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All presentations and papers relating the meeting can also be found at the following website:

http://www.dti.gov.uk/iese
at the bottom of the page there’s a link to the “Community Innovation Survey User Group”.

This note lists some of the issues raised and the ensuing discussions.

Session 1  - CIS4 Progress Report and Live Issues

Rob Stones gave an update on the current thinking regarding the design of CIS4 and invited those present to comment on the proposed methodology.  The following issues were raised:

Longer Reference Period

There was a discussion of the length of the reference period in the survey, which is currently 3 years.  It was questioned whether this is long enough, since firms who innovated four years ago and haven’t innovated since were not being recognised as innovators.  Possible solutions were, consider a new reference period or conduct the survey on a more regular basis?

Reference Period – Typical Expenditure

It was questioned whether it makes sense to collect different variables on different reference periods, e.g. expenditure data for the final year and other data for the 3 year period. Suggestions included taking typical year expenditure or making all the reference periods the same.

More Frequent CIS

The question of how often the surveys should be conducted was raised.  Some suggested having the survey every two years would be a good idea to give more regular, up-to data information.  Reasons for not carrying out CIS more often include the increased burden and potentially damaging effect on response rates.  The question might be out of our hands if the current draft European legislation is passed and 2-yearly collection becomes compulsory.

Panel element?

The issue regarding the introduction of a panel element to the survey design was raised several times throughout the day.  Would firms agree to be part of a panel, i.e. receive this survey and having to fill it in every single time.  Or are we better off sticking with an inadvertent panel?  Researchers seem to welcome the idea of having a consistent panel but do recognise some difficulties.  Also from the CIS2 (sample of 2000+ firms) and CIS3 (sample of 8000+ firms) there were over 750 cases that matched by chance.  This number is likely to increase with CIS4 if the achieved sample is roughly the same as CIS3.

Micro Firms

Should we include firms with 10 employees or less (Micro-firms)?  It was pointed out that these are an important part of the economy not currently covered in the CIS, and especially important in some regions.  However the current questionnaire would prove to be very difficult for a smaller firm to fill in, and hence a simpler one would have to be designed.  Another difficulty with micro-firms is their instability on the IDBR.

Innovation by Diffusion

· Diffusion within the enterprise

By using reporting unit we often lose sight of diffusion within the company. It was suggested that collecting information on the postcode of where innovation was taking place and on where it was being rolled out could be useful.

· Parents and/or subsidiaries

CIS3 covered a mixture of subsidiaries and parent companies.  It was suggested that it could be useful to separate these, and to identify whether responding firms are part of multi-national enterprises.  However, it was also noted that micro-data linking research depends on using a common, enterprise-based, sampling frame across different surveys.  Hence, amending the CIS sampling frame should be approached with caution. 

SIC – more detail required (5 digit SIC code and secondary SIC)

Users wanted to get a more detailed idea of what firms do, i.e. using the 5 digit and secondary SIC codes.  These data are held on the IDBR.

ICT expenditure

Information and Communication Technology  - should software and hardware be separated as two different forms of ICT expenditure?

Travel to Work Area

Can this information be collected?

Extended coverage of Service Sector

It was generally accepted that the survey coverage should be extended to cover those parts of the service sector that are not currently included, e.g. retail and hotels.

Session 2 – “The new Oslo Manual & Progress Report and Implications for CIS4”. 

Ray Lambert gave an update on the current state of play regarding the OECD work to update the Oslo Manual, which gives guidance on how to carry out innovation surveys.

The following issues were raised in the discussion:

Examples list

Should the survey contain examples of innovation or not?  Most members saw it as giving firms a biased option toward innovation, but firms gave positive feed back regarding the examples claiming that they found them extremely useful.

It was also pointed out that if an examples list is to be included then there should be more service sector type examples and they should be less technology-focused.

Defining Innovation in Services

This was highlighted as a vital issue for the development of the Oslo Manual.

Application of innovation

The survey doesn’t currently fully capture this aspect of innovation.  Questions are currently largely focused on whether firms introduce innovations, rather than how they are applied.

What’s the purpose of the Innovation Survey?

It was noted that that the questions should be properly framed and the questionnaire should make clear why the questions are being posed.

Levels Question – Do your customers Notice?

It would be useful if the survey could develop questions on the impacts of innovation from a customer’s perspective.

Maintain Technical Sub Categories (DISRUPTIVE – avoid it!)

There was some discussion of whether we should be seeking information centred on a concept of “disruptive innovation”.  The general consensus was that this term should be avoided.

Innovation and the knowledge base

Should something only be considered an innovation if it adds to the knowledge base of the firm?

Technological Adoption Different to Innovation

This is an important distinction that needs to be identified in the survey design.

Does New Technology Affect the competitiveness of the firm? (Following on from the above comment about adoption of technology)

How does knowledge transfer go with linkages?

Could Information sources be split between commercial and non- commercial (i.e. free information and paid for information)?

Session 3 - Report on an early stage pilot study for CIS4

The Third session was a presentation by Andy Cosh from the Centre for Business Research (CBR) at Cambridge University, reporting on the results of an early stage pilot exercise for CIS4.  The main message to emerge from Andy’s talk were

· CIS should move away from the current technological bias.  Need to develop the “wider innovation” concepts;

· The innovation expenditure question can be difficult to complete;

· The questionnaire should be kept as brief, clear and simple as possible.

In the ensuing discussion the following issues were raised:

Innovation expenditure question 

In the CBR mini-survey firms were generally able to complete the expenditure question, although some did report difficulties for various reasons, such as non-alignment with management accounting systems.  It also emerged from some interviews that breaking down turnover into innovative and non-innovative products often required considerable effort.

Innovation training

It was suggested here the expenditure question should include all training rather than just training related to innovation.  It was thought that some firms, especially the smaller firms, would find it hard to identify training specifically aimed at innovation activities.

Who should complete the survey?

In CIS3 the form was sent to the R&D contact if there was one, otherwise the contact on the IDBR.  It was suggested that it might be more appropriate to send it to the MD for smaller firms.

What’s in it for the firm?

 DTI plans to send a leaflet containing a summary of the results of CIS3 with the CIS4 questionnaire.  

CBR noted that including such a summary would be beneficial for response rates.
Manufacturing vs. Services firms

The CBR survey indicated that both services and manufacturing firms have a similar and clear understanding of what innovation is.

“Write in” boxes

Some firms welcomed the chance to say what their innovation was, i.e. having a ‘write in’ box.

“Grid” questions

Some firms reported that they found the structure of the question on sales due to new and novel products to be confusing.  The first question asked for the breakdown of sales due to new, improved and unchanged products, and the next question went on to ask the seemingly unrelated question on novel products.  It was suggested that it might be more appropriate to put all of these questions into a grid-type question to avoid duplication.

In order to capture the distinctions between and relative impacts of technological and non-technological components, when the concept of innovation is broadened, it might be feasible to ask firms to report the relative importance of each.  This could not only allow us to build up a more complete picture of the firm’s innovation, but it could also help respondents to understand what the survey is trying to achieve.  The results would, though, be difficult to analyse.

Session 4 - Researchers’ needs from CIS4 and beyond

The fourth session consisted of presentations by Ammon Salter and Bruce Tether on “Researchers needs from CIS4 and beyond”

The following issues were raised:

Training expenditure

Users though that this was an area worthy of further development, but admitted that the CIS was not necessarily the best channel for getting the data.  It was widely agreed that identifying training budgets specifically for innovation activities was prohibitively difficult for most respondents, though the qualitative should still be retained.

University – Industry Links

Researchers also wanted more data on the links between Universities and Industry.  One suggestion was to target firms who do co-operate with universities and send them an additional survey specifically on their linkages, although clearly there is a response burden issue here.

Plurality of innovations

It was suggested that it might be useful to obtain data on the number of innovations introduced during the period rather than just asking whether a firm innovated or not.  

Information sources and co-operations

As above, it was noted that it would be useful to know the extent of firms’ co-operations, rather than simply asking whether a firm co-operated or not.  It would also be useful to identify those sources of information that were paid for.

Knowledge management

There was some interest in having more data on firms’ knowledge management activities.  

Innovation Incomplete/Abandoned

There was a strong feeling that this question ought to be dropped as the majority or users found no real point or understanding to emerge from the question, although in the CBR pilot they were generally able to answer it.

Start up variable

This CIS currently asks whether firms were started up in the previous 3 years.  Users showed an interesting in developing this variable further, by possibly asking for a longer window.  Another solution might be to collect data on age of firm from the IDBR.

Why do firms innovate?

One suggestion was to collect information on firms’ rationales for innovation, possibly offering a list of possible reasons to chose from.

Validation

The need for rigorous validation was highlighted.

Validity – cross reference with other datasets

Data need to be consistent with other datasets (e.g. ARD) to allow for proper data linking. 

Interpretive Bias (shorter questions)

It was noted that questions should be brief and concise and that leading questions should be avoided.

Session 5 - Summing up and open forum

The final session offered a chance to raise any final issues or questions and to recap on the day.  

Distributed innovation – Scale of R & D collaboration

Bruce Tether agreed to submit a form of words for a possible question.

Multi-nationality

Users are keen to have data on whether firms are part of a multi-national group.  These data ought to be available from the IDBR.

Any further issues for consideration should be submitted to Ray Lambert and Rob Stones:

Ray Lambert 

ray.lambert@dti.gsi.gov.uk 0207 215 1845

Rob Stones

robert.stones@dti.gsi.gov.uk 0207 215 1911

