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Introduction

The current Innobarometer @trategic trends in innovatiop0062008 was conducteduring April
2009in the 27 Member States of th&JENorway and Switzerland, under the framework of the Flash
Eurobarometer surveys.

This is the eighth wave of the Innobarometer.previous years,he following topics have been
covered

— Innobarometer 2001focusedon European managers' experience and priorities in the field of
innovation. They were also asked for their views on the role of a European integrated
approach to access to advanced technologies, mobilisation of human resasoteesng and
sharing knowledge, access to funding and customer acceptance of innovations.

— Innobarometer 2002its objective was to seek the opinions of European managers on their
companies6 strengths and needs i ationiamdrnthev at i on
output achieved, as well as the actual practice ebpmvation and knowledge sharing. In
addition, it looked at the role of training and education, the development of managerial
approaches to innovation and the contribution of enterprisethéopublic debate on
innovation.

— Innobarometer 2003the survey aimed at gathering European managers' experience and
priorities in the field of innovation. They were also asked for their views on the role of
European integration in access to advancetineogies, mobilisation of human resources,
protecting and sharing knowledge, access to funding and customer acceptance of innovative
techniques.

— Innobarometer 2004 Experience of European managers in innovative activities" was the
subject of the surveylhe evaluation of public support for innovation from a business point of
view was the major focus, one that also resulted in a special comparative report of the
European Innovation Scoreboard.

— Innobarometer2005 t hi s was named AiRre aEu rneepeso .f oF u ri mpeoe
were interviewed to analyse how willing they were to embrace innovation. Their willingness,
or reluctance, to buy innovative products or services was characterised for all EU25 countries,
candidate countries and EFTA members.

— Innobarometer2006 t he survey focused on fAiThe role of
Europeo. Busi nes s dile envipmemerast were gnterviewed caboutsttieie r
experiences of working under such conditions, with a special emphadise ofluster
membership on innovation, competition and business development.

— Innobarometer 2007 t he Al nnovation transfero survey p
enterprises innovate, the role of AB&D based innovation, and the extent to which
innovation is outsourced or transferred from other businesses or organisations. The survey
investigated produeaind processelated innovation separately.

The current wave of Innobarometer (20@®ced the focus omnovation spending (including the
effects of the current economic downturn), the role of innovation in public procurement tenders, the
effects of public policies and private initiatives to boost innovation, and other strategic Taads.
reference period of the various activities surveyed was that between 2006 and 2008 (if the question
concerned financial issues), or until the time of the suf2899 April).
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Firms with at least 20 employedrm specific innovatiofntensive indusir sector§ were randomly
selected to be included in the survdsrom among these, Innobarometer screened those where
innovative activities took place in the pasirde years (20062008) and inquired about specific
experiences related to recent examplaasmdvation.

The current report gives descriptive information on the following surveyed topics:

— Characteristics of innovative enterprises
— Innovative activities

— The role of R&D in innovation

— Innovation transfer

— Policy support for innovation

The survey ample was selected randomly, but disproportionally, according to three criteria: country,
company size (2@9, 506249, 250+ employees) and activity sector within the industries listed in the
footnote on this page. Activities are categorised in this regumording to the OECD definition of
technology intensity:

e high and medium higkechnology manufacturing (referred to faigh-tech industies in the
report)

e |ow and mediurdow-technology manufacturingoiv-tech industies)

e knowledgentensive services

o |essknowledgentensive serviceometimes referred to ather services

The targeted number of main interviews varied somewhat by the size of the respective country;
however, the default sample size was 200 in most EU Member States. In the dvtexihbsr States
(Cyprus, Malta, and Luxembourg), the sample consisted of 70 enterprises.-EUnoountries, the
sample target size was 100 (Switzerland and Norway).

During the analysis we sometimes use the country classification according to the 20p8aRkuro
Innovation Scoreboafdand consistently provide all results the frequency tables in the Annex), as
follows:

— fAlnnovation leaderd: Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK

— flnnovation followers: Austria, Belgium, France, IreldnLuxembourg and the Netherlands

— fAModerate innovatois Cyprus, Estonia, Slovenia, Czech Republic, Greece, ltaly, Norway,
Portugal and Spain

— fACatchingup countries: Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romamid
Slovakia

Overall, Gdlup interviewed 5,238 enterprises across Europe, betwgeih 1 and 9 200, using
fixed-line telephone methodology. (For the country breakdown of the actual number of interviews
achieved, pl ease refer to ASurvey detailso in
senior company managers responsible for strategidsaeemaking. Typically, they were general
managers, owners and financial managers.

! Aerospace engines, Aerospace vehicles, Defence, Ahayit, Constr. Equipment, Apparel, Automotive,

Build. Fixtures, Equip., Services, Business services, Chemical Products, Communications equipment,
Construction / Materials, Distribution services, Energy, Entertainment, Financial services, Fishingiagd fish
products, Footwear, Furniture, Heavy construction services, Heavy machinery, Hospitality and tourism,
Information technology, Jewellery and precious metals, Leather products, Lighting and electrical Equipment,
Lumber & Wood Mfrs, Medical devices, Metslanufacturing, Oil and gas products and services, Other, Paper,
(Bio)Pharmaceuticals, Plastics, Power Generation & Transmission, Processed Food, Publishing and Printing,
Sport and Child Goods, Textiles, Transportation and Logistics, Utility

2 http://www.proinno-europe.eu/EIS2008/website/docs/EIS_2008_Final_report.pdf
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Poststratification weights were used to restore the artificiditorted proportions according to
company size and industry sector. When discussingwield or other spranational summary
estimates, interviews are weighted to correct for the disproportional selection of countries in the
starting sample. A technical note indicating the manner in which the Gallup partner institutes
conducted the survey can be found atehe of this analysis. It provides further detail on interviewing
methods, sampling and the statistical margins of error.

The reader of this report is reminded that the enterprises interviewe
Innobarometer were sampled from sectors that are likely to be innova
Thus, the results obtained in Innobarometer are not representative g
entire businessommunityof the gecific countries or of the EU itself.
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Main findings
Innovation profile

¢ One in 10 companies (from innovatiaortensive sectors, with at least 20 employees) are
reliant on innovation as a primary source of sales income (9%). A quarter see innovation as a
significant source of income and over half (57%) are involved in innovation but do not gain
significant revenues from its products directly.

e Hungary was by fathe country with the most of such firms reporting no innovation (30%). In
contrast, one in five firms active in the surveyed sectors in Cyprus and Finland are dependent
on innovation as primary source of income.

¢ Innovation as a primary or significardugce of income does not vary dependent on company
size. But roughly 1 in 10 small companies do not innovate, and that is only the case for 2% of
large companies.

e Companies that increased spending in innovation and companies that spentoseior
outsourced R&D were more likely to say innovation was a primary source of income.

e The more a firmés sales are dependent on i nnc¢
increasing or decreasing turnover.

Trends in innovative activities

e About half (45% to 50%) of companies reported that they have been introducing each type of
innovation included in the survey (e.g. improved products, services, processes, marketing
strategiesor organisational changes, etc.) in the period 22088. Over 8% of companies
reported that they have introduced at least one type of innovation of those surveyed.

e Slovenian, Finnish, Swiss and Swedish companies were the most likely to introduce at least
one kind of innovation (91993%) and also some of the mosbl&to introduce products and
services innovations (74%8%). Cyprus scored consistently highly in the areas of
introducing marketing, organisational and process changes, while Hungary and Bulgaria were
often at the low end of the distributions.

e Enterprses that reported an increase in innovation investment between 2006 and 2008 were
much more likely to introduce a produot service innovation (81%) compared to those with
stagnant (62%) or decreasing (60%) innovation investments. The same is truradavliere
the sales revenue has been increasing between 2006 and 2008 (73% &49%5686those
where no increase was seen).

e Since 2006, almost half (46%) of EU enterprises have introduced new or significantly
improved business processes (e.g. in pradagctistribution, support). Such innovations are
most characteristic of manufacturing firms: 57% and 55%, dependent on the sector. In
contrast, only 43% in the service sector (regardless of technltagsity) have introduced
such innovation.

e A similar number (45%) of EU enterprises have introduced a new or significantly improved
marketing strategy since 2006. In particular, the less knowliedigesive service companies
have done this: 52% in this sector confirmed adopting new or improved strategies.
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Since 2006, 49% of surveyed enterprises have introduced new or significantly improved
organisational solutions (e.g. in knowledge management, workplace organisation, external
relations). Such innovations were most prevalent in the knowliedigiesive senge sector
(53%) and somewhat lower in manufacturing (regardless of the level of technology, 47%).

Spending on innovation

A quarter of enterprises surveyed in the EU (26%) spend more than 5% of their turnover on
supporting innovation. However, most epteses spend less than 5% (59%) or do not spend
any of their turnover on innovation (6%). One in 10 managers could not, or did not want to,
provide an estimate in this regard.

Those companies that rely on innovative services and products in theinsakeshe most
likely to spend more than 5% of their annual budget on innovation (41% vs. the EU average of
26%); and 9% of these companies spent more than 25% in 2008.

Acquisition of machinery, equipment or softwasds the most widespread form of inntiva
investment (76% of firms in 206B008). This type of spending was also the most common
among those firms that had increased spending on innovation in the same timeframe (65%).
This translates to 49% of all enterprises interviewed.

Training with thegoal of supporting innovation was the seconolst widespread investment
that enterprises reported: 50% had such expenditure and 63% of these enterprises increased
the amount spent when comparing 2008 to 2006.

Spending on innovation activities other tHR&D is fairly widespread across all size
segments: almost all large enterprises (94%) have spent money in this area, as have all other
sizes of enterprises (8292% depending on the number of employees).

The more a company relied on sales income fromviaitie products or services, the more

likely it was to have boosted its budget for fR&D innovation between 2006 and 2008

(63% of those where sales of innovative products is only secondary vs. 82% of those who see
this as a primary source of income).

Manufacturers (highand lowtech) were more likely than service providers to invest in R&D:
enterprises in highech industries were most likely to report such expenditure (55%) as well
as having the highest proportion of increased R&D budgets (62%).riteethat were the

least likely to have invested in technological innovation were those in the less knowledge
intensive service segment (37%).

Exactly twice as many of the largest enterprises (74%) than those in the smallest segment
(37%) have invested iIR&D since 2006.

Trends in innovation investment

Over a third of enterprises interviewed reported an increased spending on innovation in the
past three years but only 12% anticipated a boost in their innovation budgets for 2009. On the
contrary, 28% ofmanagers thought their 2009 innovation budget would shrink, although only
9% indicated that such a pattern existed between 2006 and 2008.
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e However,most enterprises have had a stable or stagnant innovation budget (not counting
inflation) between 2006 and@8 (47%), and 51% expected to maintain their current spending
in 2009.

e A finegative turnaroundo (i .e. innovation spert
between 2006 and 2008) was most often seen in théeldw/mediurdow-tech
manufacturingsector (14%), in the largest enterprise segment (13%) and in countries
classifiedipads (A8a&)cltiynd he 2008 European I nno
classification.

e When asked about the direct effects of the current economic downturn, most ergetigris
not report any change in innovation expenditure during the past six months (59%). However,
of those who did change, roughly twice as many companies indicated that they have cut back
on innovationrelated spending (22%) compared to 9% that haveaserktheir innovation
budget. This marks a rapid deterioration compared to period@®@here 35% of
companies said they had increased innovation related expenditure while only 9% reported a
decrease.

e The fdnfloowlkirmdgd att i t udomexpenditiranircrespoaseiothg i nnovat
economic downturn was particularly characteristic of higgth manufacturing firms (13%)
but this segment was alsdiowever marginally the most likely to have cut their innovation
budgets (24%).

Strategic initiatives to support innovation

¢ Regarding the most soughtterskills to support innovatigrgeneral communication skills
and a capacity for team working were the ones that most enterprises looked for (58% and
56%, respectively) when hiring or training their it employees. Creativity and negotiation
skills were mentioned by less than half of enterprises surveyed (48% and 46%, respectively)
and just under a third (32%) were specifically looking for the ability to communicate with
people of other cultures.

e All of these skills were more likely to be a focus of recruitment or training activities in the
larger enterprise segments and by enterprises that had an international aspect in their core
activities. They were also more sougtfiiter by enterprises active $ervice sectors than in the
manufacturing sector.

¢ Interms of integratingnternal activities and systens support innovatiorEU enterprises
were most likely to say that they had introduced mechanisms to support the collection of
innovative ideas froremployees (46%), while 40% have used staff rotations and secondments
to bring new perspectives to work processes.

0 The gap between the largest and the smallest enterprises is widest in the extent to
which they utilise specialised knowledge managemenesys{small firms: 32%,
large companies: 56%) and the extent to which enterprises create cross
functional/departmental teams in innovation projects (small: 28%, large: 69%).

e Firms are less likely to usxternal relationshipso support innovation: they we slightly
more liable to involve potential customers or clients in product testing (26%) ehouse
innovation activities (24%), than in actually sharing or exchanging intellectual property
(22%).
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e Enterprises that increased their innovation spenoéatgeeen 2006 and 2008 were somewhat
more likely than others to participate in online discussion forums relevant to innovative
activities and to involve potential users irhiause development activities and were much
more open to sharing or exchangingelt@ctual property with a broader development
community (31% of companies in this group, 9 percentage points above the EU average).

e Interms of strategic partnerships, these exist particularly within the supply chain: with
suppliers (42%) or with spedifi(presumably large or important) customers or clients (39%).

0 Large enterprises stand out in each type of strategic link tested; this is especially
evident in strategic relations outside a
companies the more likethey were to be engaged in strategic relationships with
other companies, research or educational organisations.

e Slovakia, Finland and the Czech Republic were the most successful countries in terms of
forging partnerships; Hungary and Latvia were cdasity in the bottom three countries in
this regard.

International activities in support of innovation

e Roughly 1in 16 EU enterprises (6%) stated that they made investments in support of
innovation in companies located in other countries. One firh® outsourced (innovatien
related) tasks to firms abroad and roughly one in six (17%) had another type cooperation with
companies in foreign countries. About one in six firms (16%) recruited employees from
abroad and 13% testarketed their innovativerpducts in other countries.

e Of the EUbBs six | argest countries, t he UK anc
(40% and 39%, respectively), Poland was slightly above the EU average (36%), but France
(23%), Germany (20%) and lItaly (17%) were aqéime countries having the least amount of
such crosdorder activities.

¢ Many of the smaller, more open economies reported much more intensive international
activity, with Slovenia and Cyprus (both 61%), Ireland (60%) and Luxembourg (58%) topping
this rarking.

e The larger the enterprise the more likely it was to have undertaken international activity (to
support innovation) in the past three years: 60% of companies in the largest enterprise
segment, 48% of mediwarge enterprises, 38% of meditgized firns and 27% in the
smallest segment.

e Companies with a significant international focus in their core activities were much more likely
to indicate that they performed one of the cilogsler activities mentioned to support their
innovation (55%) versus 18% firms who only operate domestically.

e Almost threequarters (71%) of companies who reported any of the tested international
activities said that these remained within the EU, Norway or Switzerland. This means that,
overall, about a quarter afl firms surveyed by Innobarometer had créggder relations
within the EU (or in Norway or Switzerland) in support of innovation.

e About 1in 10 (11%) enterprises with international activities to support their innovations

indicated cooperation with countries adesthe EU (among their two main locations of such
activities).
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Segments that were most the likely to have engaged in international relationships to support
innovation were those in the higlach manufacturing sector (47% of those performing
internationalactivities and 21% of all companies had such relationships with countries outside
the EU), in the mediurarge (46% and 22%, respectively) and large (43%, 26%) enterprise
segments.

Lead Markets

The vast majority of EU enterprises considered that tead market is (within) their home
country (70%), 10% indicated that it is elsewhere within the EU (or in Switzerland or
Norway) and 3% indicated that it is located outside the EU.

Companies who were the least likely to identify their domestic marketvaisg the most
demanding clients (i.e. higiech manufacturers: 51%, let@ch manufacturers: 54%, those
with crossborder core activities: 48%) were also the most likely to claim that there is not a
real difference between the various market areas (18%,ahd 21%, respectively).

Those companies that named another EU country as their lead market were primarily those in
the manufacturing segments (higgth: 19%, lowtech: 20%), the largest enterprises (15%),

the relativelyyoung ones (established aft€/0d: 13%) and those that gain most of their

revenue from the sales of innovative product and services (16%).

Public procurement

Just over a quarter of all firms (27%) surveyede actuallyvonat least one public contract

in the period since 2006. Overall, 9% of the enterprises surveyed and interested in public
procurement, did not win a contract (3% did not even submit a bid and 6% submitted a tender
but did not win). At the same timé2% ofthe interviewed enterprises explicitly stated that

they were not interested in public tenders.

Knowledgeintensive service companies showed the most interest (44%) and were the most
likely to win public procurement tenders (32%).

Between 64% and 77% obmpanies interested in public procurement indicated that none of
the opportunities investigated / unsuccessful bids made / contracts they wavided the
opportunity to offer innovative products or services.

Large enterprises seemed to be much rikety than others to find public call for tenders
where they could sell innovative solutions (55%).

Over a third of companies considered low cost and an innovative component in public tenders
to be equally important in terms of making a successful lmd: tost was considered to be

more important than the inclusion of innovative products by 30% of companies, while roughly
1in 10 (9%) opted for including an innovative component. A quarter of managers did not
have an opinion on this subject.

Public policies and other factors influencing innovation

Nearly half of the enterprises surveyed indicated that dessigiedoolicies had positively
impacted their innovation activities (48% reported a positive effect from at least one policy
related change)
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0 The most influential was new environmental regulations that encouraged or required
35% of EU enterprises to innovate.

e Supplysi de policies were less |likely to have po:
activities since 2006: just a third of allirveyed companies confirmed that newly introduced
public policies in the field of taxation or direct subsidies for innovation provided them with
increased opportunity to innovate.

e Variations were especially pronounced in how much enterprises fetteahahdside policy
changes (i.e. changes in environmental or other regulaifonsservices provided by
intermediaries) positively influenced innovation activities: those in thetieicjin
manufacturing sector (54%), in the large enterprise segment (6tPt)@se who felt that
innovations can be sold as part of public procurement contracts (63%) were able to capitalise
on such changes.

e Demandpull factors (e.g. pressure from competitors, demands from clients) were more likely
than technologyush factorgi.e. emergence of new technologies or opportunities to
cooperate with knowledge centres) to positively influence innovation activities between 2006
and early 2009. Almost thregiarters (72%) of enterprises indicated that at least one of the
demandpull factors tested in the survey influenced their innovation activity in a positive
manner.

e Opportunities or demands in the private sector had a primacy over public demand: about half
of enterprises confirmed that increased pressure from competitors {(B8féased demand
from existing commercial clients (49%) and new opportunities to expand within existing
markets or enter new ones (49%) offered opportunities for (or even required) them to boost
i nnovation. Publ ic cl i entoslypamineritydledd)of had a si
enterprises

Companies thoughts about their competitive advantage and future trends

e The single most widely indicated strategy to remain competitive in the next two years, was the
one not necessarily involving innovation: 32%cofmpanies said they felt they would be
successful primarily because they would be able to cut costs or prices of existing products and
services.

e However, six in 10 companies (60%) indicated an explicitly innovative direction where they
saw their main competitive advantage could be in the near future (23%, development of new
products or services; 21%, modified versions of current products/serd@@ésnew business
models or marketing strategies).

e Productrelated developments (to develop new ones or to upgrade the existing ones) were
primarily mentioned by manufacturers (especially Higth: 27% indicated both types), while
improved business moldeand marketing innovations were the most popular choices in the
knowledgeintensive service segment (21%).

e Companies feel that energy efficiency will be the main driver of innovation over the next two
years: 32% of managers named this as a key trendriovators. Roughly one in six (16%)
saw opportunities in serving the increasing number of older people, 15% considered emerging
export markets and 12% pointed to demands in education,-surciedalth services.
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1. Innovation profile

Although the Innobarometer surveys have been designed to captarprises active in innovation
intensive business sectorsot all companies surveyed reported that thaye either introduced a
specific innovation or have been spending on innovatiopatduring thethree years preceding the
survey (20082008). Also, the relative weight of innovation in the main activities of the enterprises

di ffers: some enterprisesd success relies primar
stronger emphasis on nénnovative products and services where innovatinly plays a secondary

role. This introductory section wil!/ il lustrate
this typology.

Enterprises were classified into falistinct types on the basis of their reliance on innovation:

A) Enterprises where innovation (innovative products or services) is the primary source of sales
income (9% at an EU27 level)

B) Enterprises where innovation is a significémit not primary)ysourceof income (27%)

C) Enterprises where innovation exists, but is a-significant source of income or does not
contribute to sales (57%)

D) Enterprises with no innovaticactivity (8%)

The typology is primarily based on QA ( n 200 8, how i mpeoprad’te or wer e
services i n your t-omog aaey@se floro inreovatives produets @r Gervices
(category A in the above typologyR - innovative and nofnnovative products or services
contributed about equally to salésategory B) 3 - most sales came from namovative products or
serviceqcategory C), however, type C also involves enterprises that said they had no confirmed sales
from innovation or could not answer the question, but did indicate some innovation investment in
respons to Q1 or some innovative activity in response to Q6. Category D was comprised of
companies that did not spend on any of the innovative activities listed in Q1 (see section 2.1.2) and did
not introduce any of the innovations listed in Q6 (see sectioi)2.You may also refer to the
guestionnaire annexed to this report.

The following chart gives an overview of the sampled enterprises in each country according to the
above typology. The proportion of enterprises where innovation contributed significatitgir 2008

sales (or accounted for most of them) were identified, across the innewdénsive sectors, in
Portugal (52%), the Czech Republic and Cyprus (both 50%). In all other Member States, even in the
innovationintensive sectors this survey istiggated, the majority of enterprisbad salesthat were

only modestly dependent on innovation, or they were not engaged in innovation at all (in the period
surveyed). The E-namedcategoryi enterprises without innovative activitiésvas most widespea

among Hungarian enterprises (where 30% did not spend specifically on innovation support and did not
engage in any innovative development activity in the 200®&3 period), followed by Bulgarian (18%)

and Belgian (16%) companies. Enterprises where dfes gevenue was primarily dependent on
innovations werseenmost frequently in Cyprus (20%) and Finland (18%).

% The reference period of the survey was consistently the-2008 period if financial aspects were concerned
or between 2006 arfth o wApril 009)
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Innovation segments
among enterprises in innovation -intensive businesssectors, %
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When we look at the variation in the reliance on innovation in total se¢éefind that there are no real
differences across size segments: regardless of the number of employees, more or less the same
proportion of enterprises in innovatiimtensive segments rely primarily or significantly on sales from

their innovative products andrsies. Differences were more evident in the proportion of those firms

that do not innovate: this was the highest in the small company segment (9%) and lowest among
largest enterprises (2%).

Innovation segments Enterprlses t_hat mdmated t_hat their
among enterprises in innovation -intensive business sectors, EU27 % Spendlng on innovation has increased
® Innovation primary source of income ] compgrlng 2008_ W!th 2006 were

Innovation significant source of income most “kely to indicate that the
Innovation non -significant source of income primary source, or a significant
= No innovation amount, of their sales revenue comes
EU27 57 B . . .
COMPANY SIZE from innovative products and services
emall (20-49 emp) 56 @ (44%).Those who reported a decrease
medium (50-248 empl) _— g in the 2008 innovation budget were
medium -large (250-449 empl) 62 E .aISO r_nore Ilkely to_ S_t_ate that
large (500+ empl) 63 ; innovation contributed significantly to
LAST YEAR TURNOVER their sales (36%) than those who
Increased 58 B reported no change in spending on
Did not change 60 innovation (32%)
Decreased 52 B

EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION

The type of innovative aigities that
- enterprises invest in has a clear

Increased

Did"‘““a”g*; €l B relationship with the relative weight
D . . . .
eerease %8 B of innovative products in their sales.
INNOVATION TYPE .
_ . _ Those who were spending on
technological (and non-technological) innovation 56 . . . .
o technological innovation (#house or
only non-technological innovation 68
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY (?U'[SOUI’CGd R&LA) were _clearly more
Manufacturing or sales abroad 56 Ilkely reallsmg Slgnlflcant sabs
Primary activities only domestic 59 @ revenue from innovative products or

services (45%), compared to those
firms where expenditures were focused on-temhnological types of innovation (e.g. acquisition of
machinery, knowhow, improvements on design or innovati@tated training).

“ see questionnaire: items Q1a and Q1b

®Qlc, Q1d, Qle, Q1f

page 14



Flash EB N° 2677 2009 Innobarometer Analytical report

These companiesvere much more likely to report that such sales revenue was less important
(significant revenue from innovative products: 32%, not significant: 68%).

Enterprises that have an international focus in their main atiaity more likely to be reliant on
innovation in their sales (39%) compared to those where their primary activities are domestic (32%).

Finally, the interaction of innovation reliance and recent trends in overall sales revenue is ambivalent.
The proportdbn of innovatiordependent enterprises (where most, or a significant part, of sales income
is produced by innovative products or services) is the highest in the company segment where
managers reported a decrease in revenue between 2006 and 2008 (39%).

Jug over a third (36%) of enterprises with increased sales revenue indicated that at least a significant
portion of sales came from innovative products (this figure matches the EU average), and the least
likely to be innovatiorreliant were those who repodter stable income over this thrgear period

(29%).

If we look atthe picturein more
detail and from another angle, w¢ Recent financial success vs. innovation focus
see that enterprises that rel among enterprises in innovation -intensive business sectors, EU27 %

heavily on innovation in their sale! e saiEs REVENUE BETWEEN 2006 AND 2008:

were more likely to grow rapidly 5

(by more than 50%) than increased by 50%+ W%,

enterprises that haveds emphasis increased by 1050% ] 32
on innovative products anc ] 30
services: 5% and 2%, respectivel increased by-10% o

Firms with a significant income . W2

from innovation are also somewhe ncreased (extentnot specified) =,

more likely to indicate that their no change 20
sales have grown between 10 .
and 50% over these three year decreased (extent not specified) 1

32% compared to 30%among ] 6
decreased by-5%

25

Innovation primary or
significant source of sales

other enterprises ] 4 income
decreased by 525% 1111 Other enterprises
Innovationreliant enterprises . 5
were, however, less likely tc decreased by 25%+ 3
maintainsales revenues. A quarte not stated 4
(25%) of those where innovation i ] 5

not a significant source of income
reported stable sales between 2006 and 2008, while only ofiveif20%) of firms with at least
significant innovatiordriven sales revenue reported a stable level of sales in the same period.

Innovationreliant enterprises weralso more likely than others to suffer a significant decline (over
25%) in sales revere in this period (although the absolute numbers are small at this end of the
spectrum, too)Suchfirms were as likely as others to suffer a contraction ofZ8% and more likely

to have faced a slight decline in sales (5% or lassyell

® E.g. if the company manufactures or sells products or delivers services elsewhere than only in their home
country
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Table 1. provides

Table 1. Recent financial success vs. innovation foc(EU27, column %) further details  that

. _Innovation'is ... support the notiotthat
primary  significant nonsign. the more a firmb
source of  source of source of no

Sales (20062008): income  income income  innovatior Were dependent on
increased by 50%+ 3 5 2 2 Inn(?V;tIO? 2(;%620%16
increased by 160% 36 30 31 o9  Period ot « 8
, . the less likely they
increased by10% 14 16 17 16 were to reportstable
increased (extent not spec 2 2 3 2 incomes in the same
did not change 19 20 24 34 timeframe The
decreased (extent not spe 2 1 0 2 proportion  of  those
decreased by6% 3 7 4 2 flrms t:‘hat_ CiOUIC;)
increase their sales by
decreased by-35% 12 10 11 14
¥ 00 at least 10% between
decreased by 25%+ 6 4 3 4 2006 and 2008, was
not stated 3 4 5 4 highest among those
Total "increased" 55 53 52 40 Wh(.) p”m"?‘”'y relied
on innovative products
Total "decreased"” 23 22 18 22

and services (39%),

but at the same time,

the hidhest proportion of enterprises reporting a decline in sales revenues came from this segment as
well (23%). On balance, the enterprises that hadsigmificant innovatiorrelated revenue posted the
healthiest sales revenue increase (52%) vs. decline (B8f€ycentage points difference of +36. Such

a difference was the smallest among enterprises not engaged in innovative aatiatl€40% vs.

22%, i.e. +18 pointshut these enterprises were at the same time by far the least likely to gain in
revenues
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2. Trends in innovative activities, investments and strategy

Innovations contribute to greater competitiveness, sustainability and job creation in the EU. The
European Commission is formulating, influencing and, where appropriate, implemealiccigs and
programmes with the aim to increase the innovativeness dbdsed enterprises. At this time of
economic downturn it is particularly necessary to keep track of strategic trends in innovation; this was
indeed the focus of the 2009 Innobaromstewvey.

2.1 Types of innovation

Innovation is a very broadly used term, generally referring to new ways of achieving something. The
emphasis lies on applicability: any significant improvement in business practice (eithepmodhbet

rangeor in suppar structures) classifies as innovation. However, the range of possible innovations is
extremely broad: from introducing new rules at a company department that facilitates a business
process to creating a working fusion power plant. This section goehinfmer details of innovative
activities and types of innovation that enterprises were engaged with or have introduced. The section
also looks at innovatierelated investment trends.

2.1.1 Innovative activities

Enterprises engage in a wide variety nhavative activities. Innobarometer asked the following
question to clarify which form of innovations the sampled enterprises are involved in:

Q3. Did your company introduce any of the following innovations since 20067?

a) New or significantly improvegroducts

b) New or significantly improved services

¢) New or significantly improved processes (e.g. production processes, distribution
methods, support activities)

d) New or significantly improved marketing strategies.

e) New or significantly improved oamisational structures (e.g. knowledge
management, workplace organisation or external relations)

The five main innovation categories surveyed (services, products, marketing, organisation and
processes) were indicated by roughly the same proportion obesés at the EU27 level: about half

(45% to 50%) of companies reported that they have been introducing innovations in these areas since
2006.

When Iooking at the Forms of innovation
proportion of enterprises

that introduced innovation New or significantly improved services 50
in at least one of these¢ New or significantly improved organisational |
areas. the ratio is of cours structures (e.g. knowledge management, 49

. workplace organisation or external relations) |
higher: at the EU27 level, New or significantly improved processes (e.g.

82% of firms Surveyed in production prgs;;z?tségii\s/ti{iigg)tion methods, 46
the innovatioAntensive 1

business esgments reported New or significantly improved products 45
at least one form of _— . .

. A K New or significantly improved marketing
innovation during the past strategies 45
threeyear period. .

Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 2006?
Base: all EU27 enterprises
% of «
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Innovati ve actions introduced by companies

Have introduced at least one innovation ~ ® Have not introduced innovation
100 -
B EmA . . l l
(9 10} 1101381501301 c] 150 1s] 16 i 1 7] 1l 1s] ol Lo Eoo Zl P2 PN Py PY
80
56

60 -
40 |23 93 91 91 90 89 87 87 87 85 85 85 85 84 83 83 82 82 81 79 78 78 78 76 76 74 73 71 g

20 A 44

Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 20067
Base: all enterprises
% of mentioning any of the five innovations tested, by country

Involvement in innovation, as measured by these five activity categories, was the highest among
enterprises active in innovatiéntensive sectors in Slovenia and Finland (93% in both countries
introduced at least one form of innovation of the five listed), and it was at least 90% in Switzerland,
Sweden (both 91%) and Germany (90%). Hungarian enterprises (supposedly active in the same
innovationrintensive business sectors) ranked by far the lowest with less than half (44%) having
introduced innovation in any of the five areas (product, service, marketing, organisation, other
processes) during the past three years.

2.1.1alnnovation in product and service offering

Focusing solely on innovatisrin marketed products and services, the survey found that exactly two
thirds of surveyed firms introduced a new or significantly improved service or product over the course
of the past three years (s?2006). Once again, Swedish and Slovenian (both 78%) enterprises came
out at the top, but such product, or service, innovation characterised aboujLthrees of enterprises
surveyed in Finland, Lithuania (both 76%), the Czech Republic (75%) ande8aiiiz (74%).

Product - or service innovation

Introduced some product or service-related innovation m Did not introduce such innovation
100 -

2222004024005 06

60 IIIII 274294294294 30 430 313232 032 0330330 35 M 35 M 36 M 36 ) 37035 M3zl 40 el
62

60 -

40 -
78 778 76 76 75 74 73 71 71 71 70 70 69 68 68 68 67 67 65 65 64 64 63 62 62 62 60 55 55

20 38

SE
SI
FI

LT
cz
CH
SK
IE
cy
RO
ES
UK
DE
AT
DK
I
NO
[ Eu27]
EE
MT
FR
PT
NL
EL
BE
LU
PL
BG
Lv
HU

Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 2006?
Base: all enterprises
% of mentioning product or serviceinnovation , by country

Less than four in 10 enterprises in Hungary (38%) introduced a product, or service, innovation since
2006, and only slightly more than half of firms interviewed in Latvia and Bulgaria diabso55%).
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Product innovation characterises enterprises in thetbighand lowtech manufacturing segments on

an equal basis: in both segments, 58% of companies have introduced new or significantly improved
products since 2006, while 44% in the less knowlddtgrsive services sector and 33% in the
knowledgeintensive service category have done so (see Annex Table 13b). The pattern is the opposite
when it comes to innovative services: 59%

of companies in the knowledgetensive

) : Table 2. (P ) i ti technology intensity
service sector introduced a new o able 2. (Product) innovation by technology intensity

EU27, row %)

significantly improved service since 2006 Product or
(53% in the less knowledgatensive Anytype  service
service sector), while only 46% in high of related
tech manufacturing and 43% in leech innovation innovation
manufacturing  introduced  such  anHigh- & mediumhightech 90 76
innovation over the course of the pasi .- & mediumlow-tech 84 71
three years. Knowledgeintensive service 78 64
Overall, enterprises in the highand Less knowledgéntensiveservice 83 67

mediumhigh-tech industry sector

confirmed any type of (90%) or produocdr servicerelated (76%) innovation, while those in
knowledgeintensive service sectors were the least engaged in such activities (any typevafion:
78%, productor servicerelated: 64%).

Innovation was not seen to be restricted to the largest enterprises. Although those with 500 employees
or more were the most likely to engage in such activities, almosthivets of small enterprises (%4
introduced a new or significantly improved product or service, and almost 8 in 10 (79%) of them
performed at least one of the five categories of innovation.

Those enterprises whereetlsales
revenue has been increasir

between 2006 and 2008 wer Innovation activity in the various segments
clearly more |ike|y than others t¢ among enterprises in innovation -intensive business sectors, EU27 %

introduce innovation of some typt

(87%), but this was especially tru EU27 82
of product and servicennovations COMPANY SIZE
(73%). small (20-49 empl) 79

medium (50 -249 empl) 87
Such an association is eve medium-large (250-449 emp) 8

large (500+ empl 95

stronger when we looked at LASTYEER(TURN ovi)R’
spending on innovation: enterprise increased | 87
that reported an increase i Did not change 74
innovation investment betweel Decreased 80
2006 and 2008 were much mor EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION |
likely to introduce a produetor Increased 92
service innovation (81%) compare Did not change 8802
to those with stagnant (62%) o Decreased |
decreasing (60%) inmtion INNOVATION CONTRIBUTION TO SALES |
. . . Primary source 100
investments. Such innovation he Signifcant 100
an increasing prevalence dependii Notsgnifcant | 100
on t h € en t er p r INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY |

innovation in their sales: 92% o Manufacturing or sales abroad o 86
those companies where sale Primary activities only domestic :9
revenue primarily depends ol

. . . B Any innovation
Innovative pl’OdUCtS or service:

Product or service-related innovation

" The classification is based on the OECD classification of manufacturing and service industries according to
their globaltechnological intensity
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have introduced such innation since 2006, 87% of those where innovative products (or services) are
significant but not the primary source of income introduced product or service related innovation and
77% of those firms where innovative products are only asmgmificant sourceof income reported

such activity in that time period. (Of course, all enterprises where sales revenue is at least to some
extent reliant on innovation were engagedsiimeinnovative activity, although not necessarily
product or serviceelated.)

Finally, those enterprises where the primary activity has an international aspect (they either produce in
a foreign country or have significant exports) were more likely than those with a more domestic focus
to perform innovation of some type (86% and 79%, respdy) and especially to develop new or
significantly improved products or services (74% vs. 62%).

2.1.1blnnovation in processes

Since 2006, almost half, 46% of EU enterprises (with at least 20 employees and active in specific
innovationintensive busiass sectors) have introduced new or significantly improved processes (e.g.

in production, distribution, support). Such innovations are most characteristic of manufacturing firms:
57% in the high and mediurrhigh-tech sector and 55% in the lgech sector @nfirmed such
innovation as having taken place over the past three years. In contrast, only 43% in the service sector
(regardless of technology intensity) have introduced such innovations recently. (see Annex Table 13b)

Process innovation (as well as athigpes) was more prevalent at the relatively nesdiablished

companies (operating for 8 years or less: 53%, others: 45%). The linkage between company size and
processoriented innovation is evident: the proportion of enterprises implementing such tioneva

increases progressively from small enterprises4@Cmployees: 43%) to the largest enterprise
segment (employing 500 people or more: 67%). Business process innovation is less characteristic of
enterprises that rely primarily on innovatioziated ales the most (59%) compared to those where
such income is #fAonlyo a significant part of re
products or services is only secondary, however, were the least likely to introduce innovation in order

to enhancéheir business processes (41%).

We also saw a universal pattérmwhich is not independent of the size of enterprisehowing that
engagement in various innovative activities (including business process development) is more
prevalent among those who edpte on a crodsorder basis (53%) versus those whose primary
activities are predominantly domestic (41%).

Companies that have introduced new or significantly improved processes (e.g.

production processes, distribution methods, support activities)
100 4

80 172
62 60 60 59 59
60 - 57 56 54 53 57 57
S0 49 49 46 46 46 46 45 4, 2 11 40 40
39
40 | 38 36 36

20 4 12

0

Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 2006?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Process innovation was reported most frequently by managers interviewed in Cyprus (72%), Spain
(62%), Norway and Finland (both 60%), Slovenia and Greece (both 59%). Only 12% of Hungarian
enterprises indicated that they introduced some kind of pré@edsinnovation since 2006. Such
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innovation was not nearly as rarbut still well below the EU averagen Bulgaria and the UK (both
36%), Malta (38%) and Estonia (39%).

2.1.1clnnovation in marketingstrategies

As indicated above, 45% of EU enterprigesploying at least 20 people and active in specific
innovatiorintensive business sectors) have introduced a new or significantly improved marketing
strategy since 2006.

In particular, the less knowledgatensive service companies indicated that tresently improved

their marketing stratgg 52% in this sector confirmed adopting new or significantly impravess In

the knowledgéntensive service sector, this proportion was only 38%, and less than half of firms in
the various manufacturing segmemntgproved their marketing strategy in an innovative way (high
tech sector: 45%, losech: 44%).

As Annex Table 13b illustrates, marketirgated innovation is more prevalent in the relatively
newly-established companies (operating for 8 years or le&s; 6fers: 44%). The largest enterprises
(employing 500 people or more) were also much more likely to invest in innovation to improve their
marketing strategies (61%) than enterprises of a smaller size483%depending on the category).
Such innovationsn marketing were mainly characteristic of firms that see innovation as a primary
source of income: 71% in this category indicated that they introduced new strategies to market their
products.

Also, those who operate on a crtesder basis were more &k to implement marketing innovations
(52%) compared to those companies whose primary activities are predominantly domestic (41%).

Companies that have introduced new or significantly improved marketing
strategies
100 +
80 -
60
57 56
60 - 55 55 55 52 55 50 49 49 18 47

45 45 44 44 44 43 43 42
0 1 38 38 36 35 34 33 32

20 17

0

o et N NS E NN
> W ow g X = n N O N v @ v - w O T - 2w
UUJQLLIU)LH”-ELIJ(D%OQ:t<QLLDD.30_m3mU_IzLIJE

EU2

Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 2006?
Base: all enterprises
% of oOYeso, |

Such innovation was reported most frequently by managers interviewed in Cyprus (63%gnSwe
(60%), Germany (57%) and Greece (56%). Hungarian managers were by far the least likely to say
they had improved their marketing strategy in such a manner since 2006 (17%), and firms in Estonia
(32%), the Netherlands (33%) and Lithuania (34%) alscescaell below the EU average.

2.1.1dOrganisational innovation

Since 2006, 49% of surveyed enterprises have introduced new or significantly improved
organisational solutions (e.g. in knowledge management, workplace organisation, external relations).
Such innovations were most prevalent in the knowledgmnsive service sector (53%) and generally
somewhat lower in manufacturing (regardless of the level of technology, 47%). (see Annex Table
13b).
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Organisational innovation was also more prevalent gntba relatively newhestablished companies
(operating for 8 years or less: 57%, others: 49%). The relationship between company size and process

oriented innovation was seen to be linear: organisational innovation increased progressively with the

size ofthe surveyed enterprise (firms with-20 employees: 46%, those with 500 or more employees:

67%). Organisational innovations were equally characteristic of enterprises where innovation revenue
pri mary

i s

t he
lower figure (47%) among enterprises where innovation tends to be less important.

or

Afonl yo

s th §3%0), Lontasted by asnwankedly e

Firms that operate on a creasarder basis were more likely to indicate such innovations (56%)
compared to those who have a more doméstigs (45%).

Such innovation was reported most frequently by managers interviewed in Greece (75%), Cyprus

(71%), Sweden (65%), Slovenia (62%) and Spain (59%). As in almost all of the inneredditenl
measures, Hungarian enterprises were by far tis¢ likaly to indicate that such innovations had taken

place since 2006 (16%); firms in Estonia and Bulgaria (both 34%) also lagged significantly behind the

others and the EU average.

Companies that have introduced

100 ~

80

60 -

40

20

175 71

new or significantly improved organisational
structures (e.g. knowledge management, workplace organisation or external
relations )

62 sg
57 56
> 5t 58 5352 52 49 49 49 45 48 47 47 47 44 44 44 44 43 4
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Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 20067

Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |
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2.1.2 Spending on innovation

A relatively large number oEU enterprises interviewed in the most innovatistensive sectors
indicated that they spend a significant portion of their annual turnover on innovatio quarter of
these enterprises (26%) spend more than 5% of

their turnover on supporting innovation. Howeve  Annya) spending on innovative activities

most enterprises spend less than 5% (59%) or

not spend arthing on innovation (6%). A Less than 5%7 59
remarkable 9% of managers could not, or did 1
want to, provide an estimateon this type of Between 5% and 25% 23

expenditure 1
Between 25% and 50% | 2
As Annex Table 9b shows, the proportion

enterprises that invested more than 5% of th More than 50% | 1

annual turnover in innovation was recorded in t Not applicable /- 6

segment that primarily relies on innovativ no innovative activities |

services and prodwgtin their sales: 41% of sucl DK/NA 9

enterprises allocated at least 5% of their sa :

revenue on supporting innovation (in this segme @ fesse kot i amounsen by your
9% spent at least 25% of their sales revenue this represent of your total 2008 turnover?

%, Base: all EU27 enterprises

further innovations). Those companies whe
innovation is a significant (howev not primary) source of sales revenue were also much more likely
than the EU on average to have spent at least 5% of their 2008 turnover on innovation (39%).

Enterprises in manufacturing were somewhat more likely to have a relatively significant fardget
innovation (absorbing at least 5% of annual revenue;-teigh: 31%, lowtech: 30%) than service
companies (knowledgatensive: 28%, other services: 24%).

Differences regarding the size of the company were minimal: the proportion of those investing more
than 5% of annual revenue on innovation ranged between 25% and 27% in the various company size
categories. Enterprises with a clear international focus mere likely to exceed the 5% threshold in
innovation investment (32%) than were companies with a domestic focus (23%). It is almost needless
to say that 43% of those companies reporting an increased spending on innovation allocated more than
5% of their trnover to support such activities, while only 1:2®%% of those with a decreasing or
stagnant innovation budget exceeded this threshold.

The enterprise managers most likely to spend at least 5% of their annual turnover on inngfation
interviewedin Portugal (43%), Romania (38%), Denmark (37%), Malta and Switzerland (both 36%).
On the other hand, less than one in five firms provided similar reports in Hungary (9%), Finland
(12%), Slovenia and the Netherlands (both 18%) and the UK (L$%§ Annex Tdk 9a.
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2.1.2aTrends in innovation investment

The Innobarometer survey asked about changes in innovation investments in the periad03006

and also invited managers to estimate the trend for 2009 (in comparison with 2008). The results were
quite striking: the current perceptions of the managers$niovationrintensive industry sectors
reflected a very significant change. While over a third of enterprises interviewed reported an increased
spending on innovation over the past three years (comparing 2008 to 2006, see Annex Tdl)les 10a
only 12% anttipated a boost in their innovation budgets for 2009 (Annex Table$)13an the
contrary, 28% of managers counted on their spending on innovation shrinking for 2009, although only
9% indicated that suchpattern existed between 2006 and 2008.

Nevertheless, the dominantTable 3. Change in innovation expenditure between 2006 and 2008,
pattern was one of stability: and forecast for 2009EU27, column %)

most enterprises have had a 20062008 2009 forecast
stable or stagnant innovationincrease(d) 35 12
budget (not counting inflation) Decrease(d) 9 28
between 2006 and 2008 Stay(ed) the same 47 51
(47%), and 51% expected toNot applicable/ nannovative activities 6 6
maintain their current DK/NA 4 3

spending in 2009 as well.

If we combine the replies to these two questions (the recent trend and projections for 2009) we find
that only 6% of EU enterprises, active in innovatiotensive business sectors, reporéedonsistent
increase in innovation expenditures. This was only slightly above the number of those who indicated a
consistent decline in innovation spending (4%). A large proportion, 28% have seen no change in their
innovation budget
between 2006 and 2008

and expect to maintain the

2008 level in 2009 as well.

A similarly sized group
anticipated that their
previous increase in
innovation expenditure

would not continue in

2009; 10% even projected

a complete turnaround

with  their  previously

Innovation spending trends ,
2006 -2009

consistentincrease
H consistent decrease
® consistently stagnant

recent increase, but going stagnant

recent increase, turning into decrease

m foreseen increase, but stagnant or decreasing 18 increasing . innoveirbn
recently budgets projected to be

shrinking in 2009.

Q3. Compared to 2006, has the total amount spent by your firm on all innovation
activities in 2008 increased, decreased, or stayed approximately the same (adjusted for

inflation)? H 0,
Q5.Compared to 2008, do you expect your company to increase, decrease or maintain ROUghly l In . 16 (6 /O)
the total amount of its innovation expenditures in 2009? enterpnses mterwewed

%, Base: all EU27 enterprises Showed distinct optimism:
despite the economic
conditions, they forecast that their previously stagnant or decreasing innovation budget would increase
in 2009. Fnally, 29% reported other trends or could not/did not answer these questions.

Table4. shows the prevalence of these categories by enterprise segments. Enterprises who have been
consistently increasing their innovation expenditures and expect furthesvienpents in 2009 were

found, in relatively high numbers, in the segment where most of their income depends on the sales of
innovative products (12% of such companies reported a consistent upward trend). Curiously,
however, such an optimistic responsetgrat was most often recorded among those enterprises who
found that innovations might be sadd part ofpublic procuremendpportunities(for more details on
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this subject please refer to section 2.3): 15% of companies in this segment reported a consistent
increase of their innovation budget. Consistently decreasing innovation expenditure was recorded

among enterprises where sales revenue had decreased be®@6esng@l 2008 to the greatest extent

(10%).

Table 4. Innovation spending trends(by enterprise segments, EU27, row %)

foreseen
recent recent increase,
increase, increase, but
cornr con corr but turning  recently
sistent sistent  sistenly going into stagnant/ other/
ACTIVITY increase decrease stagnant stagnant decrease decrease DK
High-& mediumhigh-tech 7 5 23 20 12 7 25
Low- & mediumlow-tech 7 5 24 17 14 5 29
Knowledgeintensive service 7 3 33 22 8 4 23
Less knowledgéntensive
service 5 4 27 17 9 7 32
COMPANY SIZE
small (2049 empl.) 6 4 26 17 9 5 33
medium (56249 empl.) 6 4 32 19 10 7 22
mediumlarge (256449 empl.) 8 4 27 20 11 5 25
large (500+ empl.) 9 3 27 21 13 4 22
LAST YEAR TURNOVER
Decreased 5 10 23 13 7 6 37
Increased 7 2 23 22 13 6 27
Did not change 5 3 44 14 6 4 23
INNOVATION SEGMENTS
€ primary sou 12 4 24 26 10 6 18
€ significant 7 4 28 24 11 4 23
€ n-significant source of in 5 4 27 16 10 7 30
POSSIBILITY TO SELL INNOVATION ONPROCUREMENT TENDERS
yes, there is such a possibility 15 3 20 21 12 6 22
No possibility 5 4 29 17 10 6 30
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY
Manufacturing or sales abroa 8 4 25 19 11 5 28
Primary activities only
domestic 5 4 30 17 9 6 30
EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 6 2 35 21 10 6 19
Innovation followers 4 4 29 18 8 5 32
Moderate innovators 6 6 26 16 9 5 33
Catchingup countries 8 4 15 15 13 6 39
A finegative turnaroundo (i . e. i nnovatiiocreases pendi 1

between 2006 and 2008) was seen most often in th¢eldw(and mediuAow-tech) manufacturing
enterpriseup®egment
(13%) by the 2008 European Innovation Scoreboar8)(Rublication. It is noteworthy that 13% of
companies that

sector

(14%),

n

t he

| ar

ncreased

gest

t hei

r

s al

es

revenue

8 Such EU Member States are: Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovakia
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turnaround?o Thi s

figure was roughly

revenue or saw aedrease (6% and 7%, respectively) in the tyesg period.

doubl

Innovation  spending trends , 2006 -2009
consistentincrease
| consistent decrease
H consistently stagnant
recent increase, but going stagnant
recent increase, turning into decrease
m foreseen increase, but stagnant or decreasing recently
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Considering individual Member States, the highest proportion of enterprises that indicated that they
had recently increased innovation spending and projectéthibavould continue to do so was found
in Sweden (13%), Malta (12%), Finland, Portugal, Romania and Cyprus (all 11%). On the other hand,

EU27

Q31 Q5, combined
Base: all enterprises
% by country

e

t

15% of enterprises in Latvia faced a decline in their innovation budget and expected a further decrease

in 20091 no other Member State even came close to this figure. Countries with most companies
reporting a negative turnaround in innovation investment growth rate were Lithuania (27%), Slovakia

(21%), Romania, Sweden and the Czech Republic (all 17%). Roughly 1 inl%) énterprises in

Austria and Switzerland reported an opposite tendency, after a recent decline or stagnation they

foresaw an increase in innovation spending for 2009.

2.1.2bDirect effects of the economic downturn

The above results already shed ligitt the rather pessimistic mood among business managers

regarding resources available for innovation. The Innobarometer survey asked about the direct effects
of the economic downturn that affected the global economy fror2608 onwards:

In the last six months, has you
company taken one of the followin
actions as a direct result of the
economic downturn:

1 - Increased the total
innovation expenditures?
2 - Decreased the totabmount of
innovation expenditures?
3 - Maintained the total amount ol
innovation expenditures?

amount o

(Not applicabl e
refused answers were also recorded
spontaneously provided)

As a direct result of the economic downturn ,
enterprises have ...

Increased total amount of innovation
expenditures

Decreased total amount of innovation

expenditures 22

Maintained total amount of innovation
expenditures at the same level

Not applicable/no innovation 8

DK/NA 2

Q4. In the last six months has your company taken one of the
following actions as a direct result of the economic downturn?

59

%, Base: all EU27 enterprises
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As the chart shows, most enterprises did not report any chargeoiation expenditure during the

past six months (59%). However, of those who did change, roughly twice as many companies
indicated that they have cut back on innovatielated spending (22%) compared to 9% that have
increased their innovation budget.

Such a ‘héokwagad attitude was p-gechtmanufactuang firms c har a
(13%) but this segment was alstowever marginally the most likely to have cut their innovation

budgets (24%). As Table(and in a more detailed way Aex Table 11b) shows, a uniform strategy

to cope with the economic downturn is generally being adopted: enterprises are roughly between two

and three times as likely to save _

on innovation rather than to beTabIe 5. Response to the global economic downturn

P o (EU27, row %)
using it as a means of surviving. The total amount of

: i ti it
The gap betweenush defensive innovation expenditures

and offensive innovation ACTIVITY increased decreased
strategies is the lowest in High- & mediumhigh-tech 13 24
countries that the EIS classifies ad.ow- & mediumtlow-tech 9 23
Ainnovati®@n i e aebedgsntensive service 9 17
grouping, 10% indicated that they | ossknowledgeintensive service 8 23

have put more emphasis on

: ) COMPANY SIZE
innovation and 16% reported that

their innovation budget haseen SmMall (2049 empl) 9 22
cut back to cope with the Medium (56249 empl) 10 23
economic downturn. Medium-large (256499 empl) 7 21

Large (500+ empl) 9 27

It is remarkable that enterpriSeScHyaNGE IN SALES (20062008)
whose primary source of income

. . Decreased 10 32
comes from innovations were
also much more likely to have '”.Creased 10 20
decreased their spending onDid notchange 6 18
innovation (24%) than to have | NNOVATI ON¢g
boosted it (11%) In faCt, thoseé i s a pr i mar y s o 11 24
enfterprlse_s that are a little .Iessé is a significan 13 20
relianton income from innovative , . N :

i s -significantsource of income 8 25

) é
products and services but where
innovation does contribute_NTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY

significantly to sales revenue Manufactures or sells abroad 11 23

were being less defensive: 20%0nly domestic activities 8 22

took the costutting path, while E|S COUNTRYTYPOLOGY

13% chose -laoofkfi @RWRA dhders 10 16

strategy. Innovation followers 8 21
Moderate innovators 9 26
Catchingup countries 8 29

® Such Member States are: Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK
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Considering individual couries, the strategies taken were less homogenous. For example, cost
cutting has been very widespread in Greece (44%), Lithuania and Latvia (bothi42%hese
countries the number of enterprises that have taken a defensive path are more or lesslegjual in t
numbers to those who have either increased innovation or have not reacted with a change in their
innovation budget (at the EU27 level, the ratio is about 1:3, see below).

As a direct result of the economic downturn , enterprises  have ...

Increased total amount of innovation expenditures

m Decreased total amount of innovation expenditures

= Maintained total amount of innovation expenditures at the same level
Not applicable/no innovation
DK/NA

100 4

: 6
18 | 2 11 11 10 2 B
80 - 27 27
48 52 33 38 43
| 65051 58
60 K& P 69067 59 Y /e 62 18ll53057 67
43
40 1 48 40
28 42
22 27027 42
20 M B 12§14 24 21l §e8lzsf27)z8 e
17 1922
n

()]

S

17 16 16 15 15 14 13 13 13

H
BE =¥
o
(o]
|

RO [©
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.
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56 o 8 0 o
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EL »
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Q4. In the last six months has your company taken one of the following actions as a direct result
of the economic downturn?
Base: all enterprises
% by country

At the same time, in several countries as maoryeven more enterprises considered the crisis to be

an opportunity for further innovations than those who have reacted defensively in -thensix

period. Such a forwarbboking attitude was seen most spectacularly in Switzerland where roughly one

in six (17%) companies increased their innovation budgets versus 9% who decreased them (with most
companies obviously maintaining the previous level). In the EU, we can see an equal number of
offensive and defensive reactions in Malta, Finland, Sweden, GgramahAustria. In the rest of the
Member States, those who chose to cut back on innovation outnumber those who chose an opposite
(forwardooking) strategy.

2.1.2cSpending on specific innovative activities, 200608

The Innobarometer survey asked mgers whether or not their enterprise has invested in any of the
following innovative activities, and if they had, whether or not the amount of investment in each of the
following categories had increased between 2006 and2008

TECHNOLOGICAL INVESTMENT

a) Research & development within your company

b) Research and development performed for your company by other enterprises or by research
organisations

NON-TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATION/SUPPORT

c)
d)
e)

f)
a)

Acquisition of new or significantly improved machinery, equipmentafid/are
Purchase or licensing of patents, inventions, kinmw, and other types of knowledge
Training to support innovative activities

Design (graphic, packaging, process, product, service or industrial design)

Application for a patent or registrationf@ design

% For specific wording please refer to QidaQ1a in the annexed questionnaire
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An EU27 level overview of the various investments on innovation revealsattisition of
machinery, equipment or softwamas the most widespread form of innovative investment (76%
reported making such expenditures during 20068). This tpe of spending was also the most
common among those firms that had increased spending on innovation in the same timeframe (65%).
This translates to 49% of all enterprises interviewed, see chart below).

Innovation investment and its evolution , 2006 -2008

INVESTMENT INCREASED " o ha it
ose who had expenditures
20062008 20062008 . P
. u All enterprises
Acquisition of new or sign. 76 65
improved machinery, equip. and é _ 49
Training to support innovative 50 63
activities B ::
- 55
R&D within your company 36 - 20
Design (graphic, packaging, process, 30 57
etc.) | Y
R&D for your company by other 49
enterprises or by researché 23 M
46
Purchase or licensing of patents, etc. 15 B
Application for a patent or ] 10 51
registration of a design Bs

Q1. Has your company had expenditures on any of the following activities to support innovation since 2006?
Q2 (IF INVESTED) Compared to 2006, did your firm increase its innovation expenditures in 2008 in any of the
following activites ?
Base: all EU27enterprises, % of 0Ye

Another nontechnological innovation support activity training with the goal of supporting

innovationi was the seconthost widespread investment that enterprises reported: 50% had such
expenditure and 63% of these enterprises increased the amountispermomparing 2008 to 2006.

In-house R&Dwas conducted in support of innovation by 36% of enterprises, and slightly over half
(55%) of them also confirmed that the 2008house R&D investment surpassed the 2006 level.
Three in 10 (30%) of companies Welesigns(for graphic, packaging, process, etc.) were invested in

by 30% of the firms surveyed, and such expenditures showed a predominantly increasing trend with
57% reporting larger amounts spent on this purpose in 2008 compared to 2006. Just uader a g
(23%) of enterprises spent moneyautsourced R&DOn the 20062008 timeframe, and a half (49%)
indicated that such contracts grew between 2006 and 2008. Roughly one in seven firms (15%)
purchased or licensed knowled@#% of them spent more in 20@han in 2006) and just 10% of

firms budgeted fopatent or design registratio(61% increased such spending between 2006 and
2008.) Annex Tables 8a provide descriptive results by country and company segments for each of
the aspects mentioned individlyal The analysis shown below gives an overview focusing on two
broad classes of innovation investments: technological andeicbnological.

Table 6. shows a complex picture about the prevalence of technological 4R&B4) and non
technologicdf innovaion investments in the various enterprise segments within the EU. On average,
43% of the enterprises surveyed invested in technological innovation, and 84% spent-on non
technological innovation in the 20®08 period. Slightly over half (55%) of surveyedterprises

saw an increased technological budget and just ovethings (68%) had an augmentation in non
technological innovation activities.

1 R&D within a company or outsourced to other enterprises or research organisations: items a and b in Q1.
12 Acquisition of new or significantly improved machinery, equipment and software; Purchase or licensing of
patents, inventions, knetwow, and other types of knowledge; Training to support innovative activities; Design
(graphic, packaging, process, prodsetvice or industrial design). These are items ¢, d, e, fand hin Q1. Note
that patent applications are not classified in any of the two types of innovation investment.
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Non-technological
innovation is  fairly Table 6. Innovation investment and its evolution, 2002008
widespread across the (EU27, row %)

spectrum with just over 8 Non
in 10 enterprises Technological technological
reporting that they have investment innovation
spent on any of the four Have Increased Have Increased
types listed (i.e. spent between spent between
acquisition, licensing, since 2006 since 2006
training or  design) 2006 2008 2006 2008
Almost all large EU27 43 55 84 68
enterprises (94% dhose ACTIVITY
with at least 500 High- & mediumhightech 55 62 89 68
employees) have spent|ow- & mediuntlow-tech 50 59 86 73
money on Nnon  Knowledgeintensive service 47 52 85 67
technological innovation, |ess knowledgéntensive service 37 52 81 68
but an overwhelming ~ompPANY SIZE
majority (82%) did S0 In ~g (5049 empl.) 37 57 82 68
the  small  enterprise ,.4im (56249 empl.) 50 51 88 67
segment as well mediumlarge (256449 empl.) 61 54 92 70

. large (500+ empl.) 74 60 94 73
There is a more
significant variance LAST YEAR TURNOVER
regarding investment In_creased a7 61 88 75
trends Somewhat Did not change 36 48 80 62
remarkably, enterprises Decreased 41 46 81 60
with a different level of _[EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION
importance of innovative Increased 55 79 94 90
products/ services in their Did not change 37 37 82 58
sales revenue did not Decreased 45 26 88 45
differ in the extent to | NNOVATI ON I S A ¢é
which they made nen é pri mary source 67 63 90 82
technological é significant source of income 50 63 93 75
investments, but the é n-significant source of income 42 48 91 63
dynamics were different: pPRODUCT OR SERVICE INNOVATION
the more a commpy |ntroduced such innovation 54 58 93 74
relied on sales income pjg not introduce such innovation 21 38 68 52

from innovative products p ;g |c poLiCY ASSISTANCE

or services, the mMOre A njicy changecontributed to

likely it was to have jnnovation 50 59 90 73
boosted its bydget for - None of those listed contributed 33 47 77 61
nonrtechnological POSSIBILITY TO SELL INNOVATION ON PROCUREMENT TENDERS

innovation between 2006

here i h ibili 7 1
and 2008 (63% of those yes, there is such a possibility 65 6 9 80

X .~ No, no possibility exists 40 52 83 67
where sales of innovative INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY
products is only :
secondary vs. 82% of Manufacturing or sales abroad 58 60 86 68

those whosee this as a Primary activities are domestic 34 49 83 68

primary source Of EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY

income). Innovation leaders 41 a7 84 66
Innovation followers 40 49 83 62

Generally, the typical Moderate innovators 51 64 89 73

pattern is that in those Catchingup countries 37 61 81 72

segments where more enterprises actually reportedeobmnological investments (or technological
investments, for that mattethere was also a higher rate of increased spending on innovation.
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It is interesting to see that enterprises that did not find any of the surveyed public policy init@atives

be supporting or boosting their innovation activitjies details see sectid®il) were much less likely

than EU companies on average to have invested isteatimological innovation (77% vs. 84% in the

EU on average) compared to those who felt they had benefited from at least one of the listed supply
side or demandide public pokly changes in the 20a808 timeframe (90%).

There seems to be a clear linkage between product or service innovation and investing in non
technological innovation support: enterprises that have introduced an innovative service or product in
the past thre years were significantly more likely to have invested intechnological innovation as

well (93%) than enterprises that did not introduce such product or service innovation (68%).

In contrast to nottechnological improvementggchnological innovation(i.e. inrhouse or outsourced

R&D) shows a much more marked variance across the surveyed business segments. Essentially, in all
of the breakdowns illustrated in Tabfe, the engagement in such activities shows a remarkable
disparity across the differentaups.

Starting withbusiness sectorsnanufacturers (highand lowtech) were more likely than (knowledge
intensive) service providers to invest in technological innovation: enterprises iteblglindustries
were most likely to report such expenditui#b%) as well as having the highest proportion of
increased R&D budgets (62%l)he firms that were thkeast likely to have invested in technological
innovation werethose in the less knowledgmtensive service segment (37%, while 52% had
increased speimp).

The relationship with company size is even more striking: exactly twice as many of the largest
enterprises (74%) than those in the smallest segment (37%) have invested in R&D since 2006. It
should be noted, however, that the differences in theopiiop of those enterprises who saw an
increase in the amount spent on R&D was not nearly as spectacular and did not show a specific linear
pattern (60% of the largest companies, vs. 51% of medinefirms and 57% of the smallest).

The financial succes of enterprises also had an effect, more specifically on the evolution of
technological innovation spending: enterprises that reported a decreased revenue between 2006 and
2008 were the least likely to indicate increased expenditure on R&D in that timeefiahile
companies in this segment were more likely to spend on technological innovation than those
enterprises with a stable revenue). Financially successful companies were also the most likely to have
invested in R&D (47%) and say they had increaseglitiviestment between 2006 and 2008 (61%).

While there was essentially no difference between companies with different levels of reliance on
innovation in their sales revenues when asked aboutaabmological investments, the pattern was

clear when it cam to technological innovations: those who primarily rely on the sales of innovative
products or services were much more likely to invest in R&D (67%) than those who only gain
Asignificanto (50%) or Ainsigni fi othenhaad, tifedirdt%) r e v
two categories reported an identical increase in spending on R&D (63%), compared to 48% of those
enterprises that have a nsignificant income from innovative products or services. This correlates

with the finding that those enterpeis that introduced at least one innovative product or service in the

period between 2006 and 2008 were much more likely to have invested in technological innovation in

the same period (54%) than those who did not introduce such innovative products (21%).

Public policies seem to effectively influence enterprise behaviour: those who believe that innovative
solutions can be sold via public tenders (65% vs. 40% who think the opposite) and those who felt that
public policy initiatives supported their innovati activity (50% vs. 33% of those who did not) were
clearly more likely to invest in technological innovation, and these enterprises were also more likely to
report an increased investment in 2008 compared to 2006.
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Enterprises with an international foowsre also much more likely (58%) than those that primarily
operated in their home country (34%) to invest in R&D.

It is remarkable that enterprises active in the innovdtiemsive segment in Member States regarded

as fAmoder ate wenrneo vtayt mirsal | 'y t he metehnologicakaad y t o
technol ogi cal i nnovations (51% invested in the
countries) and were the most liable of all groups to increase their budgets suppesgag@dtivities

(64% increased technological expenditure vs. 47%Y9

The countryby-country results, see Table 7. Innovation investment and its evolution, 2006
Table 7., show that enterprises 2008, by country(row %)
interviewed in Finland were the most

likely to invest in technological Technological Nonrtechnological
innovation (77%), but abovaverage investment Innovation
proportions were reported by increased increased
enterprises in the innovatientensive spent  between spent  between
sectors of some fAimodersintee 20PGnovat or Gnce 2006
countries: Cyprus (62%), Greece 2006 2008 2006 2008
(62%) and Slovenia (61%). Investing FI o 53 CH 9 64
in such innovations was also Cy 62 53 ES 94 78
significantly ~ aboveaverage  in EL 62 61 SE 92 70
Sweden (59%), the Netherlands, Sl 61 57 MT 92 73
Denmark and Spain (all 54%). SE 59 57 LV 92 67
NL 54 48 EL 91 77
Considering non-technological DK 54 68 LU 90 58
innovation investment, the highest ES 54 63 Fl 90 71
proportions were seein Switzerland BE 52 62 cy 90 87
(95%), Spain (94%), Sweden, Malta, UK 51 46 PT 89 75
Latvia (92% each) and Greece (91%). IT 51 65 LT 89 76
NO 49 58 RO 88 83
Both rankings placed Hungary at the CH 49 54 AT 88 66
bottom, but Bulgaria also made the MT 48 56 Sl 88 72
bottom three in both aspects. It is, IE 46 53 IT 86 69
however, remarkable that these EE 45 53 DE 86 66
countries were the only onashere PT 45 65 EE 85 67
the (well) belowaverage recent EU27 43 55 FR 85 61
investment was linked to an abeve PL 42 62 EU27 84 68
average (e.g. at least five points RO 42 59 SK 84 67
above the EU27 average) proportion LU 41 58 IE 81 70
of enterprises that reported an AT 40 46 DK 81 69
increase in spending during the 2006 cz 39 63 UK 80 64
2008 period, for both types of LV 34 42 PL 79 66
innovation ivestment (For SK 33 71 Ccz 79 65
technological investments, Slovakia LT 33 50 NO 78 78
and for nortechnological FR 32 45 NL 77 59
investments Norway showed a similar BG 30 64 BG 77 78
pattern). DE 29 40 BE 75 62
HU 25 61 HU 66 75

Optimistic readers might perceive this

as a sign or a promise of future improvement, but in fact both HuragatyBulgaria (as well as
Slovakia and Norway) were among those where enterprises responded in a predominantly defensive
way to the current global economic criiby cutting their innovation budgets.

'3 Moderate innovators: Cyprus, Estonia, Slovenia, Czech Republic, Greece, ItalgaPartd Spain
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2.2 Strategic trends

This section looks at variouactivities that are strategically important for the current and future
support that European businesses will give to innovation. First, we focus on activities performed
within a company, then we look at certain indicators of innovatioren internationadctivities.

2.2.1Strategic initiatives to support innovation

2.2.1aStrategic recruitment to support innovation

Having staff with the correct balance of skills is one the keys to successfwation. The
Innobarometer survey asked managers whatharot their human resource policies had a specific
emphasid when training current or when screening prospective empldyeesspecific skills that

are often considered to be essential within an innovative organisation. The competences that the
Innobaraneter survey tested were:

Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences in its training or
recruitment activitieso support innovatior?

a) Team working capacity

b) Negotiation skills

¢) Ability of successful communication with people of other cultures.
d) General communication skills

e) Creativity (e.g. probleraolving, originality of thought)

Of the above competencies, general communication skills and a capacity for team working were the
ones that most enterprises looked f

(one might assumehat these skills Companiest argeting competences in training or

. recruitment activities in support of innovation
were sought for all projects and nc )
. . . N E0
just ones linked to_ mnovatlon)' 589 General communication skills 58
and 56%, respectively, of manage |
mentioned that these skills ar Team working capacity 56
pr omo ted I n thei Creativity (e.g. problem-solving |
and recruitment activities. Creativity originality of thought) 48

and negotiation skillswere in the
focus of less than half of enterprise
surveyed (48% and 46%  Ability of successful communication a2
respectively) and just under a thir ~ Withpeopleofothercultures |
(32%) were SpeCificaIIy IOOking for Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences

the ablllty to Communicate Wlth in |tstra|nmgorrecrwtmentacnwnestosuppoglar;r;?\;ﬁtlézﬂ’;emerprises

people of other cultures. % of o

Negotiation skills 46

As shown in Table3., every competence (each dmeing a fundamental part of successful large and
complex organisations and not just in support of innovation), was more likely to be indicated as a
focus of recruitment or training activities in the larger enterprise segments and by enterprises that had
aninternational aspect in their core activities. Generally, these competencies were also more cultivated
by enterprises active in service sectors (where client interaction requires such skills) than in the
manufacturing sector, regardless of tbehnologyintensity.

Enterprises that are, to any extent, reliant on their innovative products or services (that is, they are a

primary or significant source of income) were also more likely to state that they prefer each of these
competences (to support innovation). Similatlyose enterprises that increased innovation spending
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between 2006 and 2008 were also more likely to state that they sought these competences in order to

facilitate innovation.

The figures do not directly suggest, however, that these skills were imetired to support
innovation (e.g. creativity, crossultural abilities or negotiation skills were most preferred by
enterprises in the less knowledigéensive service sector, and less preferred in the more technology
intensive industry segments). B also remarkable that there is no systematic difference between

enterprises that are primarily reliant on selling innovations and those where such products or services

bring 6onlydé a

significant

porti on edKely todeeki r

reyv

most of these skills than those whose existence did almost solely depend on the success of their

innovations.

Table 8. Targeted competences (to support innovation(EU27, row %)

Team Cross General
working  Negotiation cultural comms.
capacity skills abilities skills Creativity

EU27 56 46 32 58 48
ACTIVITY

High- & medium high-tech 56 43 24 49 38
Low- & mediumlow-tech 50 41 30 53 45
Knowledgeintensive service 61 47 32 62 48
Less knowledgéntensive service 59 50 36 63 53
COMPANY SIZE

Small (2049 empl) 53 43 30 54 46
Medium (50249 empl) 59 49 35 64 50
Mediumlarge (256499 empl) 66 56 35 68 55
Large (500+ empl) 76 65 49 77 67
CHANGE IN SALES (20062008)

Increased 58 a7 33 59 50
Did not change 54 45 29 57 43
Decreased 55 44 33 56 50
I NNOVATI ON I S A &

éprimary source o0 64 55 43 67 60
ésignificant sour 69 56 43 69 64
€ n o-significant source of income 54 45 29 56 43
CHANGE IN INNOVATION SPENDING (20062008)

Increased 65 52 38 65 54
Did not change 55 46 31 58 48
Decreased 49 40 29 53 44
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY

Manufactures or sells abroad 59 51 39 62 51
Only domestic activities 55 43 28 55 46
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Staring withteam working skillswe take a look at the preference of these capacities on a cbyntry
country basis. Team working is primarily targeted by enterprises interviewed in Germany (79%),
Switzerland (78%), Austria (75%) and Spain (74%). Regarding thenfirsed, German enterpes

were the most likely- of all the surveyed countriedo prefer that current and prospective employees
had each of the competences, with the exception of-ctdsgal skills, see below for more details. At

the other end of the ranking, we see 8arewith about one in five managers (21%) mentioning team
working skills as being a preferred competence (to support innovation), and only about a quarter of
enterprises in Hungary (25%), Latvia and Estonia (both 27%) saying the same.

Companiest argeting team working capacity in support of innovation
100 4
80 ,79 78 75 74 72 o8
67 66 64 63 62 59 57 57
60 - 56 54 54 55
48 g

43 42 41 41 41

40 -

27 27 25
20
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Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences in its training or recruitment
activities to support innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Negotiation skills specifically, were mostly targeted in Germany (68%), but almost three in five
enterprises in Spain (59%), Lithuania, Cyprus and Austria (all 58%) indicated that such skills had been
targeted as the focus of training or recruitment since 2006. It was Sg&den (20%) and Hungary
(26%) where the lowest number of managers said their companies targeted such skills to support
innovation. The results were almost as low in France (27%), Norway (28%) and the Netherlands
(29%).

Companiest argeting negotiation skills in support of innovation
100 4

80 68

60 -

59 58 58 58 57 5g
54 53
49
48 46 46 45 44 4, 40 40 40 39
40 - 36 36 35 33 32, g o7
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Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences in its training or recruitment
activities to support innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oOYeso, |

Crosscultural skillswere especially valued in the multicultural country of Switzerland where half of
the enterprises targeted this skill in human resource development, and more than two in five
companies had a similar preference in Cyprus (46%), Por(dadeo), Slovenia and Germany (both
42%).
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Companiest argeting the ability to successfully communicate with people of
other cultures in support of innovation
100 4

80 -

60 150

46 44 43 a2
40 40 40 40
40 - 38 3535 35 34 32 32 32 31 31 28 28 28 27 27
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Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences in its training or recruitment
activities to support innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

General communication skillgere most preferred or cultivated in Germany (80%), Austria (78%) and
Switzerland (75%). Hungarian (29%), French (37%) and Finnish (38%) enterprises were the least
likely to focus on such interpersonal skills in support of innovation.

Companiest argeting general communication skills in support of innovation
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Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences in its training or recruitment
activities to support innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Creativity was also a focus for German enterprises more than any others (71%). About three in five
firms or more stated that this talent had been the subject of recruitment or training activities to support
innovation in Cyprus (63%), Lithuan{&2%), Spain (61%), Belgium (60%), Slovenia and Switzerland
(both 59%).

Companiest argeting ¢ reativity (e.g. problem  -solving, originality of thought) in

support of innovation
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Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences in its training or recruitment
activities to support innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oO0Yeso, |
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Latvia appeared at the bottom of the distribution with 13% of the interviewed companies indicating
that they targeted creativity when training or udiing staff in order to support innovation. Finnish
(27%) and Hungarian (23%) enterprises were also unlikely to target creativity when training or hiring
people in relation to innovative activities.

2.2.1bintegration of internal knowledge to supporhnovation

The Innobarometer survey asked company mandgagmin, from enterprises active in innovation
intensive business sectors and having at least 20 employtbesfollowing question to clarify the
prevalence of various strategies to integratevtreus departmental activities, systems and iieas
internal types of knowledgeso that they are brought together to support corpéeatd innovation
goals:

Q9. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following initiativiegtate
different company activities (R&D, design, marketing/sales, productionesupport of
innovation?

a) Knowledge management systems

b) Internal mechanisms for employees to submit innovative ideas

¢) Staff rotations or secondments betweerfit functions

d) Creation of crosfgunctional or crossdepartmental teams on innovation
projects

From this list of options, EU enterprises were most likely to say that they had introduced mechanisms
to support the collection of innovative ideas from employees (46%), while 4 in 10 firms (40%) have
used staff rotdgons and secondments to bring new perspectives to the various work processes. Slightly
over a third of interviewed companies (35%) used knowledge management systems to effectively
collect, store and distribute

knowledge within their Actions taken by companies to i ntegrat e different

organisation and the ame cyivities in support of innovation
proportion indicated that they

have sometimes created cros Internal mechanisms for employees to 46
departmental or cross submit innovative ideas
fqnctlonal teams to fgcmtate FhE Staff rotations or secondments between 40
direct exchange of informatior different functions
and ideas across the variot , ,

. Creation of cross-functional or cross- 35
segments of the company departmental teams on innovation projects
these less frequent initiative: T
are probably more size Knowledge management systems 35
dependent than the mon .
Widespread forms. Q0. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following

initiatives to integrate different company activities (R&D, design,
marketing/sales, production etc.) in support of innovation?

Indeed, as Annex Table 20l Base: all EU27 enterprises
shows, the gap between the

largest and the smallest enterprises is widest in the extent to which they utilise knowledge
management systems (small firms: 32%, large companies: &&84h the extent to which enterprises
create crosfunctional or crosslepartmental teams in innovation projects (small: 28%, large: 69%).
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Knowledge management systeiiiMS - the survey did not provide any definition of such systems)
were most often eéployed among enterprises active in innovatigansive sectors in Malta (66%),
Cyprus (56%) and Finland (55%), while only 14% of firms in Latvia and 15% in Hungary said they
used such systems to integrate different company activities to support innovatio

Knowledge management systems
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Q9. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following initiatives to integrate different
company activities (R&D, design, marketing/sales, production etc.) in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Knowledge management systems were most often in place with the largest enterprises (as indicated
above) and those that are active in knowleid¢gensive service sectors (38%). Curiously, Higbh
manufacturers were theast likely to say they had such a platform to integrate and disseminate their
organisational knowledge (30%) across the organisation. KMSs were utilised iaboed average
proportions by those firms that primarily rely on innovatietated sales inene (51%); the utilisation

level decreased progressively as reliance on innovation decre&ssdnfiex Table 20b.)

Internal mechanisms to support employees to submit their innovativeiideast he most 6dem
tool for integrdtnitrog ae mplnpyaanegHE& iarcgutvd ti es i n ol
reflected by the highest prevalence and relatively modest variation across enterprise segments, as
shown in Annex Table 20Wariations are more pronounced when looking atréselts ora country

by-country basis: such mechanisms were most likely tinlaceat enterprises based in Slovenia

(71%), Norway (63%), Slovakia (58%), Luxembourg (56%) and Switzerland (5B&&sthan two in

five enterprises operated such a system in the Nettis and the Czech Republic (both 39%), Italy

(38%) and the UK (35%), arittel east attention was paid to captu
(27%) and Latvia (29%).

Internal mechanims for employees to submit innovative ideas
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Q9. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following initiatives to integrate different
company activities (R&D, design, marketing/sales, production etc.) in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oOYeso, |

Such mechanisms were most often in place with thedamnterprises (63% among those with 500 or
more employees indicated that they operated a scheme in the defined timeframe that assists them in
harvesting employee ideas in innovation, while only 42% did so in the small company segment).
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Enterprises in th service sector (especially in knowledgtensive services: 51%) were more likely

than manufacturers (41%2%) to operate such a scheme. Such mechanisms were significantly more
frequent among enterprises that gain at least a significant part of tlesireatnue from innovative

products or services (primary income source: 58%, significant income source: 60%) compared to those
where such income is fAnot significanto (42%) as
innovation budget between @® and 2008 (54% compared to 44% of those who maintained
expenditure levels and 40% of those who decreased such expenditure in the stated period). Finally,
those businesses where core activities were both national and international were also markedly more
likely to operate such a scheme (51%) versus those who had a more domestic focus (42%).

Staff rotations and secondmeimsorder to integrate knowledge and expertise to support innovation
were the most widespread in Slovenia (59%), and the least prevalent in Germany (28%), the Czech
Republic (29%), the Netherlands and Hungary (both 30%).

Staff rotations or secondments between different functions
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Q9. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following initiatives to integrate different
company activities (R&D, design, marketing/sales, production etc.) in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

The largest enterprise segments (large: 55%, methuge: 50%) and enterprises that primarily rely

on sales revenue from innovative services or products were the most likely (51%) of all segments in
the various breakdowns to engage in such conduct (seexAFatgle 20b). Knowledgetensive
service firms were the least likely to rotate staff across different departments and functions (35%),
while those in the lowech industry segment were the most prone (44%) to such innovation
facilitating allocation of reources. Those who had increased their innovation spending between 2006
and 2008 were also more likely (48%) than others (38%) to implement such solutions.

Creation of cross -functional or cross  -departmental teams on innovation projects
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Q9. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following initiatives to integrate different
company activities (R&D, design, marketing/sales, production etc.) in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of O0OYeso, |

Crossdepartmental or crodsinctional teams were assembledsigpport innovation most often in
Switzerland (60%), Norway (58%) and Ireland (52%). The usual suspects, Hungary (10%) and Latvia
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(16%) were the Member States where surveyed managers were the least likely to say their firms used
such strategies to suppamhovation projects.

As for enterprise typology, the likelihood of adopting such a strategy showed a clear association with

the technologyntensity of the enterprises interviewed: those in the knowlatgasive service

sector (42%) or higlech manufattiring sector (41%) clearly outscored the {agh manufacturers

(36%) or the less knowledgetensive service providers (31%) in this regard. Similar to KMSs, cross
departmental or crodsinctional teams were created to carry out innovations in adesage

proportions by those firms that primarily rely on innovatietated sales income (53%); such tactics

were distinctly |l ess frequent among those firm
proportion (31%) of their sales revenue from innovatirapcts or services.

Finally, such practices were most frequently act

| eader o group (42%), i n -usphoa rcpo ucnotnrtireass t( 2wei %,h ftohre
to Annex Table 20b.)
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2.2.1cIntegrating knowledge from the outside to support innovation

The Innobarometer survey asked managers of enterprises active in innavansive industry
sectors to indicate if specific forms of channelling external information intmusedevelopments
had contributed to their innovative activities since 2006:

Q11. Since 2006, has your company used any of the following médhegsport its innovative
activities?

a) Create or participate in Interndiased discussion forums

b) Give away oallow free access to test products or services to potential users
¢) Involve potential users in your-limouse innovation activities

d) Share or exchange your intellectual property

None of the above listed activities are widespread in the EU among enterprises working in inhovation
intensive business sectors. Enterprises were slightly more likely to involve potential customers or
clients in product testing (26%) or in-lhouse innovabn activities (24%), than in actually sharing or
exchanging intellectual property (22%). Engaging in Intebaested discussion forums in order to
support innovative activities was the least popular option (13%). However, thwatast form of
information sharing might
take place in a less strategi

L Method db iest ti ti tiviti
way (e.g. by being initiated ethods used by companiesto  support innovative activities

_by |nd|y|duals involved in Give away or allow free access to test 26

Innovative developments} products or services to potential users

WhICh_ mlght not att_ract the Involve potential users in your in -house 24

attention of the senior leve innovation activities

managers interviewed b) Share or exchange your intellectual 29

Innobarometer. property

. Create or participate in Internet -based 13
The analysis of response discussion forums
by enterprise characteristics .
- Q11 Since 2006, has your company used any of the following

Fonflrms that eaCh Of thE methods to support its innovative activities? )

investigated elements of a Base: all EU27 enterprises X
% of O0Yeso

open innovation process
most characterise enterprises where innovation is the primary source of income (see Table 9. or
Annex Table 23b for more details).

Internetbaseddiscussion forums weiierelatively speaking most frequently used by firms active in

the hightech manufacturing (18%) and knowledge intensive service sectors (17%) and least in the
low-tech industry segment (10%). Innobarometer found a similar pattezn iivcame to looping back

user feedbacks at the innovation stage: especially enterprises in the more teehorokmgyvliedge
intensive sectors capitalised on such innovation support method (high tech manufacturing: 30%,
knowledgeintensive services: 31phile it was less utilised in low tech industry (25%) or less
knowledgeintensive services (22%).

Product testing is generally more widespread in manufacturing (regardless of technology intensity
30% utilised this method of innovation support) thanerviee (where knowledge intensive services
were less likely to invite potential users to test innovatio@2%, than other service companies
27%).

Sharing intellectual property to involve a broader community in development processes is least

widespred in the hightech industry sector probably most keen on protecting their intellectual
propertyi with 16% of enterprises indicating this being a source of innovation support in the period
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since 2006. Almost twice as many enterprises in the knowledgesiné service sector (31%) used

such opersourcing of their innovation activities in the development stage.

Adopting elements of open innovation process seemed to be rather a function of company culture or

innovation philosophy and less of a structdeature that directly depends on company size (while
many of the surveyed

enterprises: 47%).

acti

Table 9. Indicators of open innovation(EU27, row %)

viti

es seemed to
enterprises). While there was a tendency that larger enterprises were more likely to adopt such open
innovatian strategies, the difference between the various size categories was much lower than in most
other aspects surveyed, with the exception of involving potential users in development processes
where the difference across size categories were rather drarsiuad! Enterprises: 22%, large

Testing Involve
Internet  products potential Share or
based by usersin  exchange
discussion potential innovation intellectual
forums users activities  property

EU27 13 26 24 22
ACTIVITY
High- & mediumhigh-tech 18 30 30 16
Low- & mediumlow-tech 10 30 25 22
Knowledgeintensive service 17 24 31 31
Less knowledgéntensive service 14 27 22 20
COMPANY SIZE
Small (2049 employees) 12 25 22 20
Medium (50249 employees) 15 28 26 26
Medium-large (250499 employees) 18 25 33 27
Large (500+ employees) 19 35 47 29
CHANGE IN SALES (200€2008)
Increased 15 27 26 23
Did not change 12 25 22 20
Decreased 12 28 25 24
I NNOVATI ON | S Aé
€ primary source of income 18 42 43 33
€ significant sou 18 30 29 28
€ n-significant source of income 12 25 23 20
CHANGE IN INNOVATION SPENDING (20062008)
Increased 16 32 33 31
Did not change 13 24 21 18
Decreased 13 32 29 22
EISCOUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 15 26 26 30
Innovation followers 8 26 25 13
Moderate innovators 14 24 24 19
Catchingup countries 16 32 20 22
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Enterprises that increased their innovation spending between 2006 and 2008 were somewhat more
likely than others to participate in online discussiorums relevant toinnovative activitiesand to

involve potential users im-house development activitiesxd were much more open to sharing or
exchanging intellectual property with a broader developroemmunity: the latnamedmethod was
confirmed by 31%0f companiesn this group, 9 percentage points above the EU average.

Patterns areseen to bemixed when considering the EIS country typolodynteprises inthe
finnovation leadeycountries howeveywere clearly more likely than elsewhere to exchange or share
intellectual property to support their own innovation activities.

Looking at result®n acountryby-countrybasis the Innobarometesurveyfound that participation in
Internetbased discussn forums to support innovatiaactivities was characteristic ofde tharonein

five enterprises in 2&BU Member States anith Switzerland. Maltese managers were most likely to

state that their developers participated in relevant online forums to g@eclid@as in relation to
ongoing development projects (37%), and over a quarter of enterprises used such resources to support
innovation in Finlandand theCzech Republichoth 27%) and Cyprus (26%)lhe least likelyto
participate in such online activiti@gerecompaniesn France (3%), Hungary and Latviaoth 5%).

Companies creating or participating in Internet -based discussion forums in

support of innovation
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Q11 Since 2006, has your company used any of the following methods to support its innovative activities?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Providing fee productdgor testing purposesr giving free access tceesvicesto potential usersvere
most widely usedo support innovative activitieis Slovakia (44%), Cyprus (42%), Romania (37%)
and Switzerland (36%)The least likely to use such means to f@stducts and services were Maltese
enterpriseg12%), but less than one in five companies in Hungargt Luxembourg (both 17%),
Bulgaria and mland (both 19%) indicated using sutiethods

Companies giving away or allowing free access to test products or services to

potential users  in support of innovation
100 4
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60 -
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Q11 Since 2006, has your company used any of the following methods to support its innovative activities?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |
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Involving potential users in thouse development activities was most frequently reported to have
taken place since 2006 in Sweden (38%), Finland (37%), the NetherlandsaBé%lovenia (35%),
and very rarely in Hungary (9%®3ulgaria (10%) and Cyprus (13%).

Co
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Q11 Since 2006, has your company used any of the following methods to support its innovative activities?
Base: all enterprises
% of O0Yeso, |

Sharing or exchanging intellectual property with the aim of facilitating innovation was most widely
reported in Sweden (42%), Germany ¥36 Switzerland (33%) and Austria (31%), and virtually hon
existent in Hungary (where only 6% confirmed such cooperativahce (7%), Finland and Belgium
(both8%).

Companies sharing or exchanging intellectual property in support of innovation
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Q11 Since 2006, has your company used any of the following methods to support its innovative activities?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |
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2.2.1dStrategic partnerships to support innation

Previously wesaw that seeking outside knowledge to support innovation is fairly rare among
European enterprises active in innovatiotensive business sectors. Firms are more likely to create
strategic relationshipsn order to support their innovation activiti@gthin ther own supply chain.

Thelnnobarometesurveyasked the following question from enterprises:

Q12 Since006, has your company developed any strategic relationships in support of your
innovation activities withe?

a) ésome specific customers or clients
b) ésuppliers

c) €éother companies active in your field
d) éresearch institutes

e) éeducationenal institut

Results indicat¢hat suchstrategic cooperatignin support of innovation, exists particulavi§thin the
supply chainwith suppliers (42%) owith some specific (presumably large or important) customers
or clients (39%)These types of

strategic relationshipare less

frequent with external players ir  Companies d eveloping strategic relationships in support

the samefield of activity ( ©finnovation  with ...
29%). Strategic links with

educational (24%g#and research

organisations(15%) were less some specific customers or clients 39
frequently reported. 1

suppliers 42

other companies active in your field 29

The size of the enterprise ]

. . . educational institutions 24
affecs their involvement in |
SFrategiC partnerShipS of al research institutes 15
kinds: large enterprises stan J
out in each typ@f Strategic link Q1|2 Since 2006, ht?s_ your company developed anystratefgic
tested (see TabldO. for the PELRLTONSIIRS TN S U el EU27 entorprises
most interesting highlights as % oof on

well as Annex Table 24b for

further breakdowns). The association is especially evident in strategic relations @utsideo mpany 6 s
supply chain, the larger the companies the more likely they were to be engaged in strategic
relationships with other companiegsearch or educatiahorganisationsin addition,the difference

in the amount of cooperation within the supply chbetween mediursized and mediudarge
enterprises &wsonly minimal.

In the various business segmeltt® pattern varies by type of cagtion, e.g. strategic partnerships
with major clients characterise manufacturing companies {448% depending ortechnology
intensity) than service companies. Suppliers wibieeleast important partners in innovation support in
the knowledgentensive sevice sector (32%vs. 42% average across all sectors). In turn, these
companies werthe most likely to engage in partnerships with other companies active in their field of
business (34%i) knowledgeintensive service providers were the only segment wiherenost typical
partners for innovatiosupporting strategic cooperation were organisatinsidetheir supply chain.

Research institutes were most typical innovation partners in thedgghmanufacturing sector (26%
vs. the 15% average across sdigments). Cooperation with educa#ibimstitutions was also above

page45



Flash EB N° 2671 2009 Innobarometer Analytical report

average among higlech manufacturers (27%) and especially among firms provikiirogvledge
intensiveservices (32%).

Enterprises where innovatiatependent revenue is a rsignificant ®urce of sales income were less
likely to have formed strategic partnerships to support innovation, in the period since 2006.
Comparing enterprises primarily reliant on sales income from innovative products and services with
those where such income is dfggant but not the primary source of the revenue, two types of
partnerships emerge where marked differences exist: those primary reliant on inndsigénrsales
revenue were clearly more likely than the other grougotge partneships with key cliens or
customersin orderto support innovation (59%s. 49%, respectively) and to engage in strategic
cooperation with research institutes (29% vs. 17%).

Table 10. Strategic partnerships to support innovation
(EU27, row %)

Some Other

specific companies

customers active in  Research Educational

orclients Suppliers theirfield institutes institutions
EU27 39 42 29 15 24
ACTIVITY
High- & mediumhigh-tech 43 45 28 26 27
Low- & mediumlow-tech 44 43 25 20 20
Knowledgeintensive service 37 32 34 19 32
Less knowledgéntensive service 39 44 29 10 22
COMPANY SIZE
Small (2049 empbyee$ 37 39 26 12 20
Medium (50249 empbyees 42 45 31 19 29
Mediumtlarge 50-499 empl) 45 45 38 27 34
Large (500+ emplyee3 56 64 45 41 49
INNOVATION IS Aé
€ primary sour c¢ 59 57 35 29 34
ésignificant soi1 49 56 37 17 31
€ n o-significant source of immme 36 37 27 14 21
CHANGE IN INNOVATION SPENDING (20062008)
Increased 50 51 37 21 30
Did not change 34 38 25 12 21
Decreased 45 45 31 19 26
EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 37 38 28 14 28
Innovation followers 38 44 23 14 21
Moderate innovators 45 47 30 18 22
Catchingup countries 37 37 34 15 22

The familiar pattern that enterprises wahstable expenditurerelated to innovatiorwere the least

likely to say that they have takections that support innovatialso appears in this analysis: this
segmenti.e. those with stablexpenditures on innovatiomyas the least likely to confirm that they
edablished strategic innovatiasriented relationsips with any of the partners investigatéa the

survey. Firms that increased their innovation budgets between 2006 and 2008 were, on the other hand,
most likely to report strategic cooperation in all typ@&be difference however,between these
companies and those that decreased innovation investmeahe same period was rather sméibih

2 to 6 percentage points).
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Supply chain partnerships among enterprises active in innosiateEmsive business s®rs were most
often seenin countries classified a@noderate innovatodsby the EIS. Cooperation with universities
or other education institutions to facilitate innovation was most widespread fimtievation leader
country group

Slovakia had theighest incidence of kegustomers or clientseingengaged in strategrelationships

to support innovationréported by69% of managers), but more than half of the surveyed enterprises in
Finland (58%), the Czech Republand Switzerland both 56%), Lithuania (54%), Sweden and
Portugal (both 53%) confirmed such relationshipthe past three years. In contrast, only about one in
five companies in Bulgaria (19%) and Hungary (22&fjorted such strategielationships.

Companies d eveloping strategic relationships with specific customers or clients
in support of innovation
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Q12 Since 2006, has your company developed any strategic relationships in support of your innovation
activities
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Lithuania reported the moshnovatiororiented strategic relationships witsuppliers 60% of
enterprisesand such cooperation was also relatively widespread in Cyprus, Portugal and Skalvakia (
56%). Firms in Latvia (16%), Hungary (19%) and Bulgaria (22%) vtleedeast likely to develop
such relationsipswith their suppliers.

Companies d eveloping strategic relationships with suppliers in support of

innovation
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Q12 Since 2006, has your company developed any strategic relationships in support of your innovation
activities
Base: all enterprises
% of O0Yeso, |
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Companies that have developsidategic relations with firms that were outsmfethar supply chain
but active in the same field of businessramost widely reported by managers in Lithuania (50%),
the Czech Republic (44%) and Slovakia (43%). Such reldipsweretheleast frequent in Hungary
(13%), France (17%), Malta (20%)uBaria (21%) and Ireland (22%).

Companies d eveloping strategic relationships with other companies active in
their field in support of innovation
100 4

80 -
60 150

443 39 37 37
36 36
40 - 36 35 34 33 37 31 31 30 29 29 29 28 27 26 26 25 25 "
21 20
17

20 A

Q12 Since 2006, has your company developed any strategic relationships in support of your innovation
activities
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Finnish (37%) enterprises were by far the most likely to have built relationships with research
institutes to support innovation, butabish (28%), Czech (26%) and Noagian (25%) companies

were also well above the EU average in this regard. Virtually no company has developed such
relations in Latvia (3%) and only aboiitin 10did so in Germany (8%), Hungargwitzerlandand

France &ll 9%), Luxembourg (10%) and Romania (11%).

Companies d eveloping strategic relationships with research institutes in support

of innovation
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Q12 Since 2006, has your company developed any strategic relationships in support of your innovation
activities
Base: all enterprises
% of O0Yeso, |
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Finnish enterprises were also the most active in building strategic relations with universities or other
educational institutions (51%h supportof innovation followed by Slovenian (44%) and Swedish
(39%) firms fromthe innovationintensive sectors. Latvian enterprises were the least likely to confirm
suchstrategiaelation$ips (7%).

Companies d eveloping strategic relationships with educational institutions in
support of innovation
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44

33 32 32 31 30 30
28 28 26 25 24
24 24 24 23 22 22 22 91 21
19 19 17 17 17 15

Q12 Since 2006, has your company developed any strategic relationships in support of your innovation
activities
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |
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2.22 International activities in support of innovation
Thelnnobarometesurveyasked the following question from enterprises:

Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the following international
activities in support of innovation?

a) Outsourcing of tasks to companies located in other countries

b) Investments in companies located in other countries

c¢) Other cooperation with local partners in other countries

d) Recruitment of employees from other countries on a permanent or temporary
basis

e) Markettesting of your innovative products in other coiggr

Roughly 1 in 16EU enterprise$6%), with at least 20 employeesdactive in innovatiorintensive
business sectarstated that they made investmeintsupport of innovatioiin companies located in
other countries One in 10
firms outsourced
(innovationrelated) tasks
to firms abroad andbughly

Companies p erforming international activities in
support of innovation

one in six 47%) had Othercoopega;ﬂg:gi&t;tlzggl partners in 17
arother type cooperation ]
with companies in foreign Recruitment of employees from other 16

) countries on a permanent or temporary basis
countries Hee below for 1

details about the Market -testing of your innovative products

. in other countries 13
geographical scopef these Outsourcing of taske & e ