  

  

At a more disaggregated level, “Prices”, “National accounts” and “Demographic statistics” received 
the highest level of appreciation from users, with 97%, 95% and 94%, respectively. 
“Income/Poverty/Social Security statistics”, and “Public Finance” had the lowest share of positive 
views relatively at 85% and 86%, respectively.  

 Figure 4: In depth assessment of subject area statistics  

  

Respondents were also asked to evaluate these statistics in terms of coverage, level of disaggregation, 
frequency, timeliness, accuracy, accessibility and clarity. Based on the ratings obtained, “National 
accounts” and “Demographic statistics” are the most performing subject area statistics, while users 
were relatively less satisfied with “Environment statistics” and “Income/poverty/ social security 
statistics”.  
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Overall, users are pleased with how statistics being produced by SM are made accessible and easy to 
understand. However, they are relatively less satisfied with the level of disaggregation, the timeliness 
and accuracy.  

Coverage  

 “Demographic statistics” (78% of positive rating) is considered as having the most adequate coverage, 
followed by “National accounts” and “Prices”, with 69% and 66% of positive responses, respectively. 
On the other hand, “Income/poverty/ social security statistics” (52%) and “Public finance statistics” 
(53%) had the lowest positive coverage ratings.  

Level of disaggregation  

Level of disaggregation is another area where “Demographic statistics” (69%) and “National accounts” 
(62%) are again the statistics which users are most pleased with, while “Environment statistics” (32%) 
and “Income/poverty/ social security statistics” (42%) fare less well.  

Frequency  

Respondents view “National accounts” (74%) and “Prices” (71%) as having the most adequate release 
frequency, while “Environment statistics” (50%) and “Public finance statistics” (53%) are relatively less 
satisfactory.  

Timeliness  

 “Demographic statistics” (71%) had the most positive response with respect to timeliness, followed 
by “National accounts” (68%). On the other hand, Income/poverty/ social security statistics (45%) and 
Environment statistics (47%) are considered as less timely.  

Accuracy  

“Demographic statistics” (72%) and “National accounts” (63%) received the highest proportion of 
positive reply regarding accuracy, compared to “Public finance statistics” (48%) and “Prices” (49%) 
which were at the lower end.  

Accessibility  

“National accounts” (92% positive response) and “Demographic statistics” (84%) made the top two 
here as well, being considered as the most accessible statistics while “Environment statistics” (53%) 
and “Social sectors” (57%) were rated less.  
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Clarity  

“National accounts” and “Demographic statistics” are easier to understand, with positive ratings of 
82% and 78% respectively. On the other hand, “Income/poverty/ social security statistics” (53%) and 
“Social sectors” (54%) are considered as less clear.  

Dissemination  

Figure 5: Ease of access of statistical data  

  

Even though the majority of the respondents (81%) find it easy to access statistical data on SM’s 
website, almost half of them (47%) stated that they are not aware of the publication programme on 
SM’s website that announces in advance the dates on which SM will release its statistics.   

 Figure 6: Frequency of use of metadata  

  

A high percentage of the respondents (84%) are users of metadata, of which 33% do so on a regular 
basis. 44% of users of metadata find it easy to use and 56% find it clear and adequate.  

 Figure 7: Existence of well-established arrangements to obtain users' feedback  
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70% of respondents are of the view that SM does not have well established arrangements to obtain 
feedback (complaints, compliments or suggestions) of users on data disseminated. 

  



Measuring the value of official statistics 
 

96 
 

United Kingdom: ‘Measuring the impact of ONS publications – COVID-19’  

A short sharp review was conducted of ONS’ impact from its Covid-19 outputs published between 23 
March and 19 June 2020. In the period the ONS published 119 different Covid-focused outputs. The 
review used existing impact measurements but also sourced new metrics where needed. The review 
aimed to not just measure impact of our releases but also assess how well we measure impact. The 
goal was to better inform future commissioning, to build positively on the collaboration and 
coordination during this period. 

Headline findings were that: 

- few of the current reported and quantifiable metrics were of value in the review 

- The ONS does not routinely measure the reach of engagement of its individual digital publications, 
or portfolio 

- The ONS has no mechanism to track usage or citation of its digital outputs post-publication 

- The ONS does not track the coverage of its publications in the media in measurable terms 

- Quantitative metrics are used for indication purposes rather than a measure of success or failure 

 Method 

A review looked at 119 different Covid focused outputs and used existing impact measures but also 
sourced new metrics where needed. New measures were also introduced.  

• Source local and national media coverage metrics per publication and broken down by news 
site.  

• Source social media coverage metrics per publication.  

• Google Analytics – use API to query reach and engagement metrics per output.  

• On-site polls to get snapshot views of users.  

• On-site surveys to get detailed feedback.  

• Run a deep dive survey on ONS users.  

• Natural Language Analytics to categorise user free-text feedback.  

• Audit all Covid-19 content to assess the target audience and how well each publication met 
user needs.  

Combined metrics to examine the characteristics of publications.  

 Impact  

Few of the current reported and quantifiable metrics were of value in the review.  

The ONS does not routinely measure the reach or engagement of its individual digital publications or 
portfolio  
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There is no mechanism to track usage or citation of its digital outputs.  

Quantitative metrics are used for indication purposes rather than as a measure of success or failure.  

The ONS currently captures 14 of the top 26 most important output-centric objective measures.  

The ONS currently captures 9 of the top 27 most important output-centric subjective measures.  

Current metrics are not suitable for effective evaluation of output.  

In general, user satisfaction with published products was high. 91% of users said the most recent 
Covid-19 out had “met all or some of their needs”. Following on from this 80% of nearly 130,000 users 
said the page they were reading was easy to understand, of which, specialist users were more likely 
to be satisfied than general users.  

Because of COVID-19 publications users of the ONS website grew by 250% in 11 weeks to a total of 
7.5 million users. The biggest success was the use of an area map that showed deaths from Covid-19, 
it is the single most used publication in the history of the ONS.  

Lessons learned and recommendations 

 Key gaps in our measures need to be filled - from on-page engagement, to media reach and post-
publication tracking.  

Measures where appropriate should become engagement goals and not used as just indicators.  

Measures should be segmented by user group for different website products.  

Headline indicators and goals should be published on the ONS website .  

Improve the  organizational understanding and transparency of the digital product portfolio.  

Refresh and overhaul the ONS content strategy.  

Publish Analytical forward work plans by theme segmented by user. Published work plans should be 
used to assess the impact of our individual outputs, by measuring our progress in answering the 
questions and needs identified by topic and theme or user . 

  



Measuring the value of official statistics 
 

98 
 

United States of America: Informing users of the accuracy and relevance of 
statistical data during a pandemic 

The COVID-19 pandemic has led to widespread changes in U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ standard 
practices. The mix of data collection modes in our surveys has changed. New data sources have been 
introduced. Response rates have declined in many surveys, but not uniformly across industries or 
demographic groups. Methods used in estimation have been adjusted to more accurately reflect the 
extremely rapid changes taking place in the economic conditions we measure. 

All these methodological and execution changes pose a challenge for expert data users. “Everyone 
knows” that fewer responses probably mean that published estimates are not as good as they were 
pre-pandemic. “Everyone knows” that changes in collection modes and data sources probably mean 
that the new estimates are not entirely comparable with previous ones. But if accuracy has indeed 
declined, by how much? And, are the published estimates still relevant for users’ needs?  

As an agency, BLS is always better off when we are transparent about all changes in operations and 
when we proactively alert our users to any potential measurement problems. We also want to 
communicate information in a common format across our many releases to help users easily find what 
they are looking for and make comparisons. 

Thus, in late April 2020, BLS standardized a set of accuracy and reliability metrics that have 
accompanied almost all major data releases since May 2020. These metrics report on the operational 
paradata most relevant to users’ questions and compare them with pre-pandemic values.  

Method 

 As the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on BLS survey processing first became evident in March and 
April 2020, BLS issued summary operational impact statements, mostly in the form of questions and 
answers, along with our data releases. This auxiliary information was largely ad-hoc and tended to 
vary programme by programme. 

By late April, patterns in press coverage and user inquiries became clearer, as did commonalities and 
differences in programme-specific reporting. At the end of April 2020, BLS issued the following 
guidance to all programmes: 

Any changes to data sources or estimation methods must be announced as early as possible. Full 
information must be provided with the first release that uses new sources or methods. 

Assemble the following summary information to include with your releases:  

• Collection mode(s) 

• Response rates 

• Variance/standard error/confidence intervals 

• Imputation (counts or rates) 

• Cell suppression (counts or rates) 

 If the above measures are not evenly distributed over industry/occupation/area/item categories/etc., 
document the notable outliers 
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In addition to current month/quarter measures, include measures for: 

a) Prior month/quarter 
b) Same month/quarter in prior year 
c) Average over year ending in Feb. 2020 (the last period unaffected by the pandemic) 

 

Implementation was fairly straightforward and programmes, for the most part, appreciated having 
clear guidance. 

Examples of the resulting operational paradata reports for several programmes are listed at the end 
of this case study. 

Challenges and solutions 

We knew going into this initiative that not all programmes calculate or collect the same paradata. For 
example, some programmes calculate variances annually rather than monthly, or calculate variances 
only after the estimates are published. Thus reporting took on a “pick off the menu of options” style, 
where programmes included the measures they could provide without substantial additional work. 
This led to some loss of comparability across programme s. 

 In addition, standard errors depend on both sample size and changes in observed magnitudes. The 
dramatic swings in many estimates had a far greater impact on statistical accuracy measures than did 
the sample size reduction. Nonfarm payroll employment, for example, fell by 13.8 percent from March 
to April 2020, and rose by 2.1 per cent and 3.6 percent in May and June, respectively. This compares 
with a typical monthly change in the 0.1 to 0.2 per cent range. 

 The biggest challenge, however, was that the operational paradata measures BLS is now reporting 
regularly are conceptually complex and require reasonably sophisticated statistical knowledge to 
understand and use effectively. These subtleties have been swamped by a far larger and more 
prominent pandemic-related estimation problem: a misclassification error in the household survey 
used to calculate the monthly unemployment rate (see 
https://blogs.bls.gov/blog/2020/06/29/update-on-the-misclassification-that-affected-the-
unemployment-rate/ with links to monthly Frequently Asked Questions.) 

Tools and platforms  

Because programmes include only the measures they can provide without substantial additional work, 
the cost of this reporting has been minimal. 

Impacts, evaluation and evidence of success (or not)  

 In order to assess the usefulness of the information provided, BLS added a simple thumb up/thumb 
down indicator on each related webpage, with an option for users to add a freeform text comment to 
their rating. 

 As of late July 2020, users had viewed the webpages with this feedback box 83,476 times, left 186 
ratings, and included 89 comments. The comments show that many of the ratings were unrelated to 
the pages themselves (though several of these comments were poignant, e.g., “I was put on a call back 

https://blogs.bls.gov/blog/2020/06/29/update-on-the-misclassification-that-affected-the-unemployment-rate/
https://blogs.bls.gov/blog/2020/06/29/update-on-the-misclassification-that-affected-the-unemployment-rate/
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list 2 days ago and still haven't received a call. Dealing with covid-19 is stressful already. Now can’t get 
any assistance with unemployment compensation. Also having to deal with bill collectors wanting to 
disconnect services. Please help.”) 

Once the unrelated ratings are eliminated, feedback has been about 80 per cent positive. 

 Some of the laudatory comments include: 

1. Very convenient to find a "hub" for this information. Thanks. 
2. It was helpful to know more complete situation. 
3. Extremely helpful. Thanks for keeping this marvellous data update. Great job! 
4. I sense you're on the bleeding edge of the data that's going to point us out of the COVID mess. 
5. The data on this site is extremely useful and whomever put it together should get a raise. Well 

done, PPI. 
 Some critical comments include: 

• The title of this page is "Effects of COVID-19 Pandemic and Response on the CPI". I was 
expecting a simple answer such as "The CPI change was 50% lower than had been predicted in 
January". Instead there are details on the methodology. Frustrating. 

• A little helpful but I was hoping for (easy to find) figures on the number of people out of work 
now and in recent months -- especially because of Covid-19. I have not found that information 
yet. 

 Other comments include suggestions for improvement: 

• Indicate when something is new or updated. I don't know what has changed. 
• I was on your site yesterday and agreed to take a survey. I did but now cannot get rid of the 

final page of the survey. I have cleared Chrome history and everything else. This needs to be 
fixed. 

 We redesigned some of the pages and features to address such concerns.  

Comparability 

We are not aware of other statistical offices undertaking a similar presentation of measures but, to be 
honest, we haven’t really looked. 

 Lessons learned and recommendations 

This initiative appears to be working pretty well, giving users needed information in a useful format. 
The cost has been minimal. As time goes on and the economic and social situations change, we may 
find some of the current measures less relevant and determine that others should take their place. So 
these reports may need to evolve.  

https://www.bls.gov/covid19/consumer-price-index-covid19-impacts-june-2020.htm 

 https://www.bls.gov/covid19/job-openings-and-labor-turnover-covid19-may-2020.htm 

 https://www.bls.gov/covid19/import-export-price-indexes-covid19-impacts-june-2020.htm 

https://www.bls.gov/covid19/consumer-price-index-covid19-impacts-june-2020.htm
https://www.bls.gov/covid19/job-openings-and-labor-turnover-covid19-may-2020.htm
https://www.bls.gov/covid19/import-export-price-indexes-covid19-impacts-june-2020.htm
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United Kingdom: Communications and Covid-19: Assessing the impact of the 
ONS’ messages 

As part of ONS’ response to the coronavirus pandemic a communications ‘dashboard’ was developed 
and implemented to monitor the impact of messages on a weekly basis. The dashboard was aimed at 
senior leadership and the organization’s communications teams. 

Media analysis, social media monitoring and website analytics already formed the basis of weekly and 
monthly evaluation and were therefore easily refocussed to provide a specific overview of work done 
by the organization in response to coronavirus. The dashboard was also an opportunity to use other 
media monitoring tools, better suited to tracking specific messaging. 

The key purposes of the dashboard are to enable action with timely insight, and to understand and 
demonstrate the impact of communications across a wide public audience (and therefore underline 
the value of ONS as a trusted and authoritative source of relevant information during the pandemic). 

Methodology  

At the time of writing, this is an ongoing piece of work. The dashboard was implemented quickly in 
response to a rapidly changing situation. However, the frequency of reporting has allowed for iterative 
changes and is currently being produced in a consistent format with established inputs. 

The dashboard makes extensive use of existing data sources used for regular reporting but focuses 
them on this specific area of interest. As part of identifying useful data sources, the initial format for 
reporting included a word cloud to indicate social media trends around topics related to coronavirus 
in order to add context in areas where ONS had been informing public conversation. Following 
feedback, this was removed as this was not seen to be an effective demonstration of impact. 

Development of the dashboard has also led to the inclusion of internal communications measures, 
which has made it a central resource to understand the impact of the organization’s response to 
coronavirus across a broader range of audiences both internally and externally. 

Almost all the data sources used in this reporting are numerical, objective and generated using third 
party monitoring and evaluation tools. They are some of the most widely used solutions across public 
and private sector organizations and have been relied upon for other established monitoring and 
reporting by the organization. 

ONS made use of freely-available tools as well as paid-for services to gather data. 

Google Analytics is a widely used tool for measuring website use, which offers free and paid-for 
services. It is worth noting that regulations may vary depending on location, for example ONS is 
implementing a new policy that will limit the amount of data it is able to generate through this tool. 

Google also offers free insight into search trends, which were used to add context around what the 
public in the United Kingdom had been trying to find out at various points during the response to the 
pandemic. 

There are various established social media monitoring tools. Twitter offers its own and there are also 
paid-for options, such as Brandwatch, which ONS used in this work. 
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Given the volume of media coverage, ONS made use of the paid-for media monitoring and evaluation 
tools it already had in place. Examples of these are Kantar and Meltwater, which can be used to gather 
media cuts and even run some analysis to indicate their reach and prominence on social media. 

Challenges and solutions  

Previous efforts to measure value and assess impact have demonstrated that the most effective way 
to gather intelligence and conduct analysis is in tandem with subject matter experts. This sort of 
collaboration across teams is therefore the approach taken in this work. 

 Unlike other efforts, though, this collaborative approach has been conducted at a time of significant 
upheaval, relative uncertainty and at pace. As part of the organization’s response to the pandemic, a 
work-from-home model was adopted, which (at least initially) produced some challenges as 
colleagues adjusted to new methods of collaborating virtually. This was further compounded by 
reassignment and reprioritization of other work in response to covid-19 as well as changes in personal 
circumstances for colleagues across the organization (family care responsibilities, for example). 

 Another challenge was avoiding duplication and creating confusion. The dashboard was one of several 
sets of measures rapidly implemented in responding to the situation. 

 In response to both challenges it was important to agree a regular reporting period, which matched 
the reporting timeframes of other reports. 

 It is also important to note that the dashboard currently provides a ‘limited snapshot’ on a weekly 
basis. While it has been useful in demonstrating immediate short-term impacts, this format is not 
likely to be useful for assessing the longer-term impact and value of the organization’s work. In 
response to this an initial monthly report has been created, which aims to take a more reflective view 
of statistical work and its longer-lasting impacts through a media and social media lens. 

Impact 

Through repurposing existing measures and utilizing readily available free-to-use data sources, ONS 
was able to implement a solution in an incredibly short amount of time. 

 The dashboard itself consists of easy to communicate, technically simple and easily reproducible 
measures given that there is enough data to make measurement possible. The dashboard has been 
used internally at a senior level and shared externally with central government communications 
colleagues, which lends some evidence to support the idea that the format is easy to use and 
communicate. 

 In terms of gauging the success of the measure, following early feedback the dashboard is being 
produced in a consistent style – so is now effectively catering to business needs. While the format is 
probably not suitable for demonstrating impact over a long term, now that we have a repository of 
these weekly dashboards, it will make any future evaluation of the organization’s response to 
coronavirus far easier. It has certainly been useful as a record of organizational impact at various 
stages of the response to the pandemic. 
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 Value to the customer  

For internal stakeholders this dashboard format has enabled a quick snapshot of media and social 
media impact. 

There has been enough regular information to provide a weekly feed of indicators that, while taken in 
isolation have limited use, working together with the right context and commentary are a useful 
reference for how official statistics have been used and communicated by the media, public and key 
stakeholders. 

While it may be argued that one can look too closely at the data and not recognize trends, or perhaps 
get lost in the volatility of some indicators, there is no doubt that these weekly dashboards will be 
valuable in conducting any evaluation undertaken at a later date as they provide useful context. 

Internally, the high-level view provided by the dashboard has been most useful for demonstrating 
impact with senior colleagues. The aim of the dashboard was to make the data as easy to understand 
as possible amongst a broad range of colleagues. It can act as a conversation starter and highlight 
where more granular data is needed and more thorough analysis should be conducted, which, under 
the circumstances, helps the evaluation exercise to maintain efficiency. This has been important in 
the response to the pandemic when resources have been stretched; any time spent evaluating is time 
not spent on a workload that may have increased as a result of the organization’s response. 

For external stakeholders the benefit is less clear, and to truly understand impact other methods have 
yielded greater insight, such as targeted surveys and focus groups with key demographics. However, 
the indicators used give the first real evidence of how official statistics are being used and 
communicated. They may even be indicative of areas where official statistics have started 
conversations, informed debate or answered questions. For example, if ‘death statistics’ happened to 
be a trending search term, it could be assumed that ONS’ output on weekly death figures had been 
adding value for the large number of people that had been searching for information that week. 

Overall, the dashboard has worked well as a supplementary piece for internal audiences. It has 
provided an efficient indication of potential value that can help to effectively direct further analysis. 
It has limited use beyond its immediate ‘snapshot view’ when used in isolation, but will form a crucial 
part of later evaluation exercises. 

Lessons learned 

Function comes before form. While a dashboard should be concise and easy to use, there was a 
compromise to be made in ensuring that the reporting was comprehensive enough to be useful. We 
moved from a one-page format to two pages: while we ideally wanted to create a single-page 
snapshot of our impact, it was more important that we included the information we needed to make 
the dashboard useful. 

