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Objective of Pilot Survey

· Explore the degree to which business can respond to questions about the meaning and measurement of innovation and its impacts.

· Recommend changes to the way in which specific questions are formulated.

· Recommend changes to improve accuracy and response rate.

I. Summary of findings

Response rate

The response rate to the pilot survey is discussed below. It will be apparent that it has been poor and this seems to reflect a general feeling amongst the business population that they are over-surveyed.  Interestingly, the short length of the survey appears to have been outweighed by perceived difficulty in its completion and by the fact that it was stated to be a pilot. On the other hand, the serious purpose of the survey was mentioned favourably by some respondents. 

The respondents frequently said that they decided whether to complete a questionnaire on its usefulness and on its length. In order to tackle the first point the use of the DTI logo is a good thing and the importance of the findings and the uses to which they are put should be stressed in the covering letter. 

It may be worth offering some reward in terms of the results of the survey to those who respond. The CBR used to send out a booklet with the key findings to all respondents, but recently we have sent out a password enabling them access to the findings on a website. This needs to be planned and promoted with realistic times for its availability in order to avoid being pestered for it. It does add the postage and stationery cost of a mailing to every respondent.

The amount of time likely to be taken to complete the questionnaire is judged by some by the length of the survey instrument. This raises the issue of the definitions and examples (which were reduced to a single page in CIS3) and the number of questions. If the definitions and examples are to become larger than a single page, it would be worth considering whether to have them as a separate enclosure, or attached to the covering letter.

There were mixed views about extending the definitions to be more comprehensive and, on balance, we would not advise this. The examples were liked, but their breadth and clarity could be improved.

Respondent’s office

Amongst the smaller businesses the questionnaire and telephone interview has typically been conducted with the Managing Director. For the larger businesses, it has been the MD, company secretary, or other director. This appears to work well and generally finds the right person for its completion.

Period covered

There was some discussion about the period covered, which is generally three years. Some liked longer periods since it better measured the spasmodic nature of innovation. Others preferred shorter periods since memories were fresher. There was also some confusion over the use of a single year for some of the questions. On the whole, it is better to retain the existing compromises that exist within the questionnaire – use a three year period to pick up innovation activity and a one year period for detailed financial questions.

The meaning of innovation

This is an area of some debate since we need to pick up real innovation in its broadest sense, but not treat as innovation product changes that are merely cosmetic and have no fundamental impact on the business. There must be some concern that so many felt that the questions “did not relate to them”, even though on careful reflection they felt they did. Innovation that results from the application of ideas to offer a new product/service is provided as an option in the questionnaire, but some of our interviewees complained that the use of the word technological led them to exclude such innovations. In the case of process innovation improved technology is given an even more dominant role. 

In addition to this problem we also found that firms are inclined to say that they are not innovative because they have not developed the technology themselves. The CBR question (see below) that puts new to your firm or new to both your firm and your industry, alongside each other is more likely to help them understand that innovation can be purely internal. 

There was a mixed reaction to the wider innovation question and so it may be helpful to explain why it is being asked and to provide some explanation of why this might be regarded as innovation. Also, there may be some virtue in allowing a write-in box so that firms can enter their key changes (even if they are not sure whether they count).

Financial questions

The accounting questions should be tidied up to ensure that you get some consistency of response. The new to your industry division of sales should either be dropped, or be put with the original question about the division of sales in order to try to get a consistency of response. The innovation expenditures question should be radically simplified because the item response rate is low and the interviews suggest that it cannot be answered with any accuracy. It is also the case that since innovation expenditures are measured only for the last year, we can find firms which have innovated (in the last three years,) but not had any innovation expenditures (in the last year).

Innovation outputs

The list of product-oriented outputs was regarded as reasonable, but the process outputs were seen as too narrow. The process-oriented list concentrated on the costs of production and not on the transformation of inputs into a delivery to the customer of the output.  

Detailed comments on pilot questionnaire

The covering page could make it clearer that the questionnaire covers both manufacturing and service firms. It could also spell out that it covers innovation activities beyond the development and application of new technology. Indeed one of our interviewees suggested a warm-up question that asked about the importance in their sector of technology to both product and process innovation. He argued that the use of the diagram below would at least get the firms thinking about some of the issues at the beginning of the questionnaire.
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Questions 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 worked well in terms of clarity, but the efficiency of their presentation might be improved (see below). Question 1.4 does not work since it appears to be calculated afresh and sometimes in an inconsistent manner with question 1.3 – perhaps it could be added as a further row in 1.3. Although the sales breakdowns are only estimates, we found that they were very intelligent guesses.

Questions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 worked well in terms of clarity, but as with questions 1.1 to 1.4, there is an over-emphasis on the word “technological”. 

As an alternative approach, the CBR version of the product and process innovation questions is shown below. It has the advantages of 

· economy of space; 

· of having been tried and tested in the various CBR surveys;

· allowing firms to answer both about manufactured products and service products;

· covering a variety of types of innovation in a single question; and

· distinguishing, in the same question, between new to the firm and wholly original innovations.

in this section we would like you to tell us about your innovative activity.

Please count innovation as occurring when a new or significantly improved manufactured product, or service product, is introduced to the market (product innovation), or when a new or significantly improved production, or delivery method, is used commercially (process innovation), and when changes in knowledge or skills, routines, competence, equipment, or engineering practices are required to develop or make the new product, or to introduce the new process. 

Please do not count as product innovation, changes which are purely aesthetic (such as changes in colour or decoration), or which simply involve product differentiation (that is minor design or presentation changes which differentiate the product while leaving it technically unchanged in construction or performance). The implementation of a quality standard is not innovation unless it is directly related to the introduction of technologically new, or significantly improved, products or processes. 

D1.
Has your firm introduced any innovations in manufactured products or in service products, or in their processes 


of production, or distribution, during the last 3 years? 

Please circle appropriate answers in each row. If for any row you introduced more than one innovation then please circle the answers for that row with respect to your most important innovation.

	
	Innovation new to your firm but not to your industry?
	Innovation new to your firm and to your industry?

	Technologically new or significantly improved manufactured product

	Yes
No
	Yes
No

	
	
	

	Technologically new or significantly improved methods of producing manufactured product

	Yes
No
	Yes
No

	
	
	

	Technological improvements in supply, storage or distribution systems for manufactured product

	Yes
No
	Yes
No

	
	
	

	New or significantly improved service product

	Yes
No
	Yes
No

	
	
	

	New method to produce and deliver your service product
	Yes
No
	Yes
No



IF YOU CIRCLED NO IN ALL BOXES PLEASE GO TO D4

You can see that the CBR version uses the Oslo manual definition of TPP without using the word “technological”.

Question 3.1 was missed or not answered by several and attracted a lot of criticism. We need a ’None of the above’ box in order to distinguish those who missed it on the skip.

Question 4.1 is too complex and, at the least, should be reworded. However it could simply be deleted since it provides so little additional information.

Question 5.1 was satisfactory, but needed more emphasis of the need to tick one box in each row.

Question 6.1 was surprisingly well answered, but one thought you should use the tick boxes if you did not spend in that area. The question would be improved by the addition of a yes/no filter in the header. However, the more radical proposal would be to remove it altogether. It could be picked up by two additions to the R&D questions in the main survey – what was last year’s spend on R&D and what was last year’s total spend on innovation activities.

Question 7.1 was satisfactory, but one thought that you left all the boxes blank if there was no impact. The categories need to be reviewed in the light of the comments we have received.

Comments on the CIS3 questions

In addition to the original work we have been asked to offer any comments we wish about the whole CIS3 questionnaire. These comments are not drawn exclusively from the pilot study, but also from our general survey experience. 

1 No comment.

2 No comment.

3 Accounting Information

Make clear that these figures relate the latest completed accounting year and the equivalent figures for three years earlier. It may be too fussy to ask for the accounting year ends, but we must ask them to adjust the figures for any accounting year that is not 12 months to be their annual equivalents.

4 Product Innovation

See detailed comments in the previous section.

5 Process Innovation

See detailed comments in the previous section.

6 Innovation not yet completed etc.

You could add a box for “none of the above”. Could allow a write-in for why projects were delayed, or abandoned.

7 Longer term innovation

Either reword and simplify, or delete this question.

8 Innovation blockers

There is no need for vertical separation line since the scale goes continuously from NO importance to HIGH importance.

9 Innovation expenditure

See detailed comments in the previous section.

10 R&D activity

Combine with 9. – see comments above. 10.1 It is not possible to distinguish between none and missing the way the question is asked. One could add a question before 10.1: Did you engage in R&D activities in the year in question? (yes/no). 10.2 Add a ‘Not at all’ alternative

11 Innovation effects

There is no need for vertical separation line since the scale goes continuously from NO impact to HIGH impact.

12 Sources of information

Possibly add patents / patent searches as a source of information.

13 Co-operation

No comments

14 Public support

14.3 The way the question stands at present there is no way of distinguishing between no use and not answered. Adding a yes/no column would remedy this. Try to keep these questions to a minimum.

15 No comment.

16 Innovation excuses

Add a ‘Not applicable’ alternative for those who have had innovations.

17 Wider innovation

17.1 Add examples that are more directly relevant to service firms. There is no need for vertical separation line since the scale goes continuously from NO impact to HIGH impact.

 Remove 17.2, or add alternative for ‘No internet use’. There is no need for vertical separation line since the scale goes continuously from NO impact to HIGH impact.

II. Methodology

The Sampling Frame

The sampling frame chosen for the survey was the Dun & Bradstreet UK Marketing (D&B) database. The original database considered was the ONS Interdepartmental Business Register (IDBR) since this will provide the sampling frame for the main survey, but it was discovered that the use of this database requires considerable advance notice. Therefore, the main reason for choosing D&B was speed of access to the data for sample selection.

Sample Design

The sample of companies in the manufacturing and business services sectors was drawn using stratified random sampling, stratified on both sector and employment size. The sample was selected with equal numbers below and above 250 employees. Half the sample was in manufacturing with the other half in business services, and within those we sought to get an equal spread of high tech and conventional SICs.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire consisted of seven sections: product innovation; process innovation; innovation activities not completed or abandoned; longer term innovation activities; wider innovation; innovation expenditures; and innovation outputs. A page with guidance notes preceded these sections. 

A final page of comments was added to a proportion of the questionnaires. All respondents were asked whether they were willing to take part in a telephone follow up survey to discuss the questionnaire, and if so to provide their contact details.

A copy of the questionnaire with the comments page is included in the appendix 1.

Postal Survey Method

The questionnaires together with a letter explaining the purpose of the survey were initially mailed to groups 1 and 2 on 11 March. All letters included a prepaid envelope for returning the questionnaire in. In group 1, 75 of the pre-paid envelopes had a stamped addressed envelope and the remaining a printed prepaid envelope. For group 2, 25 of the return envelopes were with stamps and the rest were printed prepaid. The non-respondents were sent a reminder letter including the original letter, a questionnaire and a printed pre-paid envelope on 23 March. On 25 March a further sample (group 3) was mailed. The letter asked for the questionnaire to be filled in by 2 April. These letters all included a printed pre-paid envelope. The non-respondents in group 3 were sent a reminder letter, another copy of the questionnaire together with a pre-paid return envelope on 5 May. This time they were also asked whether they would be willing to take part in either a telephone interview or a face-to-face interview. A lower proportion than expected agreed to the follow-up telephone interview – a further sign of resistance to business surveys. The low postal response in the early stages, and the few who agreed to the telephone interview, stimulated the addition of other firms to the sample who we knew to be prepared to answer the surveys. These are shown in group 4.

Telephone Survey

Respondents to the postal survey within groups 1-4 who were prepared to be interviewed by telephone were contacted. The number of achieved interviews is shown below as the telephone group.

III. The Samples

The samples were constructed as follows:

Group 1. Questionnaire with comments – 11th March

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned

	Manufacturing - high tech
	13
	2
	12
	2
	25
	4

	Manufacturing - conventional
	12
	2
	13
	2
	25
	4

	Services - high tech
	12
	1
	13
	2
	25
	3

	Services - conventional
	17
	2
	8
	1
	25
	3

	All
	54
	7
	46
	7
	100
	14


Group 2. Questionnaire without comments – 11th March

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned

	Manufacturing - high tech
	6
	1
	6
	0
	12
	1

	Manufacturing - conventional
	7
	3
	6
	0
	13
	3

	Services - high tech
	7
	2
	6
	1
	13
	3

	Services - conventional
	7
	2
	5
	0
	12
	2

	All
	27
	8
	23
	1
	50
	9


Group 3. Questionnaire without comments – 25th March

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned

	Manufacturing - high tech
	6
	2
	6
	1
	12
	3

	Manufacturing - conventional
	7
	0
	6
	1
	13
	1

	Services - high tech
	7
	0
	6
	0
	13
	0

	Services - conventional
	6
	1
	6
	1
	12
	2

	All
	26
	3
	24
	3
	50
	6


Group 4. Additional firms

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned

	Manufacturing - high tech
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Manufacturing - conventional
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Services - high tech
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Services - conventional
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1

	All
	2
	2
	1
	1
	3
	3


Telephone Group. Respondents to the Telephone Survey

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Manufacturing - high tech
	3
	1
	4

	Manufacturing - conventional
	1
	2
	3

	Services - high tech
	1
	2
	3

	Services - conventional
	2
	1
	3

	All
	7
	6
	13


IV. Analysis of the Postal Returns

The total number of postal returns received is summarized below.

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned
	Sent
	Returned

	Manufacturing - high tech
	26
	6
	24
	3
	50
	9

	Manufacturing - conventional
	26
	5
	25
	3
	51
	8

	Services - high tech
	26
	3
	26
	4
	52
	7

	Services - conventional
	31
	6
	19
	2
	50
	8

	All
	109
	20
	94
	12
	203
	32


The following provides the analysis of the findings of the postal questionnaire itself.

RESPONSE RATE

The response rate was 16%, very low in comparison with the 43% achieved for CIS3. The survey was carried out making clear that it was only a pilot and this may have affected the response rate. There was no prior notification about the survey, simply the questionnaire and a covering letter. There was only one prompt used. The response rate to the postal survey, Groups 1-4 above, is shown in the table below:

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Sent
	Response %
	Sent
	Response %
	Sent
	Response %

	Manufacturing - high tech
	26
	20
	24
	13
	50
	16

	Manufacturing - conventional
	26
	19
	25
	12
	51
	16

	Services - high tech
	26
	12
	26
	12
	52
	12

	Services - conventional
	31
	17
	19
	11
	50
	14

	All
	109
	17
	94
	12
	203
	15


The response rate is very much lower than the 43% achieved in the CIS3 survey. If the response rate were low in the CIS4 survey then it would be worth carrying out a non-response bias survey with just the key questions.

1. PRODUCT INNOVATION

1.1
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any technologically new or significantly improved products (goods or services) which were new to your firm? 

59% of all respondents answered yes to this question, 65% for manufacturing and 53% for business services. SMEs reported 50% to be product innovators and larger firms were at 75%. These proportions are very much larger than those found for CIS3, which had 18% overall, and this may be accounted for by the sectoral balance of the pilot sample.

1.2 How were these products developed? 

This was answered by all 19 of the product innovators and 89% answered that it was mainly within the enterprise, again higher than the 60% found for CIS3.

1.3 Please estimate how your turnover in 2003 was distributed between products (goods or services) introduced during the period 2001-2003 which were new, improved, or unchanged.

This question was not answered by one of the smaller firms – so only 18 responses. The overall contribution to turnover of new and improved products averaged 31%, similar to the 34% found in CIS3. We find higher proportions for SME product innovators than for larger firms. This might be expected given the narrower product base of SMEs, but is contrary to what was found for CIS3.

1.4
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce new or significantly improved products (goods or services) that were also new to your enterprise's market?

One small firm did not provide a % figure here and five of the large firms supplied % figures greater than possible given their answers to question 1.3 and this meant that the overall answers were not meaningful. Furthermore, over 50% answered that they had introduced products new to their market, compared with only 8% in CIS3.

2. PROCESS INNOVATION

2.1 During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any new or significantly improved processes for producing or supplying products (goods or services) which were new to your firm? 

56% of all respondents answered yes to this question, 53% for manufacturing and 60% for business services. SMEs reported 35% to be process innovators and larger firms were at 92%. These proportions are again very much larger than those found for CIS3, which had 15% overall, and this may be accounted for by the sectoral balance of the pilot sample.

2.2
How were these processes developed? 
This was answered by all 18 of the process innovators and 50% answered that it was mainly within the enterprise, similar to the 56% found for CIS3.

2.3
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any new or significantly improved processes for producing or supplying products (goods or services) which were new to your industry? 

This was answered by all 18 of the process innovators and 33% answered that it was new to their industry, much higher than the 5% found for CIS3.

3. INNOVATION ACTIVITIES NOT COMPLETED OR ABANDONED

3.1 During the period 2001-2003, did your enterprise have any projects to develop or introduce new or significantly improved products (goods or services) or processes that were abandoned, not yet completed, or not even started.
This should have been answered by all 32 respondents, but was not answered by nine of them. These nine were distributed across size, sector and innovator/non-innovator. Of the 23 who did respond 30% had abandoned projects, 48% had not yet completed (but on time) projects, 43% had not yet completed (and delayed) projects and 30% had projects not even started. The first three of these categories finds much larger percentages than those found for CIS3, whilst the last category is the reverse.

4. LONGER TERM INNOVATION ACTIVITIES

4 During the period 2001-2003, did your enterprise have any other innovation activities to develop or implement technological change not directly aimed at imminent new products or processes e.g. basic R&D, technology watch?

42% of all respondents answered yes to this question, 44% for manufacturing and 40% for business services. SMEs reported 37% and larger firms were at 100%. These proportions are again very much larger than those found for CIS3, which had 9% overall.

5. WIDER INNOVATION

5.1
Did your enterprise make major changes in the following areas of business structure and practices during the period 2001-2003 and how far did business performance improve as a result? 
This question was asked for the first time in this form in CIS3 and represents an attempt to investigate a broader concept of innovation. It was answered by all and they filled in one answer in each row in all but one of the cases. The proportions stating that there was a high improvement were (with the equivalent CIS3 figures in brackets): 13% (7%) for changes in corporate strategies; 6% (3%) for changes in advanced management techniques; 9% (5%) for changes in organisational structures; and 3% (6%) for changes in marketing strategies.

6. INNOVATION EXPENDITURES

6.1  Did your enterprise engage in the following innovation activities in 2003?

This question was answered by 15 of the 20 SMEs, one of which did not provide any financial data. All twelve of the larger firms answered the question, but only eight gave financial data. One larger firm used data for 2001-03 instead of just 2003. This means that the overall item response rate for a fully completed answer was 69%, much better than the 41% in CIS3. 

7. INNOVATION OUTPUTS

7.1 Please indicate the impact that your innovation activities have had on your enterprise in the period 2001-2003 on various aspects of the business.

This question was not answered by two of the 32 respondents and in each row a further 2, 3, or 4 respondents failed to make any entry. This was despite the availability of “None” as an option. The findings look broadly similar to those for CIS3.
V. Analysis of the face-to-face, telephone and postal surveys

This section reports on the outcome of the face-to-face interviews and the telephone survey. For sections E, F, H and I the answers are reinforced by the write-in answers from the Group 1.

PRODUCT AND PROCESS INNOVATION DEFINITIONS

A. Do the questions on new and improved products and processes, their degree of novelty and the breakdown of turnover adequately measure innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	13
	No
	10


All of those who were asked specifically said that they understood that product innovation included service products. There was criticism of the time frame since innovation is discontinuous in some firms – so innovations four years ago are not picked up. There was criticism of the use of the word technological – see as very biased towards conventional manufacturing.  One firm made the remark that for certain services innovations in the product and its method of delivery may be difficult to tackle.

B. What were your main difficulties in answering these questions in parts 1 and 2 of the questionnaire? 

One said that the first reaction was that it did not apply to their firm since they are not “innovators”, but then read the definitions and felt they did product innovate. The same firm answered no to process innovation, but did not pick up that this included logistics innovation.  Another firm said the greatest difficulty was trying to identify what innovation technology the company had been working with. It was clear from what others said that many still think of innovation as meaning a new product, or production method and, therefore, as applying only to manufacturing. More than one gave “guessing the percentages of sales” as their main difficulty. Another argued that doing this over one year may give an unrepresentative result.

C. Is the use of technological advance in the definitions of innovation helpful?

	Yes
	12
	No
	1


There was a very positive response to the definitions and examples on the whole. However, at the same time some did argue that innovation is the product of experience and does not necessarily require new technology. Another said that their innovations were in the way skills were combined and the service product was created, but was put off by the bold phrase ‘new technological developments’ – so answered no to product innovation. As noted above, some have argued that by restricting innovations in parts 1 and 2 to those associated with technological advance, we miss important examples of innovation.

INNOVATION ACTIVITIES

D. Are the questions in parts 3, 4 and 5 about more broadly defined innovation activity likely to provide an insight into innovation in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	7
	No
	6


There was one proposal that question 3 should allow you to say why the project was abandoned.  Some had a very clear understanding of the meaning of an innovation project, but others had less formal processes. One said that there were always projects not yet started since each product was designed bespoke for the next customer. This question also attracted other criticisms – why do you want to know about failed innovations, better to ask whether innovation is a continuous process. There was criticism of question 4 as too wordy and too complex. Also, there was some question of what it added beyond the questions about projects not yet completed. One argued that question 5.1 was not really about innovation and another said that it was not really relevant since it was about the internal organisation of the business. 

E. Do you feel that the questions asked exclude activities which you would define as innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	5
	No
	15


One gave no reason for saying yes. One other appeared to misunderstand the question by mentioning new versions of existing products having been excluded. The third mentioned research into new market opportunities as an excluded activity that was an important part of innovation activity. Some felt that the examples given in question 5 were rather limiting and did not include important aspects of service industries. Incentive payment systems and customer relationships are not covered in question 5.

F. Do you feel that the questions asked include activities which you would not count as innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	1
	No
	12


The one firm which answered yes, simply wrote in the word “services”. Two other firms did not answer this question.

INNOVATION EXPENDITURE AND OUTPUTS

G. Did you have any difficulties in providing the answers in section 6 about innovation expenditures? 

	Yes
	9
	No
	4


See also the comments under section I below. Several said they had problems with this and mentioned the difficulty of precision with the expenditure data. Also the categories did not tie up with their management accounting systems. Many innovation activities cut across several areas of expenditure. The notion of a central innovation budget is not common – this means that the financial figures are not readily available. Not always clear what expenditures should be classified as “innovation”. One firm put “not available” in some of the boxes because he felt unable to split the expenditure between the innovative and the non-innovative element. Another said he was not privy to that information. Some argued for three years since more representative, others for the latest year since more reliable.

H. Do you feel that the questions asked in section 7 capture all the ways in which innovation may impact on your firm’s performance? 

	Yes
	16
	No
	6


One firm which answered “no” mentioned that there was insufficient attention to people improvement in terms of training and motivation. The other again mentioned the opening of new opportunities not yet translated to market share or new markets. One felt that cultural innovation is missed, but that culture has to change to benefit from innovation.  Another drew a distinction between tangibles and intangibles and felt that it was not easy to answer about the latter form of innovation. An example would be the application of existing technology and labour practices in combination in an original fashion. Sometimes this could be gimmickry, but at other times it was a genuine innovation. This person felt inadequate to answer the questionnaire because his firm was innovative in the way it carried out its business only in the way the service product was organised and marketed. Several said that innovation was essential in their competitive environment and felt that there had not been the opportunity to say this. Yet another said they were introducing lean manufacturing processes, but this question did not capture that.

Other benefits not included that were picked up included reduced times, distribution benefits, customer management, unit cost and price reduction, logistics and the introduction of just-in-time.

I. What were your main difficulties in answering the questionnaire? 

A number of comments were made here, but more than half the respondents made no comment at all.  Several mentioned the difficulty of obtaining the innovation expenditure figures.  Another said it was difficult to classify innovation outcomes even into low/medium/high. It was not clear to one whether non-innovators should complete the questionnaire. Question 3.1 was not always tackled and one argued that it did not allow for ‘no projects’ being late or abandoned.  There was a view expressed that diversification in question 5.1 is not an organisational structure. It was also argued that competition and the response to it are very important causes of innovation and this was not covered by the questions. The time frame of three years was too long for some and too short for others.

J. How could we improve the response rate?

The main points made were fairly obvious:

· Keep it short. 

· Keep it simple 

· Make the purpose clear and the uses to which it will be put. 

· Allow a write-in answer asking for feedback. 

· Use a prompt.

· Make the findings available to respondents in some form.

APPENDIX 1

Questionnaire with Comments Page
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UK COMMUNITY INNOVATION SURVEY

A pilot study

If you have any questions concerning this questionnaire please contact:

Anna Bullock

Centre for Business Research

Cambridge University

Telephone:
01223 765327

or

Rob Stones 

Department of Trade and Industry

Telephone: 
020 7215 1911

We want this inquiry to be useful to business whilst taking up as little time as possible. Your help in meeting these objectives is sought. If you are willing to be contacted by telephone please give your details below. The call should take no more than 20 minutes.

I am willing to be contacted in a telephone follow up call:

	Yes
	
	No
	


If Yes

(PLEASE USE BLOCK CAPITALS)

Name of person to contact: 


Telephone number: 


Fax number: 


Email address: 


GUIDANCE NOTES

SELECTED EXAMPLES OF INNOVATIONS
The following are derived from real examples from previous surveys and include new-to-market introductions together with products and processes new to the business although already in use in the market or industry.
Product innovations
Goods

Fibre optic based display lighting range

Automation of electronic testing equipment

Lighter weighting of vehicle bodies

Multi-function printer/scanner

Carbon fibre based sports equipment

Services
IT based Credit Risk assessment service

On line estate agency

Geographical Information System software 

A new computer mapping system, used by drivers to work out the fastest delivery route
PROCESS INNOVATIONS

Linking of Computer Aided Design station to parts suppliers

Introduction of Electronic Point of Sale equipment in Garden Centre

Digitising of pre- press in printing house

Robotised welding

EXAMPLES  WHICH ARE NOT TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATION

The renaming and repackaging of an existing soft drink popular with older people, to establish a link with a football team in order to reach the youth market, is not a technology based innovation as defined in this survey, but could register as a marketing change in question 5. 

New models of complex products, such as cars or television sets, are not product innovation, if the changes are minor compared with the previous models, for example offering a radio in a car.  

DEFINING INNOVATION

1. PRODUCT INNOVATION (GOODS AND SERVICES)

For this survey product innovation covers both goods and services introduced to the market that are either new or significantly improved with respect to fundamental characteristics.  The innovation should be based on the results of new technological developments, new combinations of existing technology or utilisation of other knowledge by your firm.  For examples of product innovations see inside front cover.

We are interested in products new to your enterprise - even if already on the market - as well as those that are new to your market.

1.1
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any technologically new or significantly improved products (goods or services) which were new to your firm?

	No
	
	(
	Go to question 2.

	
	
	
	

	Yes
	
	
	


1.2
How were these products developed? (please tick one)
	Mainly by your enterprise or enterprise group
	

	
	

	Mainly by your enterprise in co-operation with other enterprises or institutions
	

	
	

	Mainly by other enterprises or institutions
	


1.3
Please estimate how your turnover in 2003 was distributed between products (goods or services) introduced during the period 2001-2003 which were:

	New to your firm
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	

	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	%

	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	

	Significantly improved
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	

	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	%

	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	

	Unchanged or only marginally modified
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	

	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	%

	
	
	· 
	· 
	· 
	

	Total turnover in 2003
	1
	0
	0
	%


1.4
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce new or significantly improved products (goods or services) that were also new to your enterprise's market?

	No
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	
	(
	Please estimate the share of turnover of these products in 2003
	
	
	
	%


2. PROCESS INNOVATION

For this survey process innovation is the use of new or significantly improved technology for production or for the supply of goods and services.  Purely organisational or managerial changes should not be included.  For examples of process innovations see inside front cover.
We are interested in processes new to your enterprise - even if already in use in your industry - as well as those that are new to your industry.
2.2 During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any new or significantly improved processes for producing or supplying products (goods or services) which were new to your firm? 

	No
	
	(
	Go to question 3.

	
	
	
	

	Yes
	
	
	


2.2
How were these processes developed? (please tick one)
	Mainly by your enterprise or enterprise group
	

	
	

	Mainly by your enterprise in co-operation with other enterprises or institutions
	

	
	

	Mainly by other enterprises or institutions
	


2.3 During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any new or significantly improved processes for producing or supplying products (goods or services) which were new to your industry? 

	No
	

	
	

	Yes
	


3. INNOVATION ACTIVITIES NOT COMPLETED OR ABANDONED

3.1
During the period 2001-2003, did your enterprise have any projects to develop or introduce new or significantly improved products (goods or services) or processes that were: (please tick all that apply)
	Abandoned
	

	
	

	Not yet completed but on time
	

	
	

	Not yet completed but seriously delayed
	

	
	

	Not even started
	


4. LONGER TERM INNOVATION ACTIVITIES

4.1 During the period 2001-2003, did your enterprise have any other innovation activities to develop or implement technological change not directly aimed at imminent new products or processes e.g. basic R&D, technology watch?

	No
	

	
	

	Yes
	


5. WIDER INNOVATION

5.1
Did your enterprise make major changes in the following areas of business structure and practices during the period 2001-2003 and how far did business performance improve as a result? (please tick one box in each row)
	
	
	Impact on performance

	
	Not used
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Implementation of new or significantly changed corporate strategies e.g. mission statement, market share.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Implementation of advanced management techniques within your firm e.g. knowledge management, quality circles.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Implementation of new or significantly changed organisational structures e.g.diversification.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Changing significantly your firm’s marketing concepts/strategies e.g. marketing methods.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6. INNOVATION EXPENDITURES

6.1  Did your enterprise engage in the following innovation activities in 2003?


(please tick all that apply and estimate expenditures where appropriate)

	
	Please tick if expenditure in the category
	Please estimate innovative expenditure in 2003, incl. personnel and related investment expenditures (no depreciation)

	Internal research & experimental development 
(R&D)
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of external R&D 
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of machinery and equipment (including computer hardware) in connection with product or process innovation.
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of other external knowledge such as licences to use intellectual property (eg. patents, know-how) or specialised services (eg. consultants, Universities).
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All design functions, including industrial, product, process and service design and specifications for production or delivery.
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internal or external training for your personnel directly related to innovation activity.
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internal or external marketing activities aimed at the introduction of your enterprise’s innovations. Include market research and advertising of new 
innovations but exclude routine marketing activity.
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditure
	
	
	
	£
	
	
	
	
	
	
	,000


7. INNOVATION OUTPUTS

7.1 Please indicate the impact that your innovation activities have had on your enterprise in the period 2001-2003. (please tick one box in each row) 
	
	
	
	Degree of impact

	
	
	None
	 Low
	 Medium
	 High

	Product oriented effects
	Increased range of goods or services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Opened new market or increased market share
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Improved quality of goods or services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Process oriented effects
	Improved production flexibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reduced unit labour costs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Increased capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reduced materials and/or energy per produced unit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other effects
	Improved environmental impact or health and safety aspects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Met regulations or standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


COMMENTS ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE

A. Do you feel that the questions asked exclude activities which you would define as innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If Yes, please list key omissions

	

	


B. Do you feel that the questions asked include activities which you would not count as innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If Yes, please list activities which should be excluded

	

	


C. What were the main difficulties you found in completing the questionnaire?

	

	


D. Do you feel that question 7 includes all the ways in which innovation may impact on your firm’s performance?

	Yes
	
	No
	



If No, please list omissions

	

	


THANK YOU FOR YOUR CO-OPERATION

APPENDIX 2

Telephone Survey Pro Forma

[image: image2.png]



UK COMMUNITY INNOVATION SURVEY

A pilot study

TELEPHONE SURVEY FOLLOW-UP

Name of firm: 


Name of person contacted: 


Position: ……………………………………………………………………………………….

Name of person interviewed: 


Position: 


Name of person who completed questionnaire: 


Position: 


Interviewer name: 


Date: 


Interview started: 


Interview ended: 


PRODUCT AND PROCESS INNOVATION DEFINITIONS

A. Do the questions on new and improved products and processes, their degree of novelty and the breakdown of turnover adequately measure innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If No, please describe their main failings:

	

	

	


B. What were your main difficulties in answering these questions in parts 1 and 2 of the questionnaire? 


Please list the difficulties identified:

	

	

	


C. Is the use of technological advance in the definitions of innovation helpful?

	Yes
	
	No
	



If No, please describe the problems it gave:

	

	

	


INNOVATION ACTIVITIES

D. Are the questions in parts 3, 4 and 5 about more broadly defined innovation activity likely to provide an insight into innovation in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If No, please describe their main failings:

	

	

	


E. Do you feel that the questions asked exclude activities which you would define as innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If Yes, please list key omissions:

	

	

	


F. Do you feel that the questions asked include activities which you would not count as innovation activity in the context of your firm? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If Yes, please list activities which should be excluded:

	

	

	


INNOVATION EXPENDITURE AND OUTPUTS

G. Did you have any difficulties in providing the answers in section 6 about innovation expenditures? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If Yes, please list key difficulties:

	

	

	


H. Do you feel that the questions asked in section 7 capture all the ways in which innovation may impact on your firm’s performance? 

	Yes
	
	No
	



If No, please list omissions:

	

	

	


I. What were your main difficulties in answering the questionnaire? 


Please list the difficulties identified:

	

	

	


THANK YOU FOR YOUR CO-OPERATION

APPENDIX 3

Analysis of the Postal Returns

The total number of postal returns received is summarized below.

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	
	Returned
	
	Returned
	
	Returned

	Manufacturing - high tech
	
	6
	
	3
	
	9

	Manufacturing - conventional
	
	5
	
	3
	
	8

	Services - high tech
	
	3
	
	4
	
	7

	Services - conventional
	
	6
	
	2
	
	8

	All
	
	20
	
	12
	
	32


The following provides the analysis of the findings of the postal questionnaire itself.

1. PRODUCT INNOVATION

1.1
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any technologically new or significantly improved products (goods or services) which were new to your firm?

	No
	
	(
	Go to question 2.

	
	
	
	

	Yes
	
	
	


	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Manufacturing - high tech
	4
	2
	3
	0
	7
	2

	Manufacturing - conventional
	2
	3
	2
	1
	4
	4

	Services - high tech
	2
	1
	3
	1
	5
	2

	Services - conventional
	2
	4
	1
	1
	3
	5

	All
	10
	10
	9
	3
	19
	13


1.2
How were these products developed? (number of firms ticking each)
	Potentially answered by 19 firms
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Mainly by your enterprise or enterprise group
	10
	7
	17

	Mainly by your enterprise in co-operation with other enterprises or institutions
	
	
	

	
	0
	2
	2

	
	
	
	

	Mainly by other enterprises or institutions
	0
	0
	0


1.4 Please estimate how your turnover in 2003 was distributed between products (goods or services) introduced during the period 2001-2003 which were:

Not answered by one of the smaller firms – so only 18 responses

	Mean % distribution
	10-249
%
	250+
%
	All
%

	New to your firm
	
	
	

	
	29
	4
	17

	
	
	
	

	Significantly improved
	
	
	

	
	15
	12
	14

	
	
	
	

	Unchanged or only marginally modified
	
	
	

	
	56
	84
	70

	
	
	
	


1.4
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce new or significantly improved products (goods or services) that were also new to your enterprise's market?

	No
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	
	(
	Please estimate the share of turnover of these products in 2003
	
	
	
	%


	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Manufacturing - high tech
	3
	1
	3
	0
	6
	1

	Manufacturing - conventional
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	3

	Services - high tech
	0
	2
	3
	0
	3
	2

	Services - conventional
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	3

	All
	3
	7
	7
	2
	10
	9


One small firm did not provide a % figure here and five of the large firms supplied % figures greater than possible given their answers to question 1.3

	
	10-249
	250+
	All
	

	Mean % distribution
	39
	26
	29
	%

	
	
	
	
	


2. PROCESS INNOVATION

2.4 During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any new or significantly improved processes for producing or supplying products (goods or services) which were new to your firm? 

	No
	
	(
	Go to question 3.

	
	
	
	

	Yes
	
	
	


	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Manufacturing - high tech
	3
	3
	3
	0
	6
	3

	Manufacturing - conventional
	1
	4
	2
	1
	3
	5

	Services - high tech
	1
	2
	4
	0
	5
	2

	Services - conventional
	2
	4
	2
	0
	4
	4

	All
	7
	13
	11
	1
	18
	14


2.2
How were these processes developed? (number of firms ticking each)

	Potentially answered by 18 firms
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Mainly by your enterprise or enterprise group
	5
	4
	9

	Mainly by your enterprise in co-operation with other enterprises or institutions
	
	
	

	
	0
	6
	6

	
	
	
	

	Mainly by other enterprises or institutions
	2
	1
	3


2.3
During the three-year period 2001-2003, did your enterprise introduce any new or significantly improved processes for producing or supplying products (goods or services) which were new to your industry? 

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Manufacturing - high tech
	1
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3

	Manufacturing - conventional
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2

	Services - high tech
	0
	1
	1
	3
	1
	4

	Services - conventional
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	3

	All
	2
	5
	4
	7
	6
	12


3. INNOVATION ACTIVITIES NOT COMPLETED OR ABANDONED

4.1 During the period 2001-2003, did your enterprise have any projects to develop or introduce new or significantly improved products (goods or services) or processes that were: (number of firms ticking each)

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Abandoned
	5
	2
	7

	
	
	
	

	Not yet completed but on time
	6
	5
	11

	
	
	
	

	Not yet completed but seriously delayed
	7
	3
	10

	
	
	
	

	Not even started
	7
	0
	7

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Did not answer the question
	4
	5
	9


4. LONGER TERM INNOVATION ACTIVITIES

5 During the period 2001-2003, did your enterprise have any other innovation activities to develop or implement technological change not directly aimed at imminent new products or processes e.g. basic R&D, technology watch?

	
	Employment group
	
	

	
	10-249
	250+
	All

	Sector
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Manufacturing - high tech
	2
	3
	2
	1
	4
	4

	Manufacturing - conventional
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	5

	Services - high tech
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3
	4

	Services - conventional
	2
	4
	1
	1
	3
	5

	All
	7
	12
	6
	6
	13
	18


5. WIDER INNOVATION

5.1
Did your enterprise make major changes in the following areas of business structure and practices during the period 2001-2003 and how far did business performance improve as a result? (number of firms ticking that box in each row)
	
	No answer
	Not used
	Degree of impact

	
	
	
	
Low
	 Medium
	High

	Implementation of new or significantly changed corporate strategies e.g. mission statement, market share.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	
	
	12
	
	
	5
	
	11
	
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Implementation of advanced management techniques within your firm e.g. knowledge management, quality circles.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	
	
	21
	
	
	5
	
	3
	
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Implementation of new or significantly changed organisational structures e.g.diversification.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	
	
	20
	
	
	3
	
	6
	
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Changing significantly your firm’s marketing concepts/strategies e.g. marketing methods.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	0
	
	
	16
	
	
	7
	
	8
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6. INNOVATION EXPENDITURES

6.1  Did your enterprise engage in the following innovation activities in 2003?


(please tick all that apply and estimate expenditures where appropriate)

Answered by 15 of the 20 smaller firms.


SMALLER FIRMS SUMMARY

	
	Please tick if expenditure in the category
	Ticked but no amount entered
	Please estimate innovative expenditure in 2003, incl. personnel and related investment expenditures (no depreciation)

	Internal research & experimental development 
(R&D)
	
	9
	
	1
	
	£
	40
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of external R&D 
	
	4
	
	1
	
	£
	2
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of machinery and equipment (including computer hardware) in connection with product or process innovation.
	
	10
	
	1
	
	£
	77
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of other external knowledge such as licences to use intellectual property (eg. patents, know-how) or specialised services (eg. consultants, Universities).
	
	6
	
	1
	
	£
	8
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All design functions, including industrial, product, process and service design and specifications for production or delivery.
	
	8
	
	1
	
	£
	117
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internal or external training for your personnel directly related to innovation activity.
	
	11
	
	1
	
	£
	8
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internal or external marketing activities aimed at the introduction of your enterprise’s innovations. Include market research and advertising of new 
innovations but exclude routine marketing activity.
	
	11
	
	1
	
	£
	12
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditure 
(answered by 14 smaller firms)
	
	
	£
	263
	,000


6.1  Did your enterprise engage in the following innovation activities in 2003?


(please tick all that apply and estimate expenditures where appropriate)

Answered by all 12 large firms.


LARGE FIRMS SUMMARY

	
	Please tick if expenditure in the category
	Ticked but no amount entered
	Please estimate innovative expenditure in 2003, incl. personnel and related investment expenditures (no depreciation)

	Internal research & experimental development 
(R&D)
	
	9
	
	3
	
	£
	320
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of external R&D 
	
	1
	
	0
	
	£
	13
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of machinery and equipment (including computer hardware) in connection with product or process innovation.
	
	10
	
	4
	
	£
	57
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition of other external knowledge such as licences to use intellectual property (eg. patents, know-how) or specialised services (eg. consultants, Universities).
	
	4
	
	2
	
	£
	4
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All design functions, including industrial, product, process and service design and specifications for production or delivery.
	
	3
	
	1
	
	£
	8
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internal or external training for your personnel directly related to innovation activity.
	
	7
	
	4
	
	£
	5
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Internal or external marketing activities aimed at the introduction of your enterprise’s innovations. Include market research and advertising of new 
innovations but exclude routine marketing activity.
	
	5
	
	3
	
	£
	9
	,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditure 
(answered by 8 large firms)
	
	
	£
	414
	,000


One firm entered the figures for 2001-03 rather than for 2003 and this firm’s expenditure figures have been excluded. Another made the same mistake, but spotted it and made the corrections.

7. INNOVATION OUTPUTS

7.1 Please indicate the impact that your innovation activities have had on your enterprise in the period 2001-2003. (please tick one box in each row) 
	
	
	No answer
	
	Degree of impact

	
	
	
	None
	Low
	 Medium
	High

	Product oriented effects
	Increased range of goods or services
	4
	
	
	7
	
	
	3
	
	11
	
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Opened new market or increased market share
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	6
	
	
	8
	
	
	6
	
	8
	
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Improved quality of goods or services
	4
	
	
	7
	
	
	7
	
	8
	
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Process oriented effects
	Improved production flexibility
	4
	
	
	14
	
	
	5
	
	6
	
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reduced unit labour costs
	5
	
	
	14
	
	
	7
	
	3
	
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Increased capacity
	4
	
	
	13
	
	
	4
	
	10
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reduced materials and/or energy per produced unit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	6
	
	
	17
	
	
	3
	
	6
	
	0



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other effects
	Improved environmental impact or health and safety aspects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	5
	
	
	18
	
	
	3
	
	3
	
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Met regulations or standards
	5
	
	
	12
	
	
	6
	
	9
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX 4

Face to Face Interview Reports

CIS4 Pilot Project

Face-to-face Interview Report 1

Date:



27th May 2004

Question 1 Product Innovation

This respondent would answer no to question 1.1 and therefore skip questions 1.2 to 1.4, but did feel that they had introduced innovative products within this period of time.  The reason for this was the phrase in the question “based on the results of new technological developments”.  He argued that in his business new products arose by the application of developments in software. He also argued in that in other businesses, innovations could arise from the application of new materials. He did not regard either of these product innovations as arising from technological developments. He felt that too much emphasis was given in the questionnaire to technology and that this made it both old-fashioned and biased towards manufacturing.                                                                                                                                                                           

Without the word technological, he would have said yes to 1.1, mainly be enterprise to 1.2, 5%, 20%, 75% to question 1.3 and 5% to question 1.4.

Question 2 Process Innovation

Again he questioned the use of the phrase “new or significantly improved technology” because he felt that it excluded important process innovations. For example, they have new software that allows consultants to see when they receive an enquiry from a potential customer what previous business they have done with them and which pages on their own website this potential customer has visited – this makes the sales pitch much more targeted to customer needs. He argued that this was a process innovation of some importance, but not through improved technology.

He also felt that the distinction between new to your enterprise and new to your industry were not made sufficiently clear here (and in question 1). He preferred a structure that asked the question alongside each other:

Did you introduce a new process (product)? If yes, was it new to your firm or new to your firm and to your industry.

Question 3 Abandoned, delayed and not started

This question was thought to be worthwhile. He would have answered yes to each of the first three parts of the question. He questioned what was meant by “not even started”, and said he would have left it since he was not sure what it meant.

Question 4 Long-term benefits

He thought that this question was badly constructed. It was not clear what it was getting at and needed to be simplified. He asked whether it meant innovation activities not aimed at specific product and process innovations.

Question 5 Wider innovation

He felt the question needed some preamble about what information it was seeking. He felt that the question itself should be amended to “and, if yes, how far did you…”.  He argued that the heading to the column of boxes which said “Not Used” should say “NO” and the heading to the other three columns of boxes should say “YES and Business Performance improvement was: SMALL, GOOD, EXCELLENT”, or some such thing.

He also felt that there were areas missing from the list such as logistics, operational support systems, human resource systems, and customer relationship management systems. He also thought that an “Other, write-in box” might be worthwhile.

Question 6 Innovation Expenditure

This question was said to be very difficult since it did not map into their accounting systems. To answer it would require far too long and involve too much guesswork and he would not have answered it. The tick boxes might be worthwhile and it might be possible for the question about total innovation spend to be asked.

Question 7 Innovation benefits

He could not see the reason for the line between the first column of boxes and the rest since the heading was a single scale from None to High. He thought it might be confusing to use the word “effects” down the side and “impact” in the rest of the question.

He felt that operational efficiency, time reduction, reduced risk were some of the outputs missing from the list.

General Comments:

He felt the need to understand the context and the purpose of the survey and what was meant by the term innovation. He felt that the definitions were adequate, but there was not enough explanation of why the survey would be useful and to whom. He suggested that the respondent should be warmed up by being asked to assess how important new technology was to innovation in their business area by putting a cross somewhere in the box below:

	
	
	Importance of New Technology for Product Innovation



	
	
	Not very important 
	↔
	Very important

	Importance of New Technology

for Product Innovation
	Not very important
	
	
	

	
	↨
	
	
	

	
	Very important


	
	
	


He felt this would get the respondent thinking about the issues.

Response Rate:

No other comments here.

CIS4 Pilot Project

Face-to-face Interview Report 2

Date:



20th May 2004

Question 1 Product Innovation

There was no difficulty in saying yes to the question of whether they had innovated (1.1) – like most large companies they had. He did say that the use of the word “technological” might make some think it related only to hardware developments. In answer to the question of whether the service products developed were mainly internal, collaborative, or external (1.2), he really wanted to tick them all since there were examples of each. It was difficult to know how to interpret the “mainly” in the question.

The questions about the percentage of turnover due to new products (1.3 and 1.4) were also problematic due to the nature of the business. The business sells innovatively (risk shifting contracts) non-innovative products (oil and gas). He assumed that the percentage for new products related to the product itself and so only 1% of the product sales would be new products, despite a large part of their contractual activity being innovative.

Question 2  Process Innovation

No major problems here – process innovations had occurred. He said that they were in cooperation with other enterprises, but it appeared that he really meant that they were all making similar innovations at the same time, but each was unique to their firm. Also, they are all operating in the same market so there is some need to cooperate.

Question 3 Abandoned, delayed and not started

This question was thought to be worthwhile. Innovation involving business change always takes longer than you think. He questioned whether we should define what is meant by a project – if it is a formal process then it may be possible to understand “not even started”, but without a formal process then it is not clear what it means. They also raised whether the categories covered all circumstances. For, example, where would you put an innovation that was not taken up, but shelved rather than abandoned?

Question 4 Long-term benefits

Questioned whether this should be split into product innovation and process innovation.

Question 5 Wider innovation

He was happy with the question, but suggested reversing the order of the second and third questions.

Question 6 Innovation Expenditure

This question was said to be very difficult since it did not map into their accounting systems. To answer it would require the commissioning of a separate exercise. Each part of the question would need to go to a separate department to provide the answer and even then it would be judgemental. Depending on what was wanted, it might be easier to answer about the % division across the groups.  It does not cover all innovation expenditures – where would one put temporary recruits working on an innovation project? Might have a crack at it, but quite likely to leave it blank.

Question 7 Innovation benefits

He felt that this was a reasonable list, but would add risk reduction (both product and process) to the list.

General Comments:

He felt the need to understand the context and the purpose of the survey and what was meant by the term innovation. May need to add back fuller definitions if you want people to take it seriously. It is important to know the organisational unit that should respond and the geographic scope of the responses.

Response Rate:

Important to explain why the survey is being carried out and the uses to which it will be put. Give the respondents some feedback on the findings as an incentive to respond. Do not go out in August, or Christmas. Make it personalised – correct name, correct title etc.

CIS4 Pilot Project

Face-to-face Interview Report 3

Date:



24 May 2004

Question 1 Product Innovation

Had some difficulty initially in interpreting how to define innovation. First she thought that they did not innovate but that they helped clients to introduce new products as in the examples which were not technological innovation at the bottom of page 2. She also mentioned initially that they had updated technology for their own internal use, e.g. purchased new scanners and printers.

After thinking further about what the company does, she mentioned the self-funded research that the company undertakes, which concentrates on new market segments, where they can develop their expertise. She did not have any problem in accounting for what percentage of turnover to allocate to new and unchanged products but felt that as a service business it was difficult to separate the actual product from the delivery of the product, and that sales and growth depend very much on the person who delivers the service.  

She thought that ‘technological advance’ is helpful in theory, but not perhaps relevant to their work. In their business it is more keeping up to date than being ahead.

Question 2 Process Innovation

They have had process innovation, which had been developed by other enterprises. An example being using video links that clients can access on their own computers. 

Question 3 Abandoned, delayed and not started

Felt that question highlighted other innovation in their business as they had had projects that were not yet completed but seriously delayed. They had been very busy and it had been necessary to take staff off innovative projects back onto other work.

Question 4 Long-term benefits

No comment on this question.

Question 5 Wider Innovation

Nothing to add to this question, it covered all their practices.

Question 6 Innovation Expenditure

Had no problem with this question at all. Being a small company she was able to work through the list and account for any expenditure under each item, as she had all figures in her head.

Question 7 Innovation benefits

She felt that this question helped her to think through all their activities and that it covered everything.

General Comments:

Had difficulty at the beginning in trying to think how process and product innovation related to the service industry. It got easier as she carried on.

Response Rate:

· Offering a summary of results where you would be able to compare your firm to your sector would be an incentive to answer the questionnaire.

· Having the DTI logo on the questionnaire helps.

· Might be more inclined to answer the questionnaire if involved in innovation at the time, or if you have had a good or bad experience in innovation.

· An email version might get more attention.
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