Understand competing priorities, but help colleagues recognize that reporting is an opportunity. 
Particularly at a time of uncertainty and rapid change, priorities can shift and reporting may be the 
last thought on colleagues’ minds. Understanding this and agreeing sensible deadlines for reporting 
has helped create sustainable collaboration. Where we have struggled to secure input, we have found 
it useful to pitch the dashboard as an opportunity to showcase the incredible efforts teams have been 
making that may otherwise go largely unnoticed at such a turbulent time. 
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 Do not look too closely. This high frequency method of reporting has been useful for monitoring a 
rapidly changing situation. The short-term impacts have been relatively easy to capture. However, 
when appropriate to do so, a more reflective evaluation is likely to yield more useful insight into the 
longer-term value of the organization’s work as the perspective gained over a longer time frame will 
better demonstrate trends, dips and spikes in metrics.  

Recommendations 

It is likely that the success of this dashboard owes itself to having a clearly-defined subject on which 
to focus, which produces significant enough impact across a variety of media to provide meaningful 
insight. As such, it is recommended that reporting at such a granular level on a specific area of interest 
be reserved for use in instances where it is likely to provide enough useful insight to justify a relatively-
resource intensive piece of work on such a frequent basis. 

Weekly dashboard reporting should not be used in isolation. In order to fully understand impact, it 
should act as a supplement to longer-term routine reporting or to a wider-ranging analysis exercise at 
an appropriate time when the weekly dashboard has fulfilled its purpose. 

 Measures 
Use of Statistics: 

B. visits to website 
C. number of news feed subscribers (email subscription service) 

Relevance of Statistics: 
D. citations in newspapers/news-websites, radio and television channels 
E. number of retweets 

In addition to indicators already included in the framework, ONS also made use of other 
quantitative and qualitative measure to provide useful insight. While these may not have been 
objective measures of value, they have provided the context needed to fully understand impact. 
These included: Google search trends, search engine searches for official statistics, social media 
mentions (of ONS), most visited pages on the ONS website and internal communication insight 
(internal blog/news views, internal ‘Yammer’ use and written commentary). 
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Hungary: Internal dashboard tracking user activity 

The internal dashboard provides concise and visual information with the purpose of supporting 
management decisions regarding the dissemination of statistical products with transparency on a 
quarterly basis.  

The Hungarian Central Statistical Office has taken this approach to measuring value, because in order 
to best fulfil our users’ needs, it is necessary to understand who requests which data, how they use 
data, and how satisfied they are with the products and services provided by the office.  

The Dissemination Directorate processes this information and makes it available to all HCSO 
departments through the internal dashboard to facilitate evidence-based decisions on matters that 
range from the continuation or elimination of publication series to changes in the format or channels 
of publication.  

The internal dashboard refers to these objective and subjective indicators already included in the 
framework: 

Objective: Use of Statistics 

 Number of website visits 

 Downloads of statistical data by domain 

 Sales/number of publications requested 

 Number of followers in social media 

Objective: Relevance of Statistics 

• Most used/downloaded statistics6 

• Citations in newspapers/news-websites, radio and television channels 

Subjective: Satisfaction with products and services  

In addition to the above indicators from the framework, the internal dashboard of the HCSO covers 
a wider set of data. The broad categories or ‘tabs’ of indicators, which are provided in detail in the 
next pages, are the following:  

• Website traffic 

• Data regarding the download of various products 

• Data requests 

• Paid services 

• Media 

• Safe Centre 

 
6 It is important to draw a distinction between most used and most downloaded statistics. It is also to be noted 
that these data are broken down mainly by products, thus we can find information on how much a certain output 
of a statistical subject matter is used, but there is no comparison between individual subject matter statistics 
(because the outputs are not easily compared to each other).  
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•  ‘Under the magnifying glass’ (quarterly topics in focus) 

• The ‘Website traffic’ tab in the HCSO’s internal dashboard mostly overlaps with the ‘number 
of website visits’ indicator of the framework, and also features the following information: 

• Number of website views 

• Number of new users 

• Number of sessions 

• Average time spent on the website 

• Average length of session 

• Number of pages per session 

• Rate of return to website 

• Most visited pages within the HCSO’s website 

• Domestic geographic settlements visiting the website most frequently  

• Most common ways of access to the website (channel of entry, e.g. search, social media) 

• Website traffic categorized by device 

• Most commonly searched terms on the website 

 
• The ‘Data regarding the download of various products’ tab in the internal dashboard mostly 

overlaps with the indicator ‘downloads of statistical data by domain’ and also features: 

• Downloads of summary tables7 (in Hungarian and English) 

• Downloads from the Dissemination database 

• Downloads of publications (including regular publications, first releases, ad hoc publications) 

In the framework, the ‘sales and number of publications requested’ are presented in one category. 
The HCSO’s internal dashboard handles these separately, through a ‘Data requests’ and a ‘Paid 
services’ tab. The former is focused on the ‘Contact Us’ system, through which users get in touch with 
the statistical office and make their data requests.  

• The ‘Data requests’ tab displays the following information: 

• Number of incoming requests solved monthly  

• Incoming requests solved monthly, by type of request 

• Incoming requests solved monthly, by type of user 

• Data requests by top domains 

• Inquiries by telephone categorized by procedure 

 
7 One of the most frequently used products of HCSO. It is a comprehensive table-system consisting of about 
1,500 tables. 
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In addition to these objective measures, the “Contact Us system” tab also features the following 
subjective measures:  
• Users’ evaluation on the fulfilment of their requests, on a scale from 5-1 

• Users’ evaluation of the fulfilment of their requests, as positive or negative, citing the exact text  

• The ‘Paid services’ tab displays the following information:  

a) Net income from remunerated activities (by data and publication sales) 

b) Number of and income from paid data requests (by contractual agreement or other) 

c) Number of and income from purchased HCSO publications 

d) Channels used for the purchase of publications (ordered via email, purchased personally, 
ordered via website, distributed by consigner network)  

In the framework, the indicators ‘Citations in newspapers/news-websites, radio and television 
channels’ and ‘number of followers in social media’ appear in the respective categories of 
‘relevance of statistics’ and ‘use of statistics’ of the framework. In the HCSO’s internal 
dashboard, these indicators are blended into a single tab labelled ‘Media’, and further broken 
down into:  

• Number of citations in the press, by media type (internet, national press, regional press, radio, 
television)  

• Most frequent HCSO topics cited in the press 

• Number of followers of the HCSO on Facebook, by age and gender 

• Number of followers of the HCSO on Instagram, by age and gender 

• Most popular posts of the HCSO on social media (Facebook, Instagram, Twitter and LinkedIn) 

The Hungarian Central Statistical Office has a Safe Centre for the purpose of scientific research 
of statistical data in its Budapest headquarters and in its Szeged site, where access to 
anonymised microdata is provided in strict compliance with high-level protection rules of data 
protection. The internal dashboard has a ‘Safe Centre’ tab, where the following information is 
available: 

 Number of ongoing research cases 

The main indicators of traffic in the Safe Centre: 

a. New applications (contracts signed (free and paid), and contracts that were not signed 
in the end), number of outputs produced in the Safe Centre, net contract value of 
research room services, net invoice fees for research room services, background 
characteristics of the most frequent users of the research room, most commonly 
searched topics in the research room and publications received.  

b. Number of research cases per year  

o Requests for datasets to conduct research in the Safe Centre by theme, further 
categorized by:  

 Standard datasets prepared for research 
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 Custom-made datasets 

• The ‘Under the magnifying glass’ tab presents relevant topics from the Dissemination 
directorate on a quarterly rotation. As an example, the current theme is “Unfulfilled data 
requests from 2019” and it features the following information:   

- Number of unfulfilled data requests recorded through the ‘Contact Us’ system 

- Distribution of unanswered data requests by user group (individuals, business sphere, 
research institutions, media, public sector, academic institutions, international 
organizations, non-profit) 

- Types of unfulfilled data requests according to the reasons why they could not be 
answered 

- Types of unfulfilled data requests by statistical domain 

Method 

The internal dashboard is designed as an intranet platform where the latest data on the use and 
relevance of statistical products are arranged systematically.  

The information is structured into the seven tabs described above to facilitate browsing by categories. 
Each tab contains an explanation of the measures, complemented by easy-to-read tables and graphs. 
Most of the data is compared with that from the previous year to highlight trends.  

A specific topic (also based on these measures) is presented quarterly to attract renewed interest from 
the departments.  

As the internal dashboard is not publicly accessible, our element of reliability and confidence comes 
from an internal survey carried out by the Dissemination department with the various departments 
at management level for feedback (more on this in the next section). 

Challenges and solutions 

The internal dashboard provides a complete overview of the use and relevance of our statistical 
products; the main challenge now is to track its impact within the office. As an initial step, the 
Dissemination department carried out an evaluation survey at the management level, which showed 
positive responses in terms of the dashboard’s design and perceived value. However, at this point we 
lack information on how the dashboard is actually being put to use in concrete terms.  

A second challenge is that the tasks involved in obtaining and processing data for the dashboard are only 
partly computerised. Data have to be manually sorted for a number of fields and prepared for this 
purpose. Consequently, when developing new dissemination and communication tools or applications, 
it is important to consider the development of proper monitoring and reporting functions. 

A third challenge is the ongoing issue of the reliability of data sources and the methodology for 
comparing data. Even well-established and widely accepted tools such as Google Analytics raise many 
questions in practise. In such cases, it might be beneficial to emphasize trends over individual data, and 
pay special attention to monitoring and reporting in the planning stage.  
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A fourth challenge is that, for technical reasons, the dashboard is only available in a static form. The 
detailed data is published alongside in Excel. An interactive, filter-friendly dashboard would likely 
improve its usability, providing all colleagues with access to more detailed data that is relevant to them. 
At the time being, we are looking into the possibility of implementing this.  

Impacts, evaluation & evidence of success (or not) 

The departments of the HCSO have positively evaluated the internal dashboard. Prior to its creation 
two years ago, data on similar measures were already collected by the office, although not presented 
in such a systematic and accessible manner. In this sense, the impact of the internal dashboard was 
immediate. However, it would be worthwhile reconsidering ways of collecting evidence of use of the 
dashboard in order to make this tool as relevant as it can be to the management of the office.  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback 

We are mainly using the dashboard and the underlying data to make decisions on individual products 
and the product portfolio as a whole. Preparing the annual dissemination programme has previously 
been a very demanding process, with data gathered from the responsible units processed 
meticulously and manually with different methods (raising the question of comparability in many 
cases). This process has been streamlined significantly due to the availability of this dashboard. 

We are currently working on overhauling and restructuring our summary table system, consisting of 
about 1,500 tables. Some of the issues in the data series are methodological breaks or complete stops; 
others are too complicated to use or for the users to find. So far, we have used weblog data to assess 
which tables should be kept and which could be stopped without causing significant losses to the 
users.  

As a solution to this challenge, we will closely monitor the weblog data after the launch of the new 
system, as well as user evaluations in the standard evaluation box (which is currently only available 
for publications).  

Lessons learned 

Among the lessons learned from the challenges we have faced along the way, we would underline the 
importance of prioritising the bigger picture when methodology questions arise, namely, following 
trends over individual data in order to support internal decisions. Likewise, we believe tools such as 
HCSO’s dashboard are most useful when constantly renewed and designed to be interactive.  

Recommendations:  

At present the data that we provide under the respective headings are: 

definitions of the indicators 

• graphs 

• tables 
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• underlying detailed tables. 

Executive decisions are probably easier to make when brief textual information is also available. 

Interactive options to make tables and graphs customisable could also have an added value. 

We present below the structure of the internal dashboard in the HCSO’s intranet, featuring the seven 
main tabs previously described in detail on the left-side menu:  

 

Definitions of the presented indicators on one of the tabs: 
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Content in visual and table format on website traffic, data requests and data visualisations: The main 
website traffic indicators for www.ksh.hu

 

Most in-demand statistics in data requests, by user group, 2nd quarter 2020 

  

The most frequently searched terms on the HCSO website, 2nd quarter 2020 

 
Source: Google Analytics 

Users’ evaluation of the fulfillment of their requests 
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Textual user feedback on the fulfillment of incoming cases,  

2nd quarter 2020* 

Negative (2) Positive (36) 
lack of requested data, missing 
information about IT-related 
changes 

 

quick, precise,  
concise, thorough, informative, professional, beyond expectations 
 

* The figures in the table indicate case numbers.  

The table does not include simple expressions of gratitude 

Source: HCSO’s “Contact Us” system 

Data visualisation 
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Canada: Measuring visits to Statistics Canada’s website  

This is an excellent indicator as it measures the number of times our NSO’s primary dissemination 
vehicle was visited. It allows us to quantify those visits and provides us with a metric that is easily 
understood by most of our key stakeholders; for example: last year, Statistics Canada had over 25M 
visits to its website.  

For multiple years, Statistics Canada has reported on the number of unique visits to its website.  

This information is one of the agency’s key performance indicators and is used to report performance 
metrics to the Parliament of Canada and to Canadians.  

Every year, it is included in our Departmental Performance Report.  

Website visits are provided at the departmental level when reporting externally. When reporting 
internally to the organization, the data is broken down by the statistical program, and then at the 
statistical product level.  

Method 

• Statistics Canada uses a software called Adobe Analytics to compile the metrics.  

• Statistics Canada uses Adobe Analytics to aggregate the data and produce monthly reports for 
each program area. The software is also used to produce an annual report at the departmental 
level.  

• Visits are defined as a unique visit from one IP address.  

• In order to mitigate issues with connectivity for the users or the website, multiple visits from the 
same IP address in a 30-minute period is considered a single visit.  

• Traffic created by bots is removed.  

• Visits from Statistics Canada’s network are also removed to ensure that only external users are 
counted.  

Challenges and solutions 

• Certain other government departments and international organizations challenge the use of 
website visits as opposed to page views.  

• Page views can be misleading, as users clicking on multiple links can artificially increase the 
indicator.  

• Canadian government practises prohibit the use of cookies and gathering of detailed user profiles. 
This limits our ability to use this metric to understand if our products are reaching the targeted 
audience. Although we know that we have had X thousands of visits to a certain statistical product, 
we are restricted from gathering details about the users.  

• This requires us to use other methods, such as a website evaluation survey and a client satisfaction 
survey, to gather the missing information.  
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Impacts, evaluation & evidence of success (or not) 

• This measure is a good metric as it is easy to communicate and easy to understand.  

• We have been using these metrics for many years. Historical comparability allows us to report on 
trends and to complement our reporting with historical information. For example, every 5 years 
when we disseminate the Canadian census information we see a spike in website traffic. This spike 
can then be explained.  

• As the metrics provide daily information on traffic, we can assess (in almost real time) the impact 
of various communication initiatives on website traffic.  

• We can then use lessons learned from this analysis to shape future communication initiatives.  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback 

• As described in the previous section, we use the information to assess our communication 
strategy.  

• When collaborating with other organizations in the release of official statistics, this indicator is 
frequently used to describe the success and reach of the data release.  

Lessons learned  

• Many commercial products can be used to calculate this metric. These products reduce the need 
to develop in-house solutions and provide a large range of custom reports.  

• Helps identify popularity of historical content. Some training material or papers disseminated in 
our scientific journals have lasting value and remain relevant today. 
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Mexico: Measuring value though website monitoring and evaluation 

The study of the INEGI Website on the Internet focuses on four main indicators:  

• Accessibility: Ease of the user in terms of access and location of information of interest.  

• Level of detail: Satisfaction with the level of disaggregation of the information obtained.  

• Navigation: Satisfaction with navigation on the portal.  

• Site Rating: Rating given to the INEGI Site on the Internet in general.  

The study of the INEGI Site on the Internet is carried out through three sources of information:  

On a quarterly basis, we apply a questionnaire to approximately one out of every 5 users on the site 
www.inegi.org.mx to know the perception of users regarding accessibility, navigation and level of 
detail of the information offered by the Institute in its website, this in alignment with the institutional 
strategic program.  

In addition, we have a permanent form on the website so that users can issue their opinions at any 
time, generating a monthly report.  

Likewise, we obtain usage statistics obtained from Google Analytics.  

The results of these studies contribute to institutional strategic planning and to support design actions 
to improve the usability of the website.  

Method  

For the quarterly study of the INEGI Site on the Internet (numeral A of the previous question), the 
following methodology is used:  

Application of a quarterly online questionnaire that randomly captures a representative sample of 
1,000 forms, with criteria differentiated by age and sex, based on the National Survey of Availability 
and Use of Information Technologies in Households ENDUTIH 2020 prepared by the INEGI.  

From the main results, it stands out that, in 2020, 74.6% of users considered that it is easy to locate 
the information; 83.8% like the navigation and 83.3% are satisfied with the level of detail of the 
information. The overall rating given to the site is 7.6 on a scale of 1 to 10.  

The results of these quarterly studies can be found in the executive document on the INEGI Intranet:  

http://intranet.inegi.org.mx/Servicios/Difusion/voz_usuario/SitePages/default.aspx  

Challenges  

To define the best way to measure what our users think, the best international practices were 
surveyed, and the results issued by the ENDUTIH 2019 were taken as a conceptual reference.  

The evaluation instrument has been updated to refine the indicators and more accurately measure 
user opinion.  

http://www.inegi.org.mx/
http://intranet.inegi.org.mx/Servicios/Difusion/voz_usuario/SitePages/default.aspx
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The results obtained have supported making improvements in the usability of the website and provide 
elements for strategic planning.  

Impacts 

With this evaluation, INEGI knows the evolution of the satisfaction levels of its users on the most 
relevant aspects of usability in the main institutional service channel, which is the website.  

The results are disseminated to the areas in charge of web design within the Institute, providing very 
useful elements mainly for usability design. Because it is carried out on the technological basis of 
internal development, it also contributes to the optimization of financial resources.  

In general, the complementary use of the results of the quarterly evaluation, those of the permanent 
suggestion form and the analytics of Google Analytics has been successful to complete an overview 
that allows a better understanding of the satisfaction phenomenon.  

Based on the success of the continuous analysis of these indicators, a Monitoring System for the 
Satisfaction of the Users of the Public Information Service was conceptually developed, which will be 
fully developed and operational in 2022.  

The results of these evaluations are reported as part of the Annual Statistics and Geography Program 
(PAEG), in the area of identifying satisfaction regarding accessibility and level of detail; In addition, 
they contribute elements to the different areas that produce, integrate and disseminate information 
of INEGI, for their strategic planning.  

The results can be found at the Deputy General Directorate of Diffusion and Public Information Service 
and are shared through the INEGI Intranet: 
http://intranet.inegi.org.mx/Servicios/Difusion/voz_usuario/SitePages/default.aspx  

Since it is sensitive data on the internal institutional performance of each ONE, we do not have 
comparability studies at the international level.  

On the other hand, we have the year to year comparison. In the case of the years 2019 and 2020, 
there is a tendency to positively evaluate the accessibility, level of detail and navigation indicators; 
although the global rating indicator has decreased, probably due to the perceptual correlation with 
the government's performance during the peak of the COVID19 pandemic.  

  

INEGI  

Periodo  

Accesibility  Detail level  Navigation  Calification  

2019  68.7  78.2  79.4  7.9  

2020  74.6  83.3  83.8  7.6  

  

Source: INEGI website evaluations, 2019-2020.  

http://intranet.inegi.org.mx/Servicios/Difusion/voz_usuario/SitePages/default.aspx
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 Lessons learned 

• Technology changes continuously and evaluation mechanisms have to adapt to these 
advances.  

• Care must be taken to include comparative strategic indicators over time, generating a 
historical trend for decision-making in the short, medium and long term.  

• Do not rule out the application of fixed forms on the website to retrieve qualitative opinions 
and suggestions for improvement, as well as the application of qualitative studies focused on 
specific user segments.  

• All indicators are better when they are integrated into a consultation system that allows the 
integrated visualization of the different satisfaction dimensions.  

Recommendations 

• Complement the fixed questionnaires with random forms that allow obtaining more diverse 
information from the user; as well as complementing with qualitative studies to obtain elements 
that support the usability of the portal.  

• Periodically review the operation of the strategic indicators, in order to integrate them in the 
different information surveys in their most refined form.  

• It is recommended to have a system of satisfaction indicators to communicate the results in a 
timely manner to those involved in the process of generation, integration and dissemination of 
information.  

• In addition, we have a permanent form on the website so that users can issue their opinions at 
any time, generating a monthly report.  

• Likewise, we obtain usage statistics obtained from Google Analytics.  

 The results of these studies contribute to institutional strategic planning and to support design actions 
to improve the usability of the website.  
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United States of America: Digital Object Identifiers: Assessing the impact of our 
long-form analysis 

Digital Object Identifiers (DOIs) are alphanumeric strings that can uniquely identify an article, 
document, or dataset. These strings provide a form of “permalink” to the referring object. DOIs are 
becoming more commonplace in academia as a way of citing research and data. The U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS) began researching DOIs because it had been informed by two indexing services 
that the Monthly Labor Review would be dropped from their indexes for not using DOIs. To start, our 
primary objective in using DOIs was to maintain our publication’s ability to be indexed. 

More recent research pointed to more extensive use of the indexing service to help inform us of the 
value of the articles published in the Monthly Labor Review. The Monthly Labor Review is the BLS 
flagship publication, publishing long-form data analysis for over a century. Though BLS does collect 
basic web metric information on each article, DOIs provide an opportunity to delve further into the 
use of articles as well as glimpse who is using the research. This information could help BLS to perform 
more targeted promotion of relevant research. 

Setting the framework for using DOIs 

Research began in 2016 to better understand how to use DOIs. Up to this point, BLS staff haven’t had 
much exposure to these, so the first step was researching what they are and how to implement them. 

As part of our research, BLS staff looked toward other journals that used DOIs and also other 
government agencies to help form our own framework. We reached out to the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to better understand their implementation of DOIs and what 
lessons learned they had. NOAA uses a much more extensive set of DOIs, as they not only use such 
identifiers for research articles but also for research datasets and imagery. NOAA staff underscored 
that it is important to have a central body to act as the clearinghouse—to have a metadata strategy 
and set things up so that there’s a predictable DOI rather than a randomized one.  

For implementation, we selected a DOI provider. This provider had a fairly easy user interface. Because 
the DOI needs to be shown on the article page, we decided to only put DOIs on the articles that we 
had fully in HTML, which was back to 2013. Prior to 2013, all of our articles were published in PDF-
only format. We decided that the work to go back further would be too large of a lift for our relatively 
small staff. In addition to creating a space to display the DOI on our article pages, we had to make a 
few modifications to our CMS to add in the DOI. These modifications were fairly minor.  

To create a DOI, BLS deposits metadata into an online portal, and that content is assigned a DOI. It’s 
encouraged that DOI creators ensure that URLs are maintained, and metadata are added at any time 
post publication (if additional metadata are available). At the time of implementation, BLS only added 
the title, author, publish date, URL, and journal-identifying information as the metadata.  

In terms of costs, there is an annual fee for the service that covers a set number of DOIs per year. If 
the subscriber goes over the set amount, a nominal fee is charged per overage. There is, however, no 
cost to authors to register and tag their own work.  

We had considered asking all authors to register themselves in DOI database, but we didn’t wish to 
place any further burden upon the authors at the time. The benefit to the agency in having authors 
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perform this function is not clear other than ensuring that authors are named consistently (for 
example middle initial vs. full middle name). 

Outcomes 

In terms of additional workload, the process of just creating a DOI for an individual article is pretty 
minimal. There was a startup cost of back loading old articles and understanding and developing a 
process that worked for our organization. However, in the day-to-day production, creating a DOI is 
something that takes a few additional minutes by our editors.  

Our original goal of getting relisted by indexing agencies was achieved. When setting up the DOIs, 
there was an inkling that BLS could get more in-depth information about the use of our articles by 
following up on citations. The DOI service allows agencies to keep track of how often a work is cited. 
This is something that needs a bit of time to develop. Among research communities, it may take a few 
months or longer for another researcher to cite your work. We left the citation portion as something 
to return our attention to in the future. Unfortunately, we forgot to circle back to investigating this 
potentially useful metric until this year. 

Impact 

Citations can provide a much more in-depth look at measuring the value of our long-form analysis. 
Google Analytics can provide views and downloads, but these measures are incomplete. We don’t 
know how meaningful the article is to the customer or if it helped provide a foundation for further 
research. Citations can tell us not only how many customers are citing the research but also can put a 
name to the researchers who are using our information. 

This type of information can help us better understand the reach and the spaces where our research 
informs further research. In terms of marketing and outreach, this also gives us further insight in to 
the “who” is using the work and could springboard more targeted marketing. This type of information 
could help construct more qualitative measures on the relative prestige of the citation. Agencies may 
consider a measure of prestige in terms of how well-known the researcher citing the work is or how 
well-regarded the journal is. 

Lessons learned 

When prompted by another agency to see what kind of citations we get, we (somewhat 
embarrassingly) discovered that our account and our workflow process do not allow us to see our 
citations. The following describe the lessons that we have learned. 

Account setup and default settings 

Our DOI provider has three account status options: open, limited, and closed. These options regulate 
how much of the metadata you provide is searchable. In January 2018, there was a change in our DOI 
provider’s default account status, although we were unaware of the change. Our account had 
inherited a default status of “closed,” thus making it more difficult for anyone using the DOI search to 
find our content. We have since rectified this and set our account status to open. 
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Though we did do a fair amount of research at the time of procurement to understand what we were 
getting, the research ceased after we had procured the product. We didn’t take the time to stay 
abreast of new features and changes that the service was implementing. Going forward, we intend to 
stay more on top of this aspect of using the DOI service. The service we use has a decision-making 
board, and they post highlight notes of their meetings. BLS staff intends to make it a priority to review 
the notes and possibly attend the open meetings. 

References 

Cited-by research is compiled from references that authors note in their research. In order to compile 
that information, DOI providers need publishers to also load that information as part of a metadata 
load. This is something that BLS editors had not been doing. Because we had not been loading this as 
part of our metadata, we cannot access any further citation information for our journal.  

At the time of writing this report, we are currently investigating how much additional work cited-by 
listings would be for editors. We are also considering if authors could assist and supply the reference 
DOI information for their referenced material as part of a submission requirement. I am hoping to try 
to do a few of these and share the results with the group.  

Author registration 

As previously mentioned, authors may register themselves for no cost. When editors log articles into 
the DOI service, they use the name that the author provided. In our own index, we notice that authors 
don’t always give the same variation on their name. Before we migrated our content to a content 
management system, the Monthly Labor Review did not have an author index. We relied upon 
institutional memory and topic to either view the author’s preferred name variant, or editors would 
simply use the submitted name. Once we did the work to compile this information into a database, 
we discovered that there were many name variants (our own deputy commissioner had six different 
variations on his name). Because we know that authors tend to be inconsistent, editors perform a 
search in the DOI database to see if the author has previously published with us, and we try to use the 
name variant we’ve used in the past. Searching the DOI database (or even our own) has its own set of 
difficulties. It tends to be time consuming, and it’s not always clear if it’s the same author or a different 
author with the same name. 

By requesting that authors register with the DOI service and provide their author ID, it could help 
enforce consistency. It also provides a benefit to the author as their desired name is displayed, and 
they can build a collection of material across all publications where they have published.  

Expanding beyond the Monthly Labor Review 

As previously mentioned, BLS started down the DOI path because it wanted to be reinstated to the 
indexing services. Therefore, our focus was only on the Monthly Labor Review. In our research, we’ve 
noted that other entities, such as the National Bureau for Economic Research (NBER), employs DOIs 
on their working paper series. Our agency also produces many working papers each year; this may be 
an avenue worth exploring for expanding our DOI work. 
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Recommendations 

Though it’s unclear at this point how robust the citation data will be, we will assume it has at least 
some value. We recommend the following for agencies considering using DOIs. 

1. Be patient. DOIs will not have the instant gratification of your page view counts. It takes time 
for research to be consumed, pondered, and then built upon in other research. The time 
horizon needed to view the value may be in years, rather than in months.  

2. Invest time in learning about the DOI provider services. As we discovered with our provider, 
submission mechanisms changed and new features were added. The investment in learning 
what your provider offers doesn’t stop with the procurement.  

Measures 

a. Number of citations (objective): the number of journal articles where your material is cited 

b. “Quality” of citations (subjective): this could include the relative prestige of the journal where 
referenced or the stature of the author referencing the material 

Links 

CrossRef is the DOI provider BLS uses: https://www.crossref.org/ 

Participation report for BLS: https://www.crossref.org/members/prep/9379 

More information on cited-by and mechanics of using them: 
https://www.crossref.org/education/cited-by/ 

A registered author page: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4075-6235

https://www.crossref.org/
https://www.crossref.org/members/prep/9379
https://www.crossref.org/education/cited-by/
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4075-6235


Measuring the value of official statistics 
 

122 
 

Canada: Exploration of Digital Object Identifiers (DOIs) to monitor use and 
impact of official data in online publications  

• This feature was introduced to Statistics Canada’s web products in 2019. The digital object 
identifier (DOI) appears as an alphanumeric string of characters that acts as an active link to 
the original digital object.  

• It is used as a way to cite a digital reference.  

• It also allows the organization that owns the DOI to retrieve metrics on the number of times 
the DOI was used.  

• Although still at the experimental stage, the DOI could be used to measure the number of 
citations of statistical products.  

• Statistics Canada does not currently use this indicator in any of its official reports.  

Method  

• DOI are found on all newly published statistical products.  

• Statistics Canada is provided a URL range from the Registration Agency to use for DOI 
generation.  

• A product’s DOI is assigned using our internal registration process.  

• Once the DOI is assigned, it is then added to the HTML (web page) version of the product.  

• Tools are available to retrieve (via an API) the metrics from the external central DOI repository 
maintained by the Registration Agency on volume of utilization.  

Challenges and solutions:  

• Although the DOI process is easy to use, it is still in its infancy, as such it does not yet have 
widespread acceptance as an instrument to cite.  

• Relying on this indicator would limit the scope to only those researchers/publications that use 
DOI and would exclude certain data users.  

• As the use of DOI becomes more widespread, this issue may be mitigated.  

• The DOI is limited in scope. It is currently only used in academic areas but is not used in other 
areas (such as journalism). This may limit its potential for use as an indicator.  

• There are very few safeguards in place about who registers DOIs. Other organizations can 
register DOIs against your products, therefore, reducing the number of citations you have 
from “your” DOI as more than one DOI can point to the same URL.  
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  Impacts, evaluation and evidence of success (or not) 

This indicator is still in the experimental stage and shows promise, but is not officially published at this 
time.  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

There is a multiplicity of potential in the use of this indicator as it would allow us to know the breadth 
and depth of the use of our products in academic and scientific journals.  

It will also allow us to track the continued use of statistical products over time.  

Lessons learned  

There are some efforts that are required within each statistical office in order to establish a process 
to assign DOI to products that are published. The level of effort should not be trivialized or 
underestimated.  

There are very few safeguards that are put in place about who registers DOIs. Other organizations can 
register DOIs against your products, therefore reducing the number of citations you have from “your” 
DOI as more than one DOI can point to the same URL. 
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Armenia: Measuring value through the number of agreements to use microdata 
for research in Armstat  

Armstat is currently using the measure described in the case study. This measure is reported in the 
annual report on implementation of the annual statistical program 
(https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99523493.pdf).  

It is a key performance indicator. It shows the use of microdata for research and collaboration of 
Armstat with the research community. It helps to increase the use of statistics and improve 
cooperation and communication with researchers, to better meet users’ needs and facilitate better 
access to microdata.  

It shows how Armstat meets user needs and how it contributes to their research, and helps to expand 
and improve access to data.  

It is important measure as the collected databases contain richer data than the published results (users 
may generate other additional outputs for their specific requirements using microdata files).  

Method 

The Law on Official Statistics of the Republic of Armenia 
(https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf) that is fully based on GLOS (entered into force on 
9 April 2018) enables Armstat to release microdata to users for research purposes:  

“Article 26. Access to confidential data for research purposes  

For research purposes, based on the application submitted by the researchers to Armstat and by the 
decision of the State Council, data containing statistical confidentiality may, in exceptional cases, be 
provided or published by Armstat in the anonymous form, not allowing direct or indirect disclosure of 
individual data.  

The data are limited to the information necessary for the research purposes.  

The data is used exclusively for research purposes, cannot be transmitted to other persons, cannot be 
published in the any anonymous form at the individual level and cannot be compared with the 
individual data obtained from other sources, all sources of instructional materials are mentioned, and 
those anonymous data are destroyed after the surveys.”  

The access to microdata is also governed by the supplementary regulation on approval of statistical 
confidentiality procedure (https://www.arlis.am/DocumentView.aspx?DocID=73021).  

The applicant needs to complete a request for obtaining microdata. This request should include the 
following information for the provision of anonymized databases by Armstat:  

1. Application addressed to the President of Armstat  

2. Information about the applicant/legal or natural person  

3. Indication of the query period for the anonymous database  

4. Indication of the purpose of using the anonymous database  

5. Obligation not to publish the anonymous database and not to use it for other purposes.  

https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99523493.pdf
https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf
https://www.arlis.am/DocumentView.aspx?DocID=73021
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An application is transmitted to the subject matter unit, which checks the compliance of the request 
with the available information resource, and then the database is brought to the appropriate format, 
taking into account all protection and confidentiality procedures. Then the unit prepares the database 
with the relevant documentation that is discussed at the State Council on Statistics (the supreme body 
of governance of the NSS) for approval.  

Based on the application submitted to Armstat, the State Council on Statistics issues the Decision on 
permission to provide applicant with the anonymized microdata on the following conditions: to use 
the provided information without identifications exclusively for scientific and research purposes, not 
transmit or sale to other persons, not publish and not disseminate in other way.   

 Armstat has provided Population Census microdata samples for 2001 
(https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2001a) 
and 2011 (https://international.ipums.org/international-
action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2011a) to University of Minnesota Population Center via 
the IPUMS International project (https://international.ipums.org/international/), based on the 
Memorandum of Understanding signed between Armstat and the University of Minnesota.  

To better meet users’ needs, Armstat has also developed the online platforms for public use microdata 
files:  

o Microdata database that is publicly available at 
https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=15. This database covers datasets from 
Households Surveys, Population Census and Demography, Labour Market and 
Agricultural Census.   

• Microdata on ILCS and LFS are included in the World Bank Microdata Library 
(https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=716).  

o National Data Archive (NADA) tool for Microdata Library 
(http://microdata.armstat.am/index.php/home). Armstat Microdata Library is a 
collection of datasets on ILCS, LFS, Population Census and Agricultural Census and 
linked to National Reporting Platform for SDGs statistics (https://sdg.armstat.am/), 
Armstatbank (https://armstatbank.am/pxweb/hy/ArmStatBank/) and National 
Summary Data (https://armstat.am/nsdp/).  

NADA is an open source microdata-cataloging system, compliant with the Data Documentation 
Initiative (DDI) that serves as a portal for researchers to browse, search, compare, apply for access, 
and download relevant census or survey information.  

Challenges and solutions 

Researchers need quick data, but some databases such as ILCS, LFS are collected annually. Researchers 
ask more detailed and disaggregated data that could be challenge for sampling tools and statistical 
confidentiality. This requires additional explanations from Armstat to satisfy researchers.  

The lack of trained highly skilled specialist in microdata protection and security (knowledge of security 
standards for microdata dissemination).  

Confidentiality risks are possible. 

https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2001a
https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2011a
https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2011a
https://international.ipums.org/international/
https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=15
https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=716
http://microdata.armstat.am/index.php/home
https://sdg.armstat.am/
https://armstatbank.am/pxweb/hy/ArmStatBank/
https://armstat.am/nsdp/
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The legal arrangements and procedures are in place and publicly available to ensure that 
confidentiality of the released microdata is protected, to increase public confidence that microdata 
will be used appropriately.  

 Impacts, evaluation and evidence of success (or not) 

All researchers are treated in an equal way.  

Rules and procedures are transparent and publicly available.  

The microdata are released at no cost.  

The measure supports to increase the overall trust, quality of data, usability, and usefulness, 
transparency, as well as to decrease the number of requests by researchers.    

The measure facilitates the user-producer communication and users feedback, and helps to more 
effectively address users (researchers) demand.  

Examples of user’s perspective:  

1. The sample of population census microdata enables the researchers and other users to have access 
to the collected census data and explore them with the opportunity to have harmonized comparable 
information from the database, which contains almost all the questions from the main database of 
population census. It is very productive tool for the researchers.  

It has some limitations, some of the variables are grouped or changed taking into consideration the 
fact that while retrieving output data the figures could be in a very small number.  

2. There are aggregated variables, which are limited in-depth analysis of phenomenon or limited at 
all. For example, users request microdata at the 2-digit level NACE codes in the manufacturing sector 
in order to reveal and solve specific issues in particular areas. However, in this regard, they may face 
the following challenges: a) data collected, but not representative at the level of requested 
disaggregation and not usable, b) data collected, available and usable, but they are confidential.  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

This measure supports sustainable cooperation and knowledge sharing.  

It provides the savings of resources and reduction of bureaucratic administrative procedures, and 
promotes data use and analysis.  

The priority users are researchers.  

Example, Armstat's participation in the IPUMS international initiative allows access to harmonized 
census microdata from one platform for more than 100 countries. This makes the data more valuable 
to the data users (https://armstat.am/en/?nid=15).  

Comparability 

The IPUMS project is a collaboration of the University of Minnesota with National Statistical Offices 
and international organizations (https://international.ipums.org/international/).  

https://armstat.am/en/?nid=15
https://international.ipums.org/international/
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Lessons learned  

It is important measure to show that data collected by Armstat benefit society by providing the basis 
for research and policy analysis. The researchers play an important role in policy analysis, and this 
requires access to quality official data to ensure the quality for research results.  

Lack of access to microdata may lead researchers to conduct their own data collections, which are 
usually of lower quality than the surveys conducted by Armstat. In this respect, the role of Armstat is 
crucial, as a trustworthy official source of high quality data produced based on international standards.   

Recommendations 

It is recommended to use this measure as it promotes and strengthens the cooperation of NSOs with 
research community and academia, and supports to increase trust in official statistics.  

References 

• Law on Official Statistics of the Republic of Armenia 
(https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf)  

• Regulation on approval of statistical confidentiality procedure 
(https://www.arlis.am/DocumentView.aspx?DocID=73021).  

• Armenia Population Census microdata for 2001 
(https://international.ipums.org/international-
action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2001a).  

• Armenia Population Census microdata for 2011 
(https://international.ipums.org/international-
action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2011a).  

• IPUMS International - University of Minnesota Population Center 
(https://international.ipums.org/international/).  

• Microdata database (https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=15)  

• Microdata on ILCS and LFS/the World Bank Microdata Library 
(https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=716).  

• Armstat Microdata Library (http://microdata.armstat.am/index.php/home).  

• National Reporting Platform for SDGs statistics (https://sdg.armstat.am/).  

• Armstatbank (https://armstatbank.am/pxweb/hy/ArmStatBank/).  

• National Summary Data (https://armstat.am/nsdp/). 

  

https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf
https://www.arlis.am/DocumentView.aspx?DocID=73021
https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2001a
https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2001a
https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2011a
https://international.ipums.org/international-action/sample_details/country/am#tab_am2011a
https://statswiki.unece.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=81298151
https://international.ipums.org/international/
https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=15
https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=716
http://microdata.armstat.am/index.php/home
https://sdg.armstat.am/
https://armstatbank.am/pxweb/hy/ArmStatBank/
https://armstat.am/nsdp/
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Mexico: Number of applications of research projects registered that proceeded 
to obtain access to microdata services through Remote Processing or Microdata 
Laboratory  

We do use this indicator to follow up the demand of the microdata access services, and which type of 
service the users prefer. This indicator only shows the number of projects registered, that is the 
demand for the two microdata services that need application format. INEGI offers by download 
microdata access to household surveys, government census, mortality, marriages. Birth statistics and 
these are not included in this indicator.  

Method 

The indicator is generated from a report of a system were users registered their microdata request 
applications, these are revised and those that do not proceed are cancelled and in the final indicator 
we only use the applications that did proceed. There are two types of microdata access services to 
statistical projects of economic units, agricultural units and when the access to microdata of 
household surveys need the geographical location of microdata more disaggregate then is by 
Microdata Laboratory:  

Remote processing in which the user sends his do file and INEGI process it, check output, and cleared 
it if it those not breached confidentiality.  

Microdata Laboratory the user has direct contact with the microdata through a terminal in a secure 
room. Users carry out their own processing and then request the revision of output that is checked 
and cleared if it does not breach confidentiality.  

These services are built following 5 “S” risk management model develop by UK ONS.  

It is important to know how the demand of these services for microdata access behaves, to be able to 
create the proper infrastructure to face it. For example, we only had on Microdata Laboratory in 
Mexico City, and we receive many users from the centre of the country, that made us realized it was 
important to open another Microdata Laboratory in the city were INEI headquarters is located, that is 
right in the middle of the country, users will not need to travel to Mexico City, making the service more 
accessible to postgraduate students and researcher that live in that region.  

Challenges and solutions 

We have a challenge in terms of quality of the data, many applications do not refer to microdata 
access. We do have a problem with applications that do not refer to microdata access through Remote 
Processing of Microdata Laboratory, but with the variable “status” we can discriminate them.  

 Impacts, evaluation and evidence of success (or not)  

The indicator shows that users value information because they are requesting it, it also shows they 
value this specific way of having access to statistical information to be able to carry out research that 
would not be possible without microdata access services.  
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It is a straightforward indicator, very easy to understand. The only thing that must be considered is 
that numbers won’t be big, because these services are only for expert users and very specific to certain 
types of research.  

The performance of the indicator also depends on the context, if users have the expertise required 
and are interested in research topics that require analysis with microdata.  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

In our case the indicator shows us clearly that users, when is possible prefer Microdata Laboratory to 
Remote Processing. With COVID19 it showed clearly how new users switch back to Remote Processing 
as second best choice to be able to continue with their analysis., because the Microdata Laboratory 
has been closed due to the lockdown.  

Value from different customers (useful quotes, impact on business, decisions made because of it, any 
monetary value attached)  

In our case the indicator together with provenance of users showed us we need to open a Microdata 
Laboratory in another geographical location in the middle of the country.  

Comparability 

We do know other statistical offices use this measure. But in terms of comparability things can be 
tricky due to the heterogeneity of countries regarding local conditions, size of statistical information 
offer, number of expert users, number of research institutions, complexity of the application 
procedure due to legal regulations. 

Lessons learned 

Data from application registers should be structured with control of catalogues so it can be useful to 
develop indicators  

Recommendations 

It could prove useful to have a clear codification of the types of services, to be able to follow up users’ 
preferences. 
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Armenia: Measuring the value of microdata access: Armenia’s National Data 
Archive 

Armstat proposes to measure value through these indicators as they will help guide us in introducing 
new solutions to disseminate microdata; ensure the broader use and utility of data, and enable us to 
better meet users’ needs and facilitate better access to microdata, so that users may obtain additional 
results using microdata files. 

These measures will contribute to Armstat’s goals and performance indicators, as they show how 
Armstat meets users’ needs and quantify the extent to which access to microdata contributes to users’ 
research.  

Method 

Users have become more interested in statistical databases and survey microdata. It is therefore 
important to improve access to microdata and to provide this access from an online platform. 

The National Data Archive (NADA) is an open-source microdata-cataloguing system, compliant with 
the Data Documentation Initiative (DDI) that serves as a portal for researchers to browse, search, 
compare, apply for access, and download relevant census or survey information. 

Challenges and solutions 

Researchers need data quickly, but some surveys such as the Integrated Living Conditions Survey 
(ILCS), Labour Force Survey (LFS), etc., are collected annually. Researchers are increasingly asking for 
more frequent, more detailed and more disaggregated data. This poses challenges in relation to 
sampling tools and statistical confidentiality, leading to the need for additional explanations from 
Armstat to satisfy researchers.  

As the NADA platform was originally designed to present information in one language, difficulties 
arose during the work in presenting the website in Armenian. To present the website in Armenian 
there was a need to create a separate server. 

Tools and platforms 

Armstat has developed and launched NADA tool for Microdata Library 
(http://microdata.armstat.am/index.php/home), with the support of the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) within the International System for Agricultural Science and 
Technology (AGRIS) programme.  

The Armstat Microdata Library is a collection of datasets on ILCS, LFS, population census and 
agricultural census and linked to the National Reporting Platform for Sustainable Development Goal 
(SDG) statistics (https://sdg.armstat.am/), Armstatbank 
(https://armstatbank.am/pxweb/hy/ArmStatBank/) and National Summary Data 
(https://armstat.am/nsdp/). 

Microdata on ILCS and LFS are included in the World Bank Microdata Library. 

http://microdata.armstat.am/index.php/home
https://sdg.armstat.am/
https://armstatbank.am/pxweb/hy/ArmStatBank/
https://armstat.am/nsdp/
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Impacts, evaluation & evidence of success (or not) 

The NADA microdata cataloguing tool gives the possibility to present microdata in a common format. 
The main advantage is that in addition to microdata, it is possible to display questionnaires, reports 
and other information related to surveys. 

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback 

The NADA Data Catalogue is an open-source software designed for researchers to browse, search, 
compare, apply for access and download research data. 

Comparability  

NADA is an online cataloguing and dissemination tool of survey and census microdata and metadata 
that allows data producers to disseminate survey and census information in a secured environment, 
in compliance with their confidentiality regulations. 

Lessons learned and recommendations 

The NADA survey cataloguing software promotes the use of microdata, and makes detailed metadata 
available in the form of a searchable online catalogue. It helps to place a focus on domains that are in 
high demand and hence aids efforts to inform the public about the publicly available files.  

It helps to increase and improve data access, to obtain users’ feedback.  

The measures of value are important as the collected databases contain richer data than the published 
results (users may generate other additional outputs for their specific requirements).  

The growing number of users and their positive feedback promotes the cooperation of Armstat with 
research community. 
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United Kingdom: Mentions of ONS outputs in Parliament  

The overall aim of this form of measures is to measure the impact official statistics has on debates in 
the house of Parliament. By measuring the number of mentions, by implication, the measure shows 
how often official statistics are used in order to bolster arguments for and against policy.  

Method 

From the speeches made in Parliament, a transcript is written up and recorded in Hansard. This allows 
the transcript to be converted into an xml file format. This is important as it can then be scraped using 
a coding language such as R or Python. In this case, Python was used. The data is cleaned and 
processed to make sure there are no errors in the transcript such as repeated words or sentences. 
After this, a topic classification system was built to count how many times the ONS was mentioned 
during discussions in certain topics. Finally, using this information, a dashboard is created that displays 
the information clearly for users to see. Examples of the dashboard are below.  
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Challenges 

Accessing data – overcoming network challenges  

Early user engagement – sentiment not very useful  

Natural Language Processing – learning & application  

Topic classification – designing & evaluating models  

Tools and platforms  

Hansard  

Python  

Tableau  

The dashboard is open primarily for internal management usage  

 Lessons learned  

• Productionise dashboard – weekly updates, live data  

• Include all data from UK Parliament, then add in NI Executive, Scottish Parliament & Welsh 
Senedd  

• Automatic identification of topics with frequent/infrequent mentions  

• Link up with OSR to look at how we might evaluate how our stats are used in parliament  

• Expand approach to include govt policy papers  
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• Cross government possibilities  

• Could be adapted to suit other government departments  

• Evaluating use of our economic stats in private sector - board reports/annual reports  

  

  

Mentions in Parliament graph from 2015 – current by month.  

Mentions in Parliament graph from 2015 – current by topic. 
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Poland: Measuring value through educational activities 

Indicators: Objective (and subjective, suggested indicator) 

Number of participants in national and international statistical competitions in schools The 
implementation of educational projects by Statistics Poland is dictated by the need to popularize 
official statistics. Official statistics become more valuable to users if those users have a good 
understanding of them—for which educational activities are needed. Both quantitative and qualitative 
assessments are made to evaluate the quality and effectiveness of these educational projects. Reports 
are prepared on the projects and summarized in the organization’s Annual Report on the Statistical 
Education Plan. The report covers the qualitative and quantitative aspects of the implementation of 
these educational projects. During systematically organized meetings, we share good practices and 
experiences from the implementation of individual activities and projects. 

Method 

Every year Statistics Poland prepares a Statistical Education Plan. The plan outlines the annual 
statistical education activities to be carried out nationwide by Statistics Poland headquarters and 16 
regional statistical offices. Due to the special dimension of nationwide activities, they are subject to 
evaluation. Each of the projects, namely the Statistical Olympics and the European Statistical 
Competition, has specific goals, indicators and methods for assessing their implementation. Both 
objective and subjective indicators are produced, and assessments are both quantitative and 
qualitative. Both organizational and substantive parts of the projects are assessed. Evaluation is 
carried out at different stages and takes into account different aspects.  

In the case of the Statistical Olympics (a competition dedicated to Polish secondary school students), 
surveys are conducted after each stage of the competition. Questionnaires are filled in by students 
and teachers. Additionally, quantitative reports on participants are prepared. At the end of the 
project, a report is prepared based on the questionnaires. The second dimension is the assessment of 
organization. In this case, the event is approached from the organizational and financial side. Finally, 
a report is prepared. Additionally, the number and structure of goals achieved is reported once a year. 
Organizational aspects are also discussed and improvements for the next edition of the event are 
analyzed. 

In the case of European Statistical Competition, evaluation forms from participants are also collected. 
The participants fill in questionnaires, based upon which a report is prepared. Additionally, at the end 
of the project, another report is drafted – the one which takes into account the degree of achievement 
of the overall objectives. In each case, activity on the project-related web pages and the type of 
project-related queries received, are monitored. The results achieved by students are also analyzed. 
This aspect makes it possible to assess the adequacy of the degree of difficulty of the tasks in relation 
to the students' abilities and influences subsequent projects. 

Challenges and solutions 

The challenge is to select the right indicators and select data collection methods to match them. 
Surveys do not always meet all needs. Another difficulty is the inability to mobilize participants to fill 
in the questionnaires. As the response rate of the questionnaires declines (despite the fact that they 
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are carried out online), the possibility of using them as a reliable source of information also decreases. 
Ultimately, attempts are made to mobilize participants to complete questionnaires. 

Impacts, evaluation & evidence of success (or not) 

All evaluation methods show us where are the areas to work on, or at least to analyze them again.  

Engagement is relatively easy to measure and permits us to demonstrate the value of the educational 
projects using objective indicators. And the methods are effective. The numbers do not lie and we can 
observe an increasing tendency (year on year) when it comes to young people interested in statistics 
and taking part in our initiatives (besides the two competitions mentioned above, we organize 
hackathons and we participate in book fairs, scientific events and other initiatives  organized by Polish 
cities in which statistical offices are located).  

Relevance/Value to the customer/stakeholder feedback 

Shaping a positive image of official statistics, building relationships with teachers, promoting statistics 
among students, some of whom may become ambassadors for official statistics, and eventually 
professional users of official statistics, understanding statistics and its values – these are some of the 
direct results of the educational projects which demonstrate the relevance of those projects. 

We have already carried out four editions of the Statistical Olympics and three editions of the 
European Statistical Competition. Each year we introduce improvements in the organization of these 
endeavours and receive positive feedback from participants and teachers.  

Comparability 

For the European Statistics Competition, Eurostat monitors the engagement of member states. 

Internally, we draft reports each year, so we can see progress over time. 

Lessons learned 

It is worth making the effort to create indicators. This facilitates the evaluation of work and the 
improvement of projects for the future. Additionally, it is a valuable source of knowledge about how 
official statistics are perceived by a given group of users. In the case of statistical education, we focus 
on young people and teachers. Ultimately we achieve the goal: popularization of official statistics. It 
is definitely worth building relationships with participants and teachers, creating a network of 
contacts. This pays off and increases the availability of our projects. 

Recommendations 

Assessment should be done regularly, be complete, relevant, and produced in a user-friendly form.  
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Case studies focusing on subjective measures 

GCC-Stat: Satisfaction with products & services in GCC-STAT 

GCCSTAT ensured the provision of statistical data to decision-makers and the public based on its 
annual plan. During the pandemic in 2020, GCC-Stat adapted its work by placing the priorities of 
decision-makers in its plan, which resulted in the creation of many related products. One such 
products of interest was the report on the impact of Covid-19 on the sustainable development goals 
in the GCC countries, and the impact of COVID-19 on health, social and economic aspects. The centre 
also created the Covid-19 Severity Index, which was meant to provide a simple and understandable 
measure of the trend and relative magnitude of 'severity', i.e. the severity of the situation today.  

The numerous outputs produced by the centre were proportional to the periods of lockdown and the 
amount of time spent at home, whether these end-products were related to the pandemic or 
preparation of short summaries as an alternative to long detailed versions to make it easier to be read 
through smart devices. Additionally, the Covid-19 platform was set up internally in the centre to ease 
monitoring activity through smart devices.  

Therefore, the importance of these efforts and outputs are required to be measured through 
monitoring the satisfaction and interest in these products from a beneficiary’s viewpoint to 
understand the product values to the beneficiaries involved.  

One of the most essential and core competencies of GCC-Stat is the preparation and provision of 
statistical data, information and indicators regarding GCC countries on a regional level that 
encompasses all of the GCC, rather than at a countrywide level. Therefore, those interested in 
aggregate data at the regional level are limited, which involves mostly policy and decision-makers, and 
a number of researchers and academicians. As for the major segment, the public, their interest 
depends on the occasion or event related to the requirement of statistics. Accordingly, customer 
satisfaction survey is the method of choice to reach the general public segment denoted above and to 
understand the extent of their satisfaction and the importance of the data provided to them.  

The objective of this research is to measure the impression of dealers with the products issued by the 
centre.  

Method 

GCC-Stat used a questionnaire to survey customer satisfaction and it was distributed in various official 
communication channels, namely, Twitter and WhatsApp to the public. As for the decision-makers, 
which are the beneficiaries of the specialized levels, they were provided the survey through e-mail.  

Challenges and solutions  

The major challenge faced was the high rate of no-response received from the questionnaires, which 
targeted segments of the audience (policy-makers and decision-makers) that did not fill out the 
questionnaires, and the only feedback we could receive from them were letters of thanks and 
appreciation, and thus monitoring the correctness of the decision to prepare and choose products and 
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evaluate them with appropriate accuracy was considered another part of the challenge in addition to 
the no response of the survey.  

In order to address this problem, it is possible to start reducing the number of questions to the bare 
minimum objective questions and to direct the questions more precisely to specialists of those 
segments only.  

 Impacts, evaluation and evidence of success (or not)  

Communicating with customers to obtain the importance and value of these statistics by knowing the 
extent of their satisfaction and the ease of their access to information using the questionnaire it limit 
the decision may take to go ahead or not to continue producing these statistics in specific subject.  

Yes, It may not bring about the desired result, but it can allow measuring the value of it from receiving 
numbers of additional requests and needs, whether from the GCC General Secretariat as requested 
services to display these statistics in platforms that can reach easily & clear or from regional Gulf or 
international organizations requesting building future cooperation and partnerships, or from news 
channels for interviews regarding one of the published information that caught their interest.  

Comparability  

Most, if not all, of the national statistical centers in the GCC countries, as well as the rest of the centers 
at the regional and international levels prepare questionnaires for the public to know the extent of 
their satisfaction with these products. In most cases, they are the most effective and appropriate 
because national statistics are linked to the citizens more than just being aggregated statistics and 
data at the regional level, which makes such statistics of profound importance.  

Lessons learned and recommendations  

There should be selective measures and segmented as per regional and national used to measure the 
value of the statistics. 
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Romania: Official statistics evaluation  

The National Institute of Statistics conducted an opinion survey in January-March 2019 addressed to 
users of statistical data. The survey aims at identifying the reaction of the users to the degree and the 
modalities of using the statistical data disseminated by the institute, as well as the confidence they 
have in the official statistics. The questionnaire aimed at receiving answers to a number of twenty-
one questions, some of them optional, on how the NIS disseminates the results of its work in the 
media, but also questions regarding the ways to improve our institute's activity or questions about 
the image that the main producer of statistical data has at this moment. In this research, 105 
respondents out of 164 persons to whom the request was addressed have send their answers. 
Respondents’ structure includes pupils, students, PhD students, professors, researchers, journalists, 
members of commercial companies or NGOs as well as other unreported users of statistical data. It 
should be noted that all participants have previously accepted (according to the GDPR) to benefit from 
various means of communication of press releases, statistical publications, surveys, etc. and to be 
included in the database of the INS Communication Department. The questionnaire was developed 
using the framework provided by the GOOGLE DRIVE platform and was afterwards posted on the 
institution's website. The processing was carried out in March 2019.  

  

Method 

The vast majority of the collected answers proved that 50.6% of respondents used the statistical data 
necessary in their activity due to data demanded by the nature of their jobs (this category includes 
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journalists), followed by those which use statistical information in the education process with a share 
of 34.6%, and by those belonging into scientific research at a rate of 33.3%. About the same level, 
namely 32.1% is found for the respondents using statistics for reporting or analysis purposes, followed 
by those using information for market and business analysis (28.1%) and personal interest (16%). A 
relatively small percentage of 1.2% stated that they use statistical data or require the assistance of 
NIS in particular for obtaining industrial classification codes in view to classifying the economic 
activities in sectors corresponding to their specific activity.  

In a brief analysis, one could notice that the majority of the respondents chose the "satisfied" option 
to questions referring to statistical data:  

- correspond to your needs - 43  

- are accurate - 41  

- are trustworthy (34 marked the "very satisfied" option)  

- are not influenced by the political environment 39  

- are data presented in a clear manner (32 marked the "very satisfied" option)  

- are easy to find (accessible) 31  

- are easy to understand 36  

- are published in due time 37  

- are sufficiently detailed 43  

- allow for comparisons 40  

- are updated 41  

- are frequent enough 41  

The following answers were recorded regarding the additional question on how to improve the 
statistical data: - Providing Population and Housing Census data at the level of the villages that are 
part of communes and of the settlements that are part of the municipalities and towns. - Demographic 
information should be more diversified and persuasive. - I would like the statistical data to be 
published much more quickly, there should be no major time lag between the publication and the 
reference period of the content. I am also dissatisfied with the fact that in 2019 are published relatively 
old data (2017).  

Comparability 

UK, Ireland and Armenia have carried out similar evaluation surveys  
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United Kingdom: Awareness of brand and messaging  

The ONS required a more timely and relevant measure of its impact and value amongst public 
audiences. An existing study ‘Public Confidence in Official Statistics,’ commissioned by the UK Statistics 
Authority, runs once every two years, which although established and well regarded is less focused on 
the ONS and is not frequent enough to generate the timely recommendations this measurement aims 
to inform.  

While the measures at this time do not directly contribute to headline Key Performance Indicators, 
they have been used to develop recommendation and work is underway to incorporate more direct 
evaluation of project and programme performance. It also features as part of wider work amongst 
stakeholders and regular staff surveys to form a more complete picture of the ONS’ reputation 
amongst broad audience groups.  

The measures are gathered in a public survey, produced by an external agency commissioned by the 
ONS.  

Method 

The ONS ‘Brand Survey’ is a questionnaire, commissioned by the ONS, repeated on a quarterly basis 
(April, July, October, January) with a sample of around 2,000 respondents. The questionnaire is 
included as part of an omnibus survey conducted by a reputable external agency. The sample is 
nationally representative and is selected from a large panel of participants, registered with the 
external agency.  
 A question set of eight core questions is repeated in each wave of the survey in order to track change 
over time, however additional questions can be added in for bespoke evaluation of projects and 
programmes. The core question set was largely designed to measure public agreement with a series 
of reputationally relevant statements relating to qualities such as trust, relevance, and perceptions of 
the  organization’s impact at an individual, community, and societal level.  

Challenges and solutions 

A prerequisite to defining an appropriate question set was establishing an agreed understanding of 
desirable audience attitudes and behaviours to measure success against. To do this the ONS defined 
a high-level list of audiences and ‘think, feel, do’ statements for each. The public was split into two: 
‘public users’ and ‘public providers’ to represent the two main ways in which the public interacts with 
the ONS; as users of its data and providers of data respectively.  

Another challenge was to recruit and retain a large enough panel of participants, which also reflected 
the nation’s demographics. This was resolved by outsourcing the fieldwork to a reputable agency with 
an established list of participants from which we could ensure a sufficient sample size (2,000 
respondents) consistently.  

To coordinate a consistent approach, and to ensure ongoing funding for the measurement, work is 
underway at the time of writing to develop a consistent  organization-wide approach to conducting 
this study. This will allow greater flexibility within the survey to include questions relevant to projects, 
programmes, and any work carried out in response to developing situations, for example the  
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organization’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic. It will also ensure value for money by ensuring 
that the survey work is focused on strategic objectives; the measurements must have a purpose.  

Impacts  

This has proven to be a useful approach to measuring value as it directly asks the public questions 
around their perceptions of the ONS’ value.  

The measures are easy to communicate across the organisation and are simple to understand, 
providing a clear picture of  organizational reputation and perceived value, which is accessible at all 
levels of the  organization.  

Once established, the measure has been consistent and easy to replicate without being prohibitively 
expensive.  

The main limitations of the approach that the ONS has adopted are:  

The fieldwork is conducted online, which excludes audiences without internet access  

The panel is signed up to an external agency to take part in surveys – the respondents are already 
engaged with survey work so might not represent disengaged audiences  

The measure is designed for internal use only and should not be used to demonstrate value to 
stakeholders or public audiences (although the less frequent Public Confidence in Official Statistics 
study is published publicly  

The measure alone may not be enough to indicate what action is needed to correct any undesirable 
deviation from expected measured results, although this can be remedied with follow-up focus 
groups, workshops, or investigation albeit usually at additional cost.  

These measures have direct relevance to value to the customer and gathers public audience feedback.  

It is designed to understand and demonstrate perceptions of value amongst public audience groups. 
As an internal-only measure, the measurement is designed to be useful to decision makers within the  
organization to measure performance and inform action.  

Since its introduction the Quarterly Brand Survey has grown in profile within the  organization, 
particularly as work continues to centralise the approach to conducting the measurement. While 
primarily useful for senior leadership to gain an overall view of  organizational impact, the structure 
of the question set looks to unpick elements of value to inform action at a working level.  

A large part of the success of these measures is down to its accessibility in how easy the measures are 
to understand. By using a variety of platforms to share the measures through internal news and in 
presentations at meetings, the measures draw on wider  organizational capability and experience to 
generate action.  

As an example of drawing on wider  organizational capability: in the early stages of implementation, 
it was particularly useful to work with colleagues with expertise in social research to ensure the 
question set and overall methodology were appropriate.  
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Comparability 

We are unaware of any other statistical office undertaking this measure and have not yet made any 
assessment for comparability. 
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Armenia: Measuring users’ perceptions of political independence and 
trustworthiness of official statistics 

Armstat proposes to measure value through these indicators as they show how statistics are perceived 
as independent, objective, impartial and transparent. These indicators measure the belief that 
statistics are developed, produced and disseminated in an independent manner and free from political 
influences. They show how Armstat is implementing the UN Fundamental Principles of Official 
Statistics, the European Statistics Code of Practice and the ISI Declaration on Professional Ethics. 

Armstat measures these indicators by conducting a User Satisfaction Survey 
(https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=131) and a Short User Survey 
(https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99509563.pdf ).  

These measures will contribute to Armstat’s goals/performance indicators, as they help to increase 
trust in official statistics and in the political independence of Armstat, and help to improve our 
reputation and the public opinion of Armstat. 

Method 

Official statistics in the conditions of huge information flows, growing new non-traditional data 
sources and advanced information and communication technologies needs to have a strong 
modernized legal and institutional setting to guarantee the independence, integrity and accountability 
and assure data quality and data security according to international standards. 

Statistical legislation is a key condition for an efficient statistical organization that supports the 
exclusive position of Official Statistics while strengthening its professional independence, based on 
the UN Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics. 

Modern statistical legislation supports in further strengthening of national statistical systems, 
modernizing of official statistics and presenting the full value of official statistics. In this respect the 
Generic Law on Official Statistics (GLOS) developed jointly by the UNECE Statistics Division, UN 
Statistics Division, EFTA, Eurostat and experts from several countries, provides a model law that could 
be adjusted to national circumstances (https://www.unece.org/index.php?id=45114). 

Challenges and solutions  

Independence requires adequate resources, which is always a problem. 

Tools and platforms 

Armstat introduced the new Law on Official Statistics on 9 April 2018 
(https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf) that is fully based on the GLOS. Armstat is a state 
body implementing functions aimed at public interest that is independent in its activities, and is 
radically different from state institutions with certain political orientation. The guarantees for not 
involving official statistics in conflicts between political, administrative and departmental interests are 
defined by the Fundamental Principles of Official Statistics. The Law provides a strong legal basis for 

https://www.armstat.am/en/?nid=131
https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99509563.pdf
https://www.unece.org/index.php?id=45114
https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf
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Armstat with regard to political and professional independence through a higher degree of managerial 
independence of the statistical system.  

Impacts, evaluation & evidence of success (or not) 

The State Council on Statistics is the supreme body of governance of the NSS, including Armstat, for 
the development, production and dissemination of official statistics. The State Council on Statistics is 
actually composed of producers of official statistics. 

The State Council approves the principles of the development, production and dissemination of official 
statistics, adopts legal acts in statistics, which are subject to mandatory implementation across the 
country and approves an annual and five year statistical programs and reports on programs 
implementation.  

Having a supreme body of governance with the right to adopt legal acts in statistics provides a high 
position for statistics in public administration.  

The Law grants a strong managerial autonomy in the planning and implementation of statistical work. 

The law protects the President of Armstat and Council members against an inappropriate dismissal 
during their term of office, as they are appointed for a six-year term and Government changes have 
no any influence on them, and this is an institutional safeguard of political and professional 
independence. President and Council members may not be members of any political party.  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

It is relevant and value for the public, since the goal of politicians is regular elections, those goals may 
not coincide with public goals. 

Comparability 

It is a great advantage to have a State Council on Statistics having the right to approve annual and 
multiannual statistical programmes. 

Lessons learned and recommendations 

The GLOS provides the strong foundations for building public trust. 

It is recommended to countries to use the GLOS as a standard that could be adapted to their legislative 
peculiarities, taking into account countries Constitutional order, culture, traditions, etc. 

It is recommended to have a Governance Model with a supreme body of governance as the State 
Council on Statistics (the Managerial Board) having a strong managerial autonomy. 

Links and references  

GENERIC LAW ON OFFICIAL STATISTICS for Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia, UNECE, UNITED 
NATIONS, New York and Geneva, 2016 (https://www.unece.org/index.php?id=45114) 

https://www.unece.org/index.php?id=45114
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Guidance on Modernizing Statistical Legislation, UNECE, UNITED NATIONS, 2019 
(http://www.unece.org/index.php?id=51141) 

Law on Official Statistics of the Republic of Armenia 
(https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf) 

Objective reasons of the lack of trust in official statistics 
(https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99476558.pdf) 

  

http://www.unece.org/index.php?id=51141
https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99514643.pdf
https://www.armstat.am/file/doc/99476558.pdf
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Ireland: Users of official statistics  

  

  

  

Method 
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Impacts 

Section 1: Customer profile  

This section looked at the customers using official statistics including attributes such as:  

Their last contact with CSO  

The means by which they previously contacted CSO (website, email, phone etc.)  

Nature of the last enquiry (Research, Academic studies, Business or market analytics etc.)  

Current employment status of users  

Type of industry the users work in e.g. Finance, politics, academics etc.  

  

Section 2: Frequency of using statistical information  

Rating of ability to calculate, interpret and manipulate statistical data.  

Repertoire of statistical source used  

Brand momentum pyramids (See below)  

 

CSO channel awareness and usage  

Satisfaction with channels  

  

Section 3: Usage of CSO statistics  

Reasons for contacting CSO  
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Devices used to contact CSO  

Channels used for alerts for new CSO statistics  

Satisfactions with CSO statistics  

Reasons for dissatisfaction with CSO statistics  

Reaction to CSO website and publication  

Section 4: Attitudes towards CSO  

Influence of CSO on personal/ organizational decision making  

Net promotor scores (see below)  

Likelihood to recommend CSO  

Brand image association  

  

Comparability 

UK, Mexico and Armenia have carried out user surveys 
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Mexico: Measuring value through social perception 

Through the Study Social Perceptions of INEGI, we measure three dimensions that provide three 
different indicators:  

• Knowledge: Knowledge of institutions including INEGI, What have you heard?, and where 
have you heard?  

• Use: Use of INEGI Information, What INEGI Information have you used the most?, What have 
you used it for?, frequency of use, usefulness of INEGI Information as well as where you 
obtained the Information.  

• Trust: Social trust, trust in INEGI information, usefulness of information for the design of 
public policies, perception of veracity in INEGI information, perception regarding the 
independence of INEGI, transparency of information published by INEGI, evaluation of INEGI 
by other institutions.  

The Social Perceptions of INEGI study is carried out following the international recommendations of 
the OECD for statistical institutes on confidence in official statistics, which is carried out every four 
years by an agency other than INEGI, in order to give greater reliability to the data obtained. It was 
first held in 2017, with continuity in 2021.  

Method   

The Social Perceptions of the National Institute of Statistics and Geography study (PSINEGI) was 
carried out in 2017 and 2021, by the National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM), at the 
request of INEGI.  

This study seeks to measure social perception of INEGI in three dimensions: knowledge, use and trust, 
through the application of research techniques and tools, which are detailed below:  

Household survey, probabilistic at the national level and aimed at population 15 years and older, with 
a sample with confidence levels of 95%, a design effect of 3.5, a proportion of 14%, a relative error of 
15% and an expected maximum non-response rate of 35%.   

B. National survey of heads of the economic units of the domains of large companies: micro, small and 
medium-sized enterprises, as a whole (MIPyMES); educational services; and financial and insurance 
services. With a confidence level of 95%, a relative error of 10%, an expected non-response rate of 
40% and a differentiated proportion by study domain: for large companies, 36%; MSMEs, 9%; 
educational services, 39% and for financial and insurance services 26%.  

C. As a complement to the project, through qualitative method techniques, 27 focus groups and semi-
structured interviews were carried out in specific cities representative of each user segment 
represented.   

The complete results and detailed deliverables of the Social Perceptions Study on INEGI 2017 can be 
downloaded and consulted on the https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/ site. The 2021 results are still 
being prepared (November 2021).  

https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/
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Challenges and solutions   

In 2017, we did not have a reference point to design the conceptual framework of the surveys, so it 
was decided to carry out the 27 focus groups, from whose results a reference framework was obtained 
to conceptually design the surveys, both in households and in establishments.  

In 2021, the COVID19 phenomenon forced the investigating team to adapt the field tasks times, to 
adjust the work schedule and incorporate the new sanitary measures in order to obtain reliable results 
comparable to those of 2017.   

Impacts  

INEGI was able to know the social perception in its dimensions of knowledge, use and trust, with which 
it was possible to identify the value arguments to be taken up for the contents of communication 
campaigns and promotion of the use of information.  

In addition, the results obtained in 2017 were adopted by the institute's senior management as an 
input for the institutional strategic planning of the following years. We plan to do the same with the 
2021 results.  

With the results obtained by this study, the international recommendation by the OECD is complied 
with and, in addition, we’ve started a series of time that will allow us to monitor our performance 
before the eyes of the Mexican society.  

The results of the 2017 study have been used as part of the strategic planning for the years 2018, 2019 
and 2020 by the senior management of INEGI, specifically in the Institutional Strategic Program.  

For transparency purposes, the results of the INEGI Social Perceptions Study were made available on 
a website administered by UNAM: https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/   

Below is a comparative table with the main results of the 2017 study, showing the results obtained by 
some peer organisms:  

KNOWLEDGE, USE AND CONFIDENCE IN OFFICIAL STATISTICS, INEGI VS WORLD  

NSO  KNO
WLED
GE  

USE  CONFID
ENCE  

SOURCE  

INEGI  82.4%  14.2
%  

85.6%*   Percepciones sociales del INEGI, 
UNAM, 2017.  

UK National 
Statistics Institute  

71%  25%  90%  Public Confidence in oficial 
statistics – 2016  

Ian Simpson. NatCen Social 
Research, UK.  

Statistics New 
Zealand  

97% *  31%  80%  http://archive.stats.govt.nz/about
_us/what-we-do/our-

https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/
http://archive.stats.govt.nz/about_us/what-we-do/our-publications/use-trust-in-oss-2017.aspx
http://archive.stats.govt.nz/about_us/what-we-do/our-publications/use-trust-in-oss-2017.aspx
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publications/use-trust-in-oss-
2017.aspx  

Denmark ONS  -  -  97%  Public Confidence in official 
statistics – 2016  

Ian Simpson. NatCen Social 
Research, UK.  

Australia ONS  -  -  93%  

Sweden ONS  -  -  84%  

 * Percentage of people that approve of the NSO in terms of confidence (6 or more in a 1-10 scale). 
Other countries ask directly if people trust or not in the NSO.  

Lessons learned  

It is very positive to carry out this type of studies through a third party, since this generates more 
confidence in the results.  

It is good to measure separately the perception of the population in households and that of economic 
units. It is worth complying with the international recommendation (OECD) to measure the three 
indicators (knowledge, use and trust), and also to measure those dimensions that by the national 
reality itself add value, asking specific issues.  

Having qualitative exercises such as focus groups serves as a basis for verifying the evaluation 
requirements of the quantitative ones.  

This exercise allows to profile in greater detail the users of the Public Information Service, as well as 
to lay the foundations to reorient the design of information products and services.  

Recommendations 

Continue with the surveys through an external body to the NSO to guarantee impartiality in the 
results.   

Complement the surveys with qualitative evaluations in order to refine the evaluation instruments to 
be applied in the field in housing and economic units.  

Conduct surveys separating the areas in households and economic units.  

Cover basic dimensions of knowledge, use and trust.  

In the surveys, include topics relevant to the national statistical agency in accordance with the national 
reality and the objectives of statistical literality and the others that the organization has.  

Refine the classification of user segments to better guide the design of the study.  

References 

The complete results and detailed deliverables of the Social Perceptions of INEGI 2017 study can be 
downloaded and consulted on the https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/ site.  

http://archive.stats.govt.nz/about_us/what-we-do/our-publications/use-trust-in-oss-2017.aspx
http://archive.stats.govt.nz/about_us/what-we-do/our-publications/use-trust-in-oss-2017.aspx
https://ijpc240.juridicas.unam.mx/
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Case studies focusing on monetary measures 

United Kingdom: Census benefits valuation of the 2011 Census 

As producers of official statistics there is a need to put together robust business cases setting out the 
value and benefits to obtain funding and justify work. The logical and qualitative benefits of producing 
statistics are often clearer and it’s easier to point out a number of essential uses for them, which are 
often underpinned by legislative requirements. However, statistics producers often need to go further 
than this by quantifying the benefits delivered in cash terms. This is a challenging area because 
“statistics in themselves don’t deliver benefits - it’s the use of statistics that delivers benefits through 
better, quicker decisions by governments, companies, charities and individuals. 

 A full business case approval was provided in July 2019, covering the Census and wider transformation 
programme activity 

The vast majority of benefits identified are user benefits of Census data 

Method 

The economic appraisal for the business case was aligned and developed on Green Book best practice 
(HM Treasury). With benefits identified in line with ONS and wider Government project delivery best 
practice 

 

Identifying the benefits  

There were four types of benefits categorised in the business case: 

• Stakeholder Value – received by users as a result of having Census data; also reduced 
respondent burden benefits 

• Cash releasing benefits – as a result of more efficient processes in data collection 

• Costs avoided – as a result of wider transformation and technology re-use 
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• Income Generation – through wider Programme transformation activity. 

The Full Business Case sets out that the Census and wider transformation activity will derive benefits 
to society of £5.6 billion through to 2031 (post-optimism bias); a return on investment of almost 6:1 
 
The benefits of Census data to users comprise 97% of these benefits. 

Different users of census data 

To inform the economic case, a stakeholder consultation exercise was undertaken in 2017/18, 
identifying the potential users of data and how they derive benefit from data (theory of change 
approach) 

Three main groups identified: 

• Central Government 

• Local Government 

• Private Sector  organizations 

Within these groups, the techniques used to value the potential impact varies on a case by case basis. 

Three main benefits identified: 

• Application of data to allocate resources and funding 

• Use of small area data in public policy research 

• The role of Census data in capital investment decisions 

A further benefit on macroeconomic decision making was included in an earlier iteration of the 
business case, but later removed due to insufficient evidence of attribution of impact to Census data 

Central Government benefits estimated at £472m through to 2031/32 (post-optimism bias). 

 
Valuation Techniques 

Application of data to allocate resources and 
funding 

Drawn upon research undertaken as part of the 
Beyond 2011 programme 

Testing the net welfare loss of spending 
misallocation compared to where it is needed 

Use of small area data in public policy research 

Assumed that the research is worth at least the 
funding devoted to it 

Consultees asked to identify how much was 
spent on public policy analysis, dependent on 
small area data 
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The role of Census data in capital investment 
decisions 

Two main approaches used: the costs of delay 
that absence of Census data would have on 
major investment programmes 

The value placed on data in the location of 
capital investments in the right area; and the 
proportion of the data used which is Census data 

Local Government 

Stakeholder consultation with a sample of local authorities to verify/refresh previous research 
undertaken in 2012 regarding the use and value of Census data 

Calculation approach drawn upon CEBR research on the value of big data to UK; capital and revenue 
expenditure by local authorities in England and Wales; and a sector by sector approach on reliance on 
Census data on decision making 

Local government benefits estimated at £1.66 billion through to 2031/32 (post-optimism bias). 

 
 
Valuation approach  
CEBR report on the value of Big Data to the UK economy was estimated at £1.7 billion per annum 
across Central and Local Government (2016). Local government was assumed to be half of this. 

Identification of policy areas where consultees have indicated where Census data is used to inform 
spending decisions 

Allocation of a greater weighting to policy areas where there was a greater reliance on Census data 
compared to other sources. Identifies a greater reliance on data, for example on healthcare compared 
to waste services and library provision. 

 Private Sector 

Stakeholders from 11 industries contacted to understand how Census data is used to inform decision 
making, working in partnership with the Demographic User Group 

Benefits from individual  organizations upscaled to a rough order of magnitude for the relevant sector, 
taking account of firm’s market share and similarity of activity to other businesses in the sector 

Total private sector benefits estimated at £3.37 billion through to 2031/32 (post-optimism bias). 

Valuation Techniques 

Three main categories of benefits: 

Census data being used to inform decision 
making 

Sectors such as retail banking, utilities, 
insurance, on where to locate services 
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Census data as an input to geo-demographic 
resellers, market researchers and other 
consultancy firms 

The use of data for firms in these sectors who 
then derive value added from it 

Census data used to inform marketing and 
advertising of products 

The contribution of Census data to all data used 
in marketing and advertising 

Each individual sector was appraised with its own method, drawing upon stakeholder consultations 
and understanding how firms used and derived benefit from Census data 

Optimism Bias and Non-quantifiable benefits 

To align with best practice, optimism bias has been incorporated for all benefits 

Using an approach based on Scottish Enterprise guidance, aligned to the Green Book, the confidence 
respondents held on the assumptions used to develop their stated benefit value was tested 

A range of optimism bias estimates between 0% and 40% was used 

Across the different stakeholder groups, optimism bias ranged between 16% and 27% 

Similar to optimism bias, respondents identified a range of other potential benefits they could derive 
from Census data, but could not easily quantify 

An uplift ranging between 0% to 30% was applied for each stakeholder, averaging between 14% and 
21% across the stakeholder groups 

Finally, range of sensitivity analyses were undertaken testing various assumptions on optimism bias 
and non-quantified benefits 

Evaluation Activity 

Longitudinal follow-up surveys with stakeholder departments, local authorities and private sector 
companies expected to take place from 2023/24 onwards 

Evaluation planning to be undertaken in more detail from Autumn 2019, developed in line with 
Magenta Book guidance (HM Treasury) 
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Australia: Valuing the Australian Census 

This work was undertaken independently of ABS by Lateral Economics. ABS assisted in the research 
by providing data but did not influence Lateral Economics in any of their decision making. The 
measures employed are useful to ABS, as it shows investment in carrying out the census has some 
value and most likely returns far more than its cost. The proposed method of measurement has been 
used by Statistics New Zealand and ONS.  

Method 

This case study looks at the benefits of the Census in three categories: 

1) Major uses of economic value 

2) Minor uses of economic value (what is being called ‘the long tail’) 

3) Predominantly non-economic uses.  

As with similar studies elsewhere, most of our effort has involved providing an indicative valuation of 
the first category of benefit. An economic value has been imputed to the second category more 
summarily. The value of the third category cannot responsibly be quantified, but is of major 
significance. The Census provides politically independent informational infrastructure that helps 
safeguard the integrity of our federal system of government and thus the capacity of Australia‘s 
democracy to represent its people fairly. 

The process included: Desktop research (UK and NZ studies on the value of a Census, ABS resources 
on the Census, websites and reports documenting the uses of Census data, etc.); engaging widely 
within the ABS, including with members of the senior executive.  

Speaking with a broad range of stakeholders (45+), in the public, private, and non-governmental 
sectors across Australia and internationally (see Appendix A for more detail), including: Federal 
government policy and program areas, State government policy and program areas, o Private sector 
firms and industry groups, Academics, and Office for National Statistics, UK. 

We calculated the value of the Census by comparing it to a world in which the Census ceases being 
compiled and as a result, those currently using the Census make use of the next best existing 
alternative data series obtainable. This was consistent with the methodology of earlier studies in the 
UK and New Zealand, so it facilitates comparison. Further, the specification of an alternative scenario 
in which, over time, alternatives to the Census were developed, would have been a considerable 
undertaking, only possible in close collaboration with ABS and other stakeholders. Not only was this 
quite unrealistic given the resources and time available for this project, but the right place for such a 
project would be in the context of much wider strategic considerations for the ABS and Australia’s 
data services.  

It should be recognized that this counterfactual was explored by us as an analytical construct rather 
than a practical option being considered by us or the ABS. While statistical agencies worldwide are 
exploring ways in which Census-equivalent data could be generated, the ABS made it clear to us that 
there are no plans to change the nature of Census taking in Australia by, for example, moving away 
from the current 5 yearly Census model. 
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In our analysis, a widely reported benefit of the Census is more accurate Estimated Resident 
Population (ERP) figures at the small area level. If the Census was terminated, the ABS would continue 
to produce ERP estimates, but their accuracy would degrade without Census revisions. As illustrated 
in Figure 1 below, we group major quantifiable value into five categories, albeit with some cross over 
between them: The methods build upon previously employed officially commissioned studies in New 
Zealand and the UK. 

 

Challenges and solutions 

 Though it is impracticable to estimate each of the ‘long tail’ of Census uses directly with any kind of 
precision, their aggregated benefit could be high for several reasons.  

• the Census is highly accessible to non-specialist researchers and users  

• Census-related data is used with great frequency whenever anyone seeks to describe or understand 
aspects of small Australian communities or geographies.  

• While many of these uses would be of low and very low value, some would be used in research 
which could give rise to new knowledge (and/or greater confidence in existing knowledge) of 
unpredictable and sometimes considerable value. We assume, somewhat arbitrarily that the long tail 
generates 25% of the value of other uses, though we think this is conservative. It could easily be 
several times this figure*. 
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*This may be justified by the so-called 80-20 rule first articulated by the Italian economist Vilfredo Pareto who documented his surprising 
discovery of a range of economic distributions following a power law. As he showed in a range of countries, approximately 80% of the land 
was owned by 20% of the people. If this relationship holds, the benefits arising from the 80% of (more minor) uses will generate around a 
quarter of the value generated by the 20% of major uses which we have quantified 

Impact 

This independent report by Lateral Economics found benefits of Census substantially outweigh its cost. 
The estimations suggest that the benefits of running the census outweighs the costs in the order of $6 
of economic value for each $1 it costs. This does not include unquantifiable benefits associated with 
fairness and integrity of government and society. The report demonstrates a clear link between the 
census’ value and public perception of official statistics.  

 The approach used is effective as it breaks up value into 3 sectors (Major, Minor and non-economic) 
with each section providing its own strengths and weaknesses with the overall measurement 
approach. For instance, Major sectors rely more on official statistics than minor sectors, this is useful 
information as we can then investigate who minor sectors rely on for information (If at all) and could 
these alternative sources be useful for major and non-economic sectors.   

A short fall of this approach is the difficulty in communicating the measurement and its use in the 
future (i.e., is the approach consistent?).  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

Data is valuable when it is used and generates new and useful knowledge. Stakeholders use census 
data when they are trying to understand size and distribution of population and the statistics within 
sub-group. The census can also be used to see why policy changes have been made – being able to set 
a value of statistics makes understanding statistics easier for stakeholders. However, understanding 
how it has been valued and communicating that might be an issue to consider, as if the valuation is 
not understood then it may affect the public’s perception of its reliability. The census generally is 
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better for stakeholders as other state government administrative data has more restrictions and 
therefore not as readily available. With the inclusion of aboriginal people in the Australian census in 
1971, the valuation of statistics could be useful to them in understanding social policy changes and 
their demographic.  

Comparability  

Stats NZ and ONS (UK) have both taken similar approaches of valuation to the ones carried out in this 
report.  

Lessons learned and recommendations 

We estimate around $666 million of gross annual value in total. Adjusting this by an additional 25% to 
take account of the ‘long tail’ provides an annual estimate of over $800 million. It should be considered 
indicative rather than definitive, given the assumptions that were necessary to generate the results. 
Against these estimated benefits, we estimate the Census has an economic cost of around $670 
million every five years. This comprises:  

• the direct resources utilized measured by the budgetary cost;  

• a deadweight loss associated with the ABS’ taxpayer-funded costs; (this was not included in either 
the analyses of the costs of UK or New Zealand Censuses.)  

• the time used by Australian households to complete Census forms, whether in paper or online. (The 
UK study did not appear to account for this cost.) Our more comprehensive accounting for costs makes 
our ultimate calculation of the benefits of the Census relative to its costs more conservative than the 
previous NZ and UK studies.  

Our methodology of progressive deterioration in the accuracy of ERP estimates based on the declining 
timeliness of census data is also conservative, as it is based on the data point we have, which is the 
inaccuracy of five year-old census data. As it gets older, its quality would deteriorate. 
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New Zealand: Valuing the Census 2021  

The valuation developed in this report builds on the methods used to provide the previous valuations 
of the census – Valuing the census (2013) and Value of the census for Māori (2019).  

Method 

A technique typically used by economists and financial analysts to value income streams over time is 
to compute a net present value (NPV). This sums up the expected future payments but reduces 
payments in future years by a factor that represents the interest that could have been earned if the 
payment was received earlier (the discount rate). There are significant debates around what discount 
rates to apply, particularly for long lived investments like the census, but for simplicity this analysis 
has used a consistent discount rate of 6% which is the rate currently specified by the Treasury when 
undertaking NPV calculations for telecommunications, media and technology, IT and equipment, and 
knowledge economy (R&D) investments. Given the overall patterns of the flows of costs and benefits 
considered in the report, the discount rate is not expected to make a material difference to the ratios 
of costs and benefits, but a small sensitivity is provided. Costs and benefits are generally estimated for 
a 25-year period. Of significance is the assumed cost profile for census data collection and analysis. 
This is discussed in a later section but the analysis in this report assumes costs continuing at the level 
budgeted for the 2023 Census (noting these are more than double the costs – in real present value 
terms – of those for 2013). Benefit estimates are subject to considerable uncertainty and are 
conservatively scaled so are more indicative of the lower end of possible benefits. To keep the level 
of effort manageable this valuation also only chooses a few reasonably tractable benefit areas so the 
final estimate total in this report should not be seen as an estimate of the full value derived from 
census data use. Rather the benefit identified represents a conservative lower bound of the possible 
value generated.  

Many areas do not have near substitutes as stated above so a fair number of calculations involve 
heavy assumption and therefore are less valid. The method shows that official statistics has value far 
in excess of its cost but struggles to quantify the value due to a wide range of uncertainty in the 
calculation i.e., population size.  

Valuation is complex, therefore not easily applicable internationally.  

Impacts 

The method compares the data available from alternate sources and calculates the impact on sectors 
if other data was used rather than the growth observed when using Statistics New Zealand. It is a 
useful approach to use as it uses historical cost calculations from International Accounting and 
Financial Reporting Standards (IAS and IFRS) combined with economic measures of value. These 
measures provide a clear analysis that official statistics provide value far greater than its cost.   

 Comparability 

ONS and Stats Australia and Canada have both looked at cost benefit analysis and willingness to pay, 
similarly to this paper. As well as the previously mentioned NZ case studies in 2013 and 2019.  
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 Lessons learned and recommendations  

Total benefits of some $2,840m have been identified, of which around $1.8 billion or 66% arise from 
Measured benefit categories. With a total cost of about $640m, this indicates net benefits to New 
Zealand from the use of the census of close to $2.2 billion, or around some $4 of benefit for each 
dollar spent. Given the approach was deliberately conservative and limited to areas with expected 
higher benefits this return is almost certainly a significant understatement for full returns to New 
Zealand. 6.2 Uncertainties and potential future impacts There are several notable trends/risks that 
will shape the pattern of future benefits:  

• Census costs have moved sharply. On a real comparative basis they have moved from $104m 
for the 2013 Census, to $138m for 2018 and currently $225m for the 2023 Census. This report 
makes no comment on whether census outputs could be achieved more cost effectively, but 
ongoing real cost increases will continue to reduce the proportionate gains, although gains 
are still significant.  

• Users will legitimately be concerned, and value lost, if census data are not made available 
promptly, and to a high standard of accuracy. Expectations on the speed of release have been 
raised with some of the Covid-19 experience of much more frequent updates and refreshes 
of IDI data for instance.  

• The census is particularly valued in its unique role as providing a comprehensive frame that 
connects people and household information at a granular level, and through time. Several 
users described their reliance on census “as the ultimate source of truth” that provided a 
frame against which administrative and other sources could be measured. This will need to be 
balanced against use of administrative data to supplement census data to ensure the framing 
accuracy is not lost.  

• Wider data trends have massively increased the availability of data, both in terms of scope, 
timeliness and detail, and the ease with which it can be accessed and manipulated.  

It seems unlikely that the usefulness of the census will be substantially reduced because of this 
increase in availability of alternate data, but this is crucially reliant on the provision of accurate and 
timely census related data. It also points to the benefit from making that data quickly available digitally 
to users who can then themselves carry out further linking and analysis – potentially further 
reinforcing the underlying value of the census data frame. The discount rate used for this analysis is 
that recommended by the Treasury, 6%. We have tested the overall valuation results which indicate 
relative stability to changed rates. At an 8% discount rate, total benefits for the general valuation drop 
to $2,720m, with benefits of around $5 for each dollar spent. At 4%, total benefits rise to $2,950m 
with $4 returned for each dollar spent. 
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New Zealand: Valuing the Census in New Zealand (previous evaluation) 

The rate of change of global market opportunities has and continues to increase. From this, 
information and innovation are needed to exploit these opportunities meaning more information 
sources are spawning which may potentially threaten the prevalence of census data in the future.  

This report claims that the biggest reason why these new data sources are not replacing census data 
is that the census is in large part free, whereas these new data sources are not. If the external data 
sources continue to grow, the value of census data diminishes so being able to link the census data to 
a monetary value gives opportunity to increase it. These measures help users understand present and 
future value of the census, thereby contributing to Statistics New Zealand’s goals of helping the public 
understand the value of official statistics.  

Method 

Use of Accounting and Economic approaches to value used to give a mixed method of valuation of the 
census. Willingness to pay/revealed preference is the chosen method. Observing the amount spent 
on near substitutes reveals a willingness to pay. In areas where near substitutes aren’t available, 
willingness to pay is calculated by comparing the accuracy and completeness of the census data to the 
next best alternative.  

 

This method identifies major areas of the census that could be amended to form some quantification 
and therefore value.  

The method takes into consideration 3 things:  
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1) An estimate of the relative accuracy of the alternative data sources  

2) The extent to which spending/investment relies on census material  

3) The underlying or contextual pattern of change or uncertainty in the area. An example being 
areas with rapid population change receive greater weighting.  

This method has some reliability, however it’s methods should be used in conjunction with others as 
the outputs aren’t solely reliable but gives good indication of value.  

Challenges and solutions 

Many areas do not have near substitutes as stated above so a fair number of calculations involve heavy 
assumption and therefore are less valid. The method shows that official statistics has value far in 
excess of its cost but struggles to quantify the value due to a wide range of uncertainty in the 
calculation i.e., population size.  

Valuation is complex, therefore not easily applicable internationally.  

Impact 

The economic value was calculated based on a thorough review of the main uses of census data in 
health, education, social development, resource allocation, policy making and research by central and 
local government, the private sector and the academia.  

Despite difficult quantification, census delivers benefits well in excess of its direct costs (a net present 
value of close to $1 billion over the following 25 years).  

Every dollar invested in the census generates a net benefit of five dollars in the economy.  

The method compares the data available from alternate sources and calculates the impact on sectors 
if other data was used rather than the growth observed when using Statistics New Zealand. It is a 
useful approach to use as it uses historical cost calculations from International Accounting and 
Financial Reporting Standards (IAS and IFRS) combined with economic measures of value. These 
measures provide a clear analysis that official statistics provide value far greater than its cost.  

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

Provides evidence of valuing official statistics.  

The evidence is shown across multiple sectors.  

The report is relevant to all stakeholders, although perhaps hard to understand for the general public 
due to complexity of valuation calculations.  

Comparability  

The UK, Australia and New Zealand have all looked at cost benefit analysis and willingness to pay. 
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In terms of outcome the fiscal return identified $6 return on each $1 invested and $8 returned in the 
case of the Māori census. This compares with $6 in Australia. 

Lessons learned and recommendations 

The report gives a lower bound estimate based on the current assumption that data will become more 
valuable in the future. The valuation given in the report uses the current default discount rate of 8%. 
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New Zealand: Value of the census for the Māori community 

The report is the first stage in a process designed to provide an estimate of the value of the census for 
the Māori community in New Zealand. It was concluded that the Census delivers considerable value 
for Māori, well above its costs and proportionately somewhat higher than for other New Zealanders. 
Estimated conservatively, the benefits for Māori are around eight times the costs and provide a net 
present value gained from use of the census of around $500 million.  

The use of rich census data provides a better understanding of major areas of funding and potential 
benefits that have shaped policies and services to improve Māori wellbeing. It captures authoritative 
data on numbers of Māori descent (some 16 percent higher than those choosing Māori ethnicity) and 
with the survey of wellbeing provides the sole reliable collective source of information that connects 
information about individual Māori with whānau/iwi and their household characteristics. 

The report builds on a previous valuation of a census in 2013. Value is measured here as willingness 
to pay and price paid as this appears to be the most accurate method of measurement. Similar to the 
‘Valuing the Census for New Zealand’ report, the overarching method for valuing is cost benefit 
analysis.  

Method 

It uses a mix of valuation approaches, requiring a range of techniques to estimate values where explicit 
prices/willingness to pay are not available, and as a result the valuations are necessarily less precise 
than those developed in commercial settings, but can be viewed in groups which provide varying levels 
of rigour around the level of benefits assessed. 

There are four benefits used to measure the valuation of statistics:  

• Measured benefits use some form of externally determined milestones. In this report this 
includes the accuracy of health funding and Stats NZ frame-setting categories.  

• Assessed benefits, measured using market norms and plausible impact assessments: all 
investment planning, census-based analysis, and market research categories.  

• Proposed benefits, where expert opinion is used to propose a range for the value of the 
benefits, but that range cannot currently be independently tested; all the other categories in 
the summary table.  

• Unquantified benefits, which are likely to be significant, but there is really no way at present 
of giving a reasoned range for their likely value.  

Challenges and solutions 

Because the report aims to measure the benefits of estimated welfare and wellbeing of Māori 
specifically, the report considers some non-quantifiable benefit areas but does not estimate whether 
the value comes from the most appropriate Māori programmes. In terms of challenges faced in the 
valuation itself, many areas are difficult to value because of a lack of observable prices.  

 A deliberately conservative approach has been adopted to counter uncertainty. Benefits arise from 
gains achieved as a result of policies or services that contribute to improved wellbeing for Māori for 
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example in improved educational outcomes or reduced household crowding. In the areas covered, the 
design and execution of services and policy has been improved through utilization of data and insights 
from census information. 

Impact 

The use of rich census data provides a better understanding of major areas of funding and potential 
benefits that have shaped policies and services to improve Māori wellbeing. It captures authoritative 
data on numbers of Māori descent (some 16 percent higher than those choosing Māori ethnicity) and 
with the survey of wellbeing provides the sole reliable collective source of information that connects 
information about individual Māori with whānau/iwi and their household characteristics.  

Even on the basis of the most rigorously measured benefits (measured and assessed groups), benefits 
are more than double the costs attributed. 

There is currently no better alternative to this method of measuring value and the census it is applied 
to. This kind of evaluation is the only one of its kind in terms of measuring value specifically to Māori, 
although currently there is not a strong understanding of economic statistics and its impact on them 
(from survey).  

 While many of the valuations are subject to significant uncertainties, given the conservatism in the 
approach adopted in this report it can be confidently assumed that benefits to Māori from accurate 
census data are very much greater than the costs of data collection, and that in most cases inaccurate 
data could impose losses well in excess of the costs required to ensure accuracy. This report though 
does not identify the most efficient ways of collecting the data, nor evaluate the extent to which 
current census techniques provide the most efficient means of obtaining the necessary data 

There is specific value to be derived from the Census for Māori, and indeed any other indigenous 
community, or sub-sets or minorities of the community. These minority groups are often invisible. 
This report counters the invisibility issue and enables value-add decisions to be made. 

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

The aim is to value statistics in order to understand economic statistics’ impact on Māori people. In 
showing the monetary value of statistics, it is easier for stakeholders to understand the value of the 
census and their representation in it. One challenge might be accessibility and understanding the 
complexity of how the value has been calculated.  

 It uses a mix of valuation approaches, requiring a range of techniques to estimate values where 
explicit prices/willingness to pay are not available, and as a result the valuations are necessarily less 
precise than those developed in commercial settings, but can be viewed in three groups which provide 
varying levels of rigour around the level of benefits assessed. To counter the uncertainty a deliberately 
conservative approach has been adopted. 
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Comparability 

The UK and Australia have both looked at cost benefit analysis and willingness to pay. However, this 
report provides a value perspective for a single section of New Zealand’s society. As such, it has 
increased value by enabling targeted value measurement for targeted decision making. 

As such, the approach is applicable in other jurisdictions where the value to indigenous communities 
(or sub-sets of community) could also be measured. 

Lessons learned and recommendations 

Valuing the benefits derived by Māori from use of the census is a complex challenge. It combines the 
difficulty of placing a value on a set of services which are unpriced with the additional complexity of 
applying a set of wellbeing domains that at times reflect a particular te ao Māori understanding and 
perspective. While an area of active analysis and discussion, the lack of a clearly unified and agreed 
Māori or wellbeing framework across the domains and with it indicators that provide for 
measurement, means any valuation at this stage must be evolutionary.  

A critical determinant of value for the census (including Te Kupenga) for Māori is its unique role in 
providing a comprehensive (and independent) count of Māori together with their iwi connections, 
location, and many associated household characteristics. There is no comprehensive and reliable 
alternative, and the value of this information is increasing at this time as the Government places 
stronger focus on shaping some service delivery so that it can best deliver desired outcomes within an 
iwi-based framework.  

This first stage report does provide an overall value estimate, focusing at a relatively high level on the 
value and impact of flows of services and resources that derive value from use of census data. It builds 
from the techniques used for the valuation of the census, for all New Zealanders, carried out in 2013. 

• More rigorous benefit assessment: Many benefit areas in the report have wide ranges and 
only a small number of areas are directly quantifiable. Further effort could be put into key 
benefit areas that would involve target surveys or discussion amongst key users to provide 
greater assurance. The main issue faced in doing this is cost, and a wide set of users can lead 
to more uncertainty.  

• Exploration of alternatives: Exploring alternative means of producing the same set of outputs 
and methods which changes aspects of range, quality and timeliness. Cost and reliability can 
be investigated if there are not drastic changes to these aspects.  
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Armenia: Assessing the cost of traditional and combined methods for conducting 
the census 

Armstat conducted two traditional Population Censuses in 2001 and 2011 that required exhaustive 
field operations.  

Armstat decided to use the combined census approach for the 2020 Census as a strategy to move 
from a traditional census to a fully register-based census in the future. The Population Census was 
planned for 2020, but it was postponed to 2021 because of the COVID-19 pandemic.  

This measure will contribute to Armstat’s goals/performance indicators, as it increases effectiveness 
and efficiency, and will allows reduction of the cost of the census. 

Method 

For the first time the 2021 combined Population Census was conducted based on the Population 
Register with a 25 per cent sample collection of additional data by tablets. 

The Pilot Population Census was carried out on October 3-12, 2019, covering 1 per cent of the 
country’s population, in the town of Artik (Shirak marz) and in four villages of Kotayk marz. The 
combined approach to conducting a population and housing census was tested: the basic data from 
the State Population Register were updated with the relevant data from the Border Electronic 
Management Information System, and the additional data according to the census programme 
(content of the questionnaire) was collected by a 25 per cent sample survey. 

In the town Artik and in one village, 100 per cent of the population was covered by interviews to test 
the sampling method and the weights, and in the remaining three villages, a 25 per cent sample was 
tested. 

Challenges and solutions 

Lack of knowledge and experience. There was a need for training and expert support, sharing of skills 
with countries which have experience in conducting a combined census.  

Armstat applied for technical support from UNFPA, the US Census Bureau and EFTA.  

Tools and platforms  

During the Pilot Census in 2019, the combined census approach was used.  

Combined census is based on data taken from administrative registers and combined with other data 
obtained from a limited field collection. 

We have compared the cost of a traditional census (6,934.7 thousand United States dollars (USD)) and 
a combined census (3,082.3 thousand USD), and our calculations have shown that combined method 
allows reducing the budget by 55.5 per cent. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cros/content/census_en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cros/content/register-based-census_en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cros/content/administrative-register_en
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Impacts, evaluation & evidence of success (or not) 

A traditional census is much more expensive than a combined one, and its main disadvantage is the 
cost. 

Another disadvantage is the respondent burden, as it requires the total public response. 

The combined pilot census helped to increase the coverage, coherence, comparability and quality of 
administrative registers, in particular the Population Register and the Border Electronic Management 
System Register. 

The combined method has a number of advantages: reduced response burden, cost-
effectiveness/reduced cost, efficient public administration, etc. 

Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback  

A combined census method is an advantage to have a shared interest in working together with 
stakeholders for quality assurance and exchange of quality information, and to reduce the overall 
response burden for respondents. 

This measure has not only the monetary value, but it also increases overall governmental efficiency.  

Lessons learned and recommendations 

Improved quality of administrative registers, increased use of administrative registers for improved 
statistical production and statistics at low cost. 

Combined census method contributes to integration of data of different administrative registers and 
quality increase, and it brings benefits for both the statistics and administrative authorities. 

We recommend other countries using register data combined with a limited field collection to produce 
census results, as it provides financial saving and reduces the burden on respondents by using data 
originally collected by administrative authorities for their own administrative purposes. 

 

  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cros/content/coverage-0_en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cros/content/register-0_en
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United Kingdom: Valuing Official Statistics with Conjoint Analysis 

A pilot study undertaken by the ONS looked at developing an innovative experimental approach for 
valuing official statistics using conjoint analysis methodology.  

Conjoint analysis is a widely used technique in marketing studies and is a survey-based approach that 
asks respondents to “consider jointly” their preference between a number of products described by 
underlying attributes. This approach comes from economic valuation methods and attempts to 
quantify value by using a revealed preference approach and derives willingness to pay from underlying 
attributes.  

Method 

In economics, utility theory is used to model value or worth. It explains the behaviour of individuals 
on the premise that they can make rank-ordered choices depending on their underlying preferences. 
As the concept of utility is fairly abstract, it is generally thought that it cannot be measured directly. 
Conjoint analysis is a revealed preference approach to estimating preferences by describing a product 
by its attributes and asking a series of questions to respondents, each time to choose their preference 
between different products with varying levels of each attribute. These questions are typically called 
“trade-off” questions where attributes and levels are “considered jointly”. 

These preferences can be used to infer relative “utilities” that represent the relative value an 
individual has for each attribute and its levels. Adding these utilities for each attribute leads to the 
utility for the overall product. For example, a television might be described using three attributes: 
“brand”, “screen-size” and “price”. A specific television might have a brand level of “Panasonic”, a 
screen-size level of 54 inches and a price level of £1,000. The utility a customer has for this television 
will simply be the sum of their utilities for each appropriate level of these attributes. 

One main use of relative utilities is to derive “preference shares” where each respondent’s preference 
for a specific product, among a set of products, is modelled. With appropriate weighting it is possible 
to create preference shares representing the population. With certain assumptions, these preference 
shares are used to denote actual market shares that should be expected given a set of products 
defining the market. Furthermore, with price as an attribute, relative utilities may make it possible to 
calculate the “willingness to pay”: the maximum amount a respondent is willing to pay for a certain 
level of an attribute (over a baseline level). 

The pilot study used the value of “official” earnings data to identify relative utilities (namely, source, 
frequency, geography and cost). The study consisted of two linked parts: a conjoint questionnaire, 
built using the software Conjoint.ly, followed by interviews with respondents. Four separate conjoint 
exercises were conducted to test how respondents reacted to the introduction of price and whether 
they had a constrained or unconstrained budget. Each conjoint exercise generated respondent’s 
utilities from their responses to trade-off questions using the software’s internal hierarchical Bayesian 
modelling. 

Validation checks on these utilities suggest that the order of utilities is good within each conjoint study 
and that the distribution of utilities for each attribute are reasonably consistent across Conjoints 1 to 
3. The utilities for geography and frequency appear similar for both official and non-official statistics. 

Conjoint 4, involving a constrained budget setting, had lower utilities for official data although 
correspondingly higher for regional data. The concept of constrained and unconstrained budgets is 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/methodologicalpublications/generalmethodology/onsworkingpaperseries/valuingofficialstatisticswithconjointanalysisapril2021
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/methodologicalpublications/generalmethodology/onsworkingpaperseries/valuingofficialstatisticswithconjointanalysisapril2021
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Utility
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conjoint_analysis
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Revealed_preference
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/methodologicalpublications/generalmethodology/onsworkingpaperseries/valuingofficialstatisticswithconjointanalysisapril2021
https://conjointly.com/
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not thought to have been a major factor in this as there was nothing from the qualitative questioning 
to suggest that respondents suddenly valued attributes differently depending on the source. It is 
suggested that the small sample in conjunction with hierarchical modelling and the challenge of 
calculating separate utilities conditional on the source of the data might be the main factors in this 
variability. 

Estimates for the willingness to pay for official data over non-official data are created using 
respondents’ relative utilities although it is difficult to validate them as there are difficulties in 
identifying current market shares for earnings data. 

Preference shares simulated for various product scenarios reflect the underlying utilities derived 
across the respondents and can be used to understand the value of official data and help producers 
of official statistics identify the most important areas for improvement. 

Finally, the concept of constrained and unconstrained budgets could not be tested reliably given the 
perceived distortion in results from Conjoint 4 which tested the constrained budget. However, results 
from budget holders did not differ from non-budget holders throughout the four conjoint exercises, 
giving some indication that budget control did not affect decision-making on value judgements. 

Challenges and solutions 

The design provides some challenges and a future survey design will look to testing different price 
ranges, removing the concept of constrained and unconstrained budgets; exploring different 
templates of Conjoint.ly’s and using a much bigger sample of a wide range of stakeholders to help the 
reduce the variability in the modelling. More work is needed in understanding how the hierarchical 
Bayesian model works and its pros and cons from other modelling methods and greater thought on 
how to define the market and to validate the preference shares generated from this study.  

Although it is not clear if results are distorted by including a cost for official statistics, the qualitative 
study did indicate that respondents had to consider their responses more carefully, demonstrating a 
more thorough evaluation exercise. 

Tools and platforms  

Conjoint.ly and their survey tools were used to apply this method.  

Impacts 

The study was an attempt to test the method and this was successful The model has a strong base in 
economic utility theory and willingness to pay. It is also possible to validate the results of the analysis. 

Although it is not clear if results are distorted by including a cost for official statistics, the qualitative 
study did indicate that respondents had to consider their responses more carefully, demonstrating a 
more thorough evaluation exercise. The use of qualitative and quantitative analysis together is useful 
for validating results and providing a robust model to measure value. 

A second phase is being developed and a leading academic is also following the study 
recommendations and developing the approach independently etc. 
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Relevance/value to the customer/stakeholder feedback 

The use of Conjoiny.ly is useful in respect to stakeholder communication in valuing statistics as they 
have useful videos online that goes through their methods of analysis making it easy to understand. 
The results from the analysis are easy to understand and the measures are repeatable. The main issue 
is trying to grasp the concept of Hierarchical Bayesian models and understanding the core details of 
how conjoint analysis works.  

Lessons learned and recommendations 

The use of conjoint analysis is new but has already provided some promising results. The mixture of 
qualitative and quantitative methods allows for a robust analysis. The next stage in developing this 
method as stated above in the challenges and solutions is to gather a bigger sample and more 
respondents from a wider range of backgrounds in order to capture reliable results. As well as the 
additional points highlighted above in the challenges and solutions. 
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United Kingdom: Experimental economic evaluation - An economic assessment 
of a secure research service 

This assessment is experimental and focuses on three key statistics. Firstly, an estimate of the number 
of full-time equivalent (FTE) research jobs supported through work within the SRS’ secure 
environment and work related to SRS projects outside the environment (examples include inter 
alia grant application, literature reviews, project planning, results dissemination and engagement). 
Secondly, an estimate of the value of the wages paid for these jobs and finally, the estimated spill-
over impact into the wider economy of the research conducted in the SRS by the academic sector 
(data and methodology were not available to calculate this for other sectors). Value is measured in 
this way to show the benefits of research in the jobs provided, and the impact research has on the 
economy.  

Method 

For the first section of the report (full-time equivalency), the following method was used:  

 

Following on from this, the wage contribution was calculated.  
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Finally, for the research impact section of the report, survey data was used that estimated the value 
of research contracts and grants in the academic sector facilitated by the SRS was £27.9 million across 
175 active academic projects. There is also strong evidence that research investment leads to spill 
over effects into the wider economy from university research. It has been estimated that there is a 
spill-over impact of £153.7 million.  

Challenges and solutions 

Survey response rates to both hours (63 and 50 responses to the two question options respectively) 
and funding questions (32 responses from academic sector) were relatively low which may make 
estimates unreliable. Moreover, this does not capture the activity of external support staff or 
researchers on projects that are not directly involved in work in the SRS. Further work to improve data 
quality through additional collection tools is underway, improved data coverage will lead to enhanced 
accuracy and reliability of estimates.  

Lessons learned and recommendations 

Whilst the multiplier utilized for estimating economic impact of research was calculated for Russell 
Group universities, the initial work this was based on was for all funding council and other R&D work 
more broadly. However, the weighting methodology applied by London Economics was not available 
and this may be different in the context of SRS projects. Nonetheless, it was demonstrated by previous 
analysis that the proportion of academic projects in the SRS that are conducted by Russell Group 
universities historically is approximately 67%.   
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Furthermore, the number of projects academic organizations run in the SRS correlates strongly with 
their ranking for research quality in the Good University Guide (-.569, p<.001). Therefore, it was 
determined that this was the most appropriate multiplier for this preliminary assessment. However, 
in Heskell and Wallis’ and Haskell et al’s work, effects are not disaggregated by research discipline (or 
research council). This was not possible due to high collinearity between research council spending 
(Haskell and Wallis, 2010). Research conducted in the SRS is a specific sub-set of university disciplines 
and is likely to be mainly funded by the European Social Research Council. Whilst the application of 
this multiplier is the most appropriate to the academic research conducted in the SRS, future 
developments may seek to refine the multiplier to the specific context of the SRS.  

This economic assessment does not currently estimate the impact of non-academic research in the 
SRS as an appropriate methodology was not available at this time. Future assessments will seek to 
develop options to add coverage for this type of research. 
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United Kingdom: The Value of Economic Statistics: Baseline Report 

This research was undertaken by (Economic Statistics Centre of Excellence) in response to the 
framework on the “Recommendations for Promoting, Measuring and Communicating the Value of 
Official Statistics” and presents the initial findings of a baseline survey and qualitative research that 
looked at the value of economic statistics. The research looked to provide indicative evidence on the 
value of ONS economic statistics to society.  

Method  

This research explored possible ways of measuring and monetising the value of economic statistics. 
Through survey and focus groups methods, ‘stated preference’, ‘revealed preference’ techniques, 
were explored as well as the impact on policy and decisions and non-monetary value of economic 
statistics. Users were also asked about ‘willingness to pay’ and to conceptualise the value of economic 
statistics.  

Users attached great importance to ONS economic statistics but they struggled to place a monetary 
value on it. Both ‘stated’ and ‘revealed preference’ questions ultimately failed, both in survey and 
focus group settings, as participants had difficulties conceiving of a budget for ONS economic statistics, 
either in itself or in comparison to other resources such as subscriptions. This is partly because they 
use them in their capacity as employees and unable quantify the value of the work they produce either 
as individuals or by their  organization. Respondents characterised economic statistics as the ultimate 
public good and as invaluable for informed decision-making, and as such cannot be reliably measured.  

Survey respondents described how ONS economic statistics impacted on policy development and 
evaluation, economic forecasting and modelling, and business decision making. Around 4 out of 5 of 
those surveyed believe that the statistics were essential for their work and that their loss would have 
a major or severe impact. In the focus groups, participants suggested to conceptualise the value as 
the cost of poor and uninformed decision-making arising from the absence of (high quality) ONS 
economic statistics. Some participants, mostly from the financial sector, suggested that a proxy value 
for ONS economic statistics might be derived through exploring how much  organizations would value 
gaining early access to economic statistics.  

Questions about hypothetical willingness to pay for statistics elicited discussions about actual and 
possible payments for accessing data sources, including for parts of ONS data. Some participants 
believed it would be wrong for the ONS to introduce charges for data, except for specific services and 
possibly for early access. 

Challenges and solutions 

The research looked at possible ways of measuring and monetising the value of ONS economic 
statistics by exploring ‘stated preference’ and ‘revealed preference’ techniques which provided a 
useful insight. However, the techniques were not found to be useful through the use of focus groups 
and surveys, this was partly due to those taking part not being involved in their  organization’s 
budgetary priorities. There were several challenges with hypothetical willingness to pay with some 
believing it would be wrong for the ONS to introduce charges for data, except for specific services and 
possibly for early access and it could encourage marketisation of ONS services. It was recommended 
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to undertake further work with those in a position who understand their respective commercial 
budgets. 

There was some benefit achieved through survey questions that looked at the non-monetary value of 
economic statistics.  

Impact 

Official economic statistics were found to be highly valued by users in both the survey and focus 
groups and most likely far exceeded the cost of providing the statistics. Users found that it was 
invaluable to their work and instrumental in informing policy decisions. 
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United Kingdom: Valuing Economic Statistics: Policymaking in the UK 

This research was undertaken by (Economic Statistics Centre of Excellence). 

Reliable and timely economic data are essential for policymakers. A cursory glance at the Budget 
documents from HM Treasury or the different monetary policy publications from the Bank of England 
reveals the direct and immediate use of a wide range of macroeconomic data for policy. Those fiscal 
and monetary policy decisions, in turn, impact on every household and business and therefore policy 
that is based on inaccurate statistics is costly to people in Britain. In this paper we estimate the 
macroeconomic impact of revisions to official national accounts data. Monetary, more than fiscal, 
policy is the rapid response tool in the macroeconomic policy arsenal that is designed to react to 
economic developments. Also, we know that there are large output effects of monetary policy in the 
United Kingdom (Cloyne and Hürtgen, 2016; Mountford, 2005). We ask, how might the Monetary 
Policy Committee (MPC) have responded had it known the true scale of the recession in 2008 and 
would that have made a difference to the performance of the economy as measured by GDP growth 
and employment? Similarly, we create a counterfactual policy rate and analyse how this path of 
monetary policy might have impacted the British economy between 1997 and 1999, the period 
corresponding to the Asian Financial Crisis. For both exercises we use the National Institute Global 
Econometric Model (NiGEM).  

Method 

The paper builds a counterfactual scenario using the final vintage of data. How would the MPC have 
set policy had they been presented with this information in real time? We start by estimating the 
monetary policy reaction based on a Taylor Rule specification and then deploy NiGEM, a global 
macroeconomic model, to simulate the response of real GDP, inflation and employment using the 
counterfactual policy rate path.  

Below are a few extracts from the case study showing the models used.  

Challenges and solutions 

The case study is highly technical, and some assumptions are made as with most economic theories 
e.g., ‘we have assumed that the MPC would have stopped once Bank rate reached 0.5%’. While there 
is no direct solution to this, it does imply that the report is useful as supporting evidence alongside 
other case studies.  

Impacts 

Few can dispute the economic benefit of accurate and timely data, especially for monetary policy 
which is required to anchor inflation and stabilise output. Early estimates of data on which policy is 
based are subject to revisions as the underlying sample size increases and also because of subsequent 
improvements in methodology. This paper tries to quantify the benefit to the economy of more 
accurate real-time data by identifying two episodes when real GDP data were either revised materially 
higher or lower. We show that output would have been more stable if the MPC had access to data in 
real time as we see it today. We also show for the period around the Global Financial Crisis that the 
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policy rate would have been lowered earlier and more aggressively, raising output by £12 billion or 
0.8 per cent in 2009. Employment would have been higher by more than 150,000 as a result.  

Overall, this case study is useful as a supporting piece of evidence rather than a standalone report in 
which to base the value of statistics. It provides a solid foundation of economic theory but also makes 
assumptions that may not be entirely accurate in reality.  
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Israel: Measuring Value Through Tailor-Made Statistics  

We publish a yearly report because of the “Freedom of Information Act”, which relates to all modes 
in which the Bureau disseminates data.  

We measure orders of tailor made statistics by using two measures, number of requests and purchase 
price. The number of requests is counted per subject. Purchase price is calculated per hours of work 
necessary to produce the statistics.  

Challenges and solutions 

Estimating price is difficult because it is performed prior to the actual work. During the work itself 
issues can arise that change the amount of time needed. This means that the monetary value is not 
an exact representation of the work involved. In addition, the number of requests does not reflect 
trends over time regarding complexity of requests.  

Impacts 

Measuring the requests for tailor made statistics provides the following information:  

• There is a need for data which isn’t met by our regular production schedule  

• Contributes to our long term production planning  

• Areas of statistics that are being used for research and decision making  

• Repeating requests are evaluated as to their potential wider need by the general public, and 
possibly included in the regular production schedule  

Relevance  

The purchase of tailor made statistics shows that this indicator is relevant. Tailor made statistics are 
based on the most up to date data, but production time can cause the data to lose its relevance.  

At this point in time we do not prioritize. Tailor made statistics are available to all.  

Lessons learned 

The interactions with customers who order tailor made statistics is invaluable. It enables opportunities 
for hands-on discussion with stakeholders regarding their needs and expectations from the National 
Statistics Bureau. 
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United Kingdom: Measuring the economic value of the Secure Research Service 
(SRS) through its research projects  

In order to understand the value that the Secure Research Service (SRS) offers to its researchers, ONS 
invites researchers to complete a satisfaction survey. Across 2 years of the survey, (2019 and 2021), a 
small set of questions around value of the research undertaken through using the SRS were added. 
The goal of these questions was to derive a measure of impact of the service around value.  

The assessment focused on calculating three key statistics:(i) an estimate of the number of full-time 
equivalent (FTE) research jobs supported through work in the SRS; and work related to SRS projects 
outside the environment; Iii) an estimate of the value of the wages paid for these jobs and (iii) the 
estimated spill-over impact into the wider economy of the research conducted in the SRS in the 
academic sector.  

Method  

The SRS added questions to its user survey sent out to SRS users on an annual basis, asking them to 
provide some information relating to their research projects. Respondents were informed that we 
were seeking to understand the value of the ONS SRS as part of economic impact assessment work. 
We asked about: how much time they spent outside of SRS environment while working on their 
projects; or time spent outside of SRS in comparison to time spent on SRS.  

The resulting data were averaged and combined with overall SRS usage data (time spent in the secure 
research environment) to calculate the total amount of time spent working on their project. Survey 
respondents were also to provide the value of their research grant to establish how much the projects 
were roughly worth in monetary value.  

Challenges and solutions  

The biggest problem with this study was the low response rate. We anticipate that the response rate 
was low because not all researchers have access to the workforce or budget for the research. The low 
response rate makes the results unreliable.  

While the questions were sourced from established approaches to gaining information on value, the 
questions were likely difficult to answer. A number of answers were either unusable or required 
manipulation, leading to unreliable results.  

The third issue was that the survey respondents were not asked for their names or project titles/IDs, 
so we could not match up their answers with their actual usage data. This would have bene very useful.  

We would like to try another approach where we undertake an exercise to look at value separately. 
We would use similar value questions but collect their details so we can combine with characteristics 
of their project and usage (number of researchers on the project, time spend on our platform, time 
spent servicing the users, and demand on our service, e.g., number of outputs cleared for disclosure 
risk). Our short investigation will target project leads who are more likely to be aware of monetary 
value of the project and its conduct.  

Moreover, as we have a significant number of high-profile economists using our data and platform, 
we will seek opinions as to what questions might work best; and road test on them.  
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Impact  

Gathering information from informed respondents who run research projects in a secure 
environment, together with collating their actual usage data allows us to look at value of the research 
‘work’ that the service enables. The response rate would need to be boosted to get more reliable 
results, and hopefully, targeting more senior respondents, i.e., managers would result in less missing 
data.  

In the future, SRS project application forms will be asking about grant value, so this value will not have 
to be gleaned from a voluntary survey. The questions on time spent outside the environment is hard 
to judge and is a best guess measure. The question asking about what % of work could you not do if 
the service did not exist allows a powerful way to assess value. Such estimating value questions can 
be subject to poor response rates, which can lead to unreliability.   

Currently the method and analysis were only used as a test, so no dissemination was undertaken 
externally.  

Comparability 

We have not seen results of other’s efforts, if they have been carried out  

Lessons learned 

We believe that these questions probably should not have been placed in our annual satisfaction 
survey but merit their own investigation. They are very useful value- based questions, but need to be 
combined with actual usage data, if this is available in other data services.  

Respondents should be precisely targeted towards those who manage the projects, know the grant 
value, number of staff working on it and are aware of their team’s time usage on the project, outside 
of the data environment (I.e., the Principal Investigator).  

Questions asked in the survey  

Optional questions  

We are seeking to understand the value of the ONS SRS as part of economic impact assessment work.  

It is important to note that these questions are not being asked with a view of introducing charges for 
access.  

All questions are optional and do not have to be completed.   

 These questions explore how many hours you spend on SRS project work OUTSIDE the SRS 
environment.  

Please provide an estimate for ONE of the following questions  

In an average week, how many hours do you spend on work related to your SRS project outside the 
SRS environment? OR  
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Please specify below:  

For every hour you spend in the SRS, how many hours do you spend on work related to your SRS 
project outside the SRS environment? OR  

Please specify below:  

Over the past year, how many hours have you spent on work related to your SRS project outside the 
SRS environment?  

If the SRS did not exist, roughly what proportion of your research work would you be able to do?  

Please select an estimate below  

 0%  

 25%  

 50%  

 75%  

 100%  

Other (please specify)  

Measures 

Average time spent in the SRS; Subjective – the percentage of work done outside the SRS and its value 
to the researcher; Monetary – value of research grants for research projects using the SRS. 
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Poland: App game  

Poland’s Geostatistics Portal is a modern solution for the cartographic presentation of data obtained 
in censuses, namely the Agricultural Census 2010 (PSR 2010) and the Population and Housing Census 
2011 (NSP 2011) and also from the Local Data Bank. It is designed to collect, present and provide 
information to a wide audience, including public administration, entrepreneurs, individual users and 
research institutions.  

This comprehensive solution is tailored to European standards, and all data, by way of processing, is 
presented in a depersonalised form, preserving statistical confidentiality.  

Method 

Portal Geostatystyczny (GEO.STAT) is a mobile application that gives access to statistical information 
provided by the Central Statistical Office of Poland.  

 The application makes it possible to:  

• determine your current location,  

• access popular statistics in a specified location,  

• select or search for topics from the Local Data Bank (BDL) in an intuitive way,  

• create customizable choropleth maps,  

• view the thematic map's legend,  

• customize the map composition,  

• display background data such as administrative boundaries,  

• present population distribution in a kilometer grid,  

• present external Web Map Services (OGC WMS).  

 The number of users of the app is measured in order to give an indication of how many people are 
using official statistics.  

Tools and platforms  

Portal Geostatystyczny (GEO.STAT)  

Users of the app can leave reviews to give feedback on it. This is useful as the users can request 
updates on the statistics in the app which may give an indication of how often statistics should be 
produced for the general public. If not, many people are using the app and aren’t asking for regular 
updates then it may be that official statistics might not be in demand when looking at the general 
public. One area where the app may fall short is that professional or academic users may go straight 
to official sources such as websites rather than look into the app. Therefore, the app only really reflects 
the use of official statistics by the general public and not academic or professional users.  
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Netherlands also has a statistical app.  

The user manual can be found here: 
https://geo.stat.gov.pl/documents/20182/0/Podrecznik_uzytkownika_v1.pdf/f2191de7-565a-4cd2-
96d0-4c05a993ca8f  

  

 Screenshot of the app in use as per the user manual  

  

https://geo.stat.gov.pl/documents/20182/0/Podrecznik_uzytkownika_v1.pdf/f2191de7-565a-4cd2-96d0-4c05a993ca8f
https://geo.stat.gov.pl/documents/20182/0/Podrecznik_uzytkownika_v1.pdf/f2191de7-565a-4cd2-96d0-4c05a993ca8f
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Slovenia: Statistical app game ‘Heroes of Slovenia’  

Description of the game: “Heroes of Slovenia” is a multiplayer game based on Slovene and Slavic 
mythology. The goal of the application is dissemination and popularization of statistical data 
(especially among young people as potential future users of our data). The main purpose of the game 
“Heroes of Slovenia” is to bring Urban Audit data about our two largest cities, Ljubljana and Maribor, 
closer to younger people and at the same time to increase the awareness of the official statistics. The 
content in the game consists of general knowledge, Urban Audit data, and statistical theory (for 
example: “What is modus?”). There are two reasons why we decided to include additional content 
and not just official statistics. The first reason is that we want to encourage our application users to 
learn more about Slovenia, not only about its statistics. The second reason is more practical. We did 
not want to overwhelm the users with purely statistical content, because that could lead to premature 
abandonment of the game.  

The only thing we measure is number of downloads of the app.  

Method 

As mentioned before: the only thing we measure is number of downloads of the app. This method is 
simple, reliable and cost-free.  

We also monitored media references of the app (number of articles, mentions in the media about our 
app). This is for internal use only as this is very subjective indicator, which is difficult to define and 
evaluate.  

This measure is not so important for SURS as an organization but is a good to know whether/how 
much the app is in use.  

The most logical measure to compare is the number of downloads. But there is dilemma of comparing 
different apps: can we compare number of downloads for apps that are probably very different? They 
can be similar, but can we compare them?  
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Annex 4: Presenters at London 2019 kick-off event 

Richard Heys ONS (United Kingdom (Chair) 
Angela Potter, (United Kingdom (Chair) 
Fiona Willis-Núñez, UNECE (secretariat). 
Sir David Norgrove (Chair of the UK Statisical Authority) Welcome talk about the future of official 
statistics and the unique role of National Statistics Offices. 
Ed Humpherson, ‘Regulation and passive value’ (DG Office for Statistical Regulation) 
Jonathan Athow (Interim National Statistician)  
John Pullinger, ‘Promoting the value of official statistics’ (International Association for Official 
Statistics and former UK National Statistician)  
Jonathon Athow (Interim UK National Statistician)  
Hetan Shah, ‘Proving or improving the value of official statistics’ Executive Director Royal Statistical 
Society 
Miranda Phillips and Hannah Morgan, ‘Public Confidence in Official Statistics’ (NATCEN) 
Catherine Hunt, ‘Public attitdues towards government and failing trust’ (Head of Insight and 
Evaluation, Prime Minister’s Office and Cabinet Office)  
Giles Sullivan, ‘Linking value to strategy’ (StatsNZ)  
Averil Templar, ‘Cost benefit Analysis of Australian Census’ (ABS) 
Richard Heys (Brian Smith), Valuing the benefits of the census (ONS) 
Mark Chandler, Valuing ONS Outputs, a benchmarking approach; (ONS) 
Andrew Engelli, Secure Research Service Impact Framework (ONS) 
Olga Świerkot-Strużewska, Objective Indicators, their use and usefulness’ (StatsPoland) 
Darren Waters, Understanding user needs through improved analytics and research (ONS) 
Sam Howlett, ‘Making sense of the noise: moving towards understanding our impact’ (ONS) 
Martin Nicholls (ONS) Faciliator 
Mike Ackerman & Meindert Kappe (subjective indicators: what and how to measure) 
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Annex 5: (temporary annex for CES consultation): Explanatory texts for 
Figure 2 

Economic theories (top) 

In the 1870s, the body of theory was “systematically reformulated around the proposition that the 
value of economic goods is fundamentally a consequence of subjective assessment by individuals”, in 
which the degree of utility is determined by the individual’s assessment of their satisfaction derived 
from the consumption of a good (King and McLure, 2014).  
 
King, J.E.; McLure, Michael. 2014. History of the Concept of Value. The University of Western Australia. 
Discussion paper 14.06 

Utility theory of value 

In this economic approach, prices reflect values determined by the usefulness of commodities. The 
schools of thought centered around utility analyze the motivations of economic agents, who maximize 
utility or expected utility, and avoid disutility (Briggs, 2019). Economic theories based on rational 
choice usually assume that consumers will strive to maximize their utility (Boyle, 2021) 
 
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/u/utility.asp#:~:text=Utility%20is%20a%20term%20in,strive%
20to%20maximize%20their%20utility. 
 
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/rationality-normative-utility/  

Subjective theory of value 

“The subjective theory of value maintains that the value of an object is not fixed by the amount of 
resources and the hours of labor that went into creating it but is variable according to its context and 
the perspective of its users. In fact, the theory argues, the value of any object is determined by the 
individual who buys or sells it. This economic theory suggests that a product's value is decided by how 
scarce or useful it is to the individual” (Kagan, 2021).  
 
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/s/subjective-theory-of-
value.asp#:~:text=Following%20the%20subjective%20theory%20of,not%20modified%20in%20any%
20way.  

Theory of consumer choice 

The central problem of this theory is with explaining in economically meaningful terms how a rational 
consumer would make consumer decisions based on a structure determined by the consumer’s 
income or wealth and the prices of goods (Levin and Migrom, 2004) 
 
https://web.stanford.edu/~jdlevin/Econ%20202/Consumer%20Theory.pdf  
 

https://www.investopedia.com/terms/u/utility.asp#:%7E:text=Utility%20is%20a%20term%20in,strive%20to%20maximize%20their%20utility
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/u/utility.asp#:%7E:text=Utility%20is%20a%20term%20in,strive%20to%20maximize%20their%20utility
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/rationality-normative-utility/
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/s/subjective-theory-of-value.asp#:%7E:text=Following%20the%20subjective%20theory%20of,not%20modified%20in%20any%20way
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/s/subjective-theory-of-value.asp#:%7E:text=Following%20the%20subjective%20theory%20of,not%20modified%20in%20any%20way
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/s/subjective-theory-of-value.asp#:%7E:text=Following%20the%20subjective%20theory%20of,not%20modified%20in%20any%20way
https://web.stanford.edu/%7Ejdlevin/Econ%20202/Consumer%20Theory.pdf
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SERVQUAL/PERVAL 

SERVQUAL is a survey instrument using 97 attributes to measure consumer’s perceptions of service of 
quality, reflecting the gap between expected and perceived service (Daniel and Berinyuy, 2010). On 
the other hand, the PERVAL model uses 19 features to assess how customers perceive the value of a 
consumer good and to therefore determine the consumption values behind purchase attitude and 
behaviour (Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). These models are widely used in market research; however, 
they are both criticized for neglecting the monetary component of value (Keränen, 2014).  
 
http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:327600/FULLTEXT01.pdf 
 
Keränen, Joona. 2014. Customer Value Assessment in Business Markets. Lappeenranta University of 
Technology.  

Consumer Value Added (CVA) analysis 

Consumer Value Added analysis emerged toward the end of the 1980s from the American 
telecommunications company AT&T. CVA is a relative measure “of the perceived value of a firm’s 
products or services relative to the perceived value of its competitors’ products or services. At the 
center of the CVA are the questions: does the firm offer superior value? And, what actions would be 
necessary to offer superior value? (Feuss, 2018) 
 
http://williamfeuss.com/Inc-1.pdf  

Conjoint analysis 

“Conjoint analysis is a technique for measuring trade-offs for analyzing survey responses concerning 
preferences and intentions to buy, and it is a method for simulating how consumers might react to 
changes in current products or to new products introduced into an existing competitive array” (Green 
et al., 2001) 
 
Green, Paul E.; Krieger, Abba M.; Wind, Yoram. 2001. Thirty Years of Conjoint Analysis: Reflections and 
Prospects. Interfaces, 31(3), pp. S56-S73. 

Consumer Satisfaction Survey 

Consumer Satisfaction Surveys provide companies with a personal evaluation of value, which makes 
customers the ‘custodians’ of value assessment and allows companies to better identify their needs 
(Chang and Dibb, 2012).  
 
Chang, Connie and Dibb, Sally. 2012. Reviewing and conceptualising customer-perceived value. 
Marketing Review 12(3), pp. 253-274.  

Holbrook’s typology of consumer value 

Holbrook determined that consumer value as the fundamental basis for all marketing activity 
(Holbrook, 1994). In order to measure consumer value, he first refined the concept as “an interactive, 
relativistic experience” where the experience of value does not reside in the product or service 

http://umu.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:327600/FULLTEXT01.pdf
http://williamfeuss.com/Inc-1.pdf
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acquired, but in its consumption (Svee et al., 2012). The three dimensions in consumer values used as 
the basis of the typology are: Extrinsic vs. Intrinsic, Self-oriented vs. Other-oriented, and Active vs. 
Reactive (Svee et al., 2012).  
 
Svee, Eric-Oluf; Zdravkovic, Jelena; Giannoulis, Constantinos. 2012. Consumer-Value Aware Enterprise 
Architecture. Stockholm University.  
 
Holbrook, M.B. (1994) The Nature of Customer's Value: An Axiology of Service in Consumption 
Experience. In: Rust, R.T. and Oliver, R.L., Eds., Service Quality: New Directions in Theory and 
Practice, Sage, Thousand Oaks, 21-71. 

Instrumental value 

Instrumental value is perceived as being a means to an end, and it is often used synonymously with 
‘utility’ (Kirschemann, 2001). Instrumental values are actually extrinsic in the sense that the source of 
their value lies in something else (Kirschemann, 2001). 
 
Kirschemann, Peter P. 2001. “Intrinsically” or Just “Instrumentally” Valuable? On Structural Types of 
Values of Scientific Knowledge. Journal for General Philosophy of Science 32(2), pp. 237-256.  

Intrinsic value 

The intrinsic value of a thing is perceived in that the source of its value lies in itself (Kirschemann, 
2001). Beyond the classic instrumental/intrinsic division of value in Philosophy, Kirschemann further 
proposals structural types of value, including contributory, inherent, functional and constitutive value 
(Kirschemann, 2001).  
 
Kirschemann, Peter P. 2001. “Intrinsically” or Just “Instrumentally” Valuable? On Structural Types of 
Values of Scientific Knowledge. Journal for General Philosophy of Science 32(2), pp. 237-256. 

Strategic value management 

“Value management was originally developed in the 1940s by American conglomerate General 
Electric, although it was only in the 1990s that it emerged as a distinct discipline. Today, it is used in 
areas such as strategic planning and organizational management, and is integrated with known 
processes such as quality and risk management. It is a style of management with the aim of maximizing 
the overall performance of an organization (Thiry, 2014) 
 
Thiry, M. (2014). Strategic value management. Paper presented at PMI® Global Congress 2014—
EMEA, Dubai, United Arab Emirates. Newtown Square, PA: Project Management Institute. 
(https://www.pmi.org/learning/library/strategic-value-management-business-benefits-8699)  

Key Performance Indicators (KPI) 

“KPIs are used to assess organisational effectiveness measured in terms of goal attainment, where 
goals are defined by business plans” (Northcott and Harvey, 2012).  
 

https://www.pmi.org/learning/library/strategic-value-management-business-benefits-8699
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Northcott, H. C. And Harvey, M. D. (2012). Public perceptions of key performance indicators of 
healthcare in Alberta, Canada. International Journal for Quality in Health Care, 24(3), 214–223. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/45127762  

Balanced scorecard (BSC) 

“A balanced scorecard is a strategic management performance metric used to identify and improve 
various internal business functions and their resulting external outcomes. An organisation may use 
the balanced scorecard model to implement strategy mapping to see where value is added within the 
organisation” (Tarver, 2021).  
 
(https://www.investopedia.com/terms/b/balancedscorecard.asp)  

Economic theories (bottom) 

“The objective classical theory of value dates from the mid- to late seventeenth century, reflecting 
increased interest in the production of commodities and reduced emphasis on the circumstances of 
their exchange” (King and McLure, 2014) 
 
King, J.E.; McLure, Michael. 2014. History of the Concept of Value. The University of Western Australia. 
Discussion paper 14.06 

Labour theory of value 

Also known as the Ricardian theory of value, the labour theory of value “argues that the economic 
value of a good or service is determined by the total amount of “socially necessary labour” required 
to produce it” (Ruan, 2019). 
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/l/labor-theory-of-value.asp  

Monetary theory of value 

“Marx formulated a monetary theory of value. He showed that the products of labour become values 
because they are produced within the framework of the capital relation. Further, that value 
necessarily manifests itself in the form of money. Accordingly, money is the par excellence 
manifestation of value and thus of capital” (Milios, 2003) 
 
http://users.ntua.gr/jmilios/F2_3.pdf  
 

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/45127762
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/b/balancedscorecard.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/terms/l/labor-theory-of-value.asp
http://users.ntua.gr/jmilios/F2_3.pdf
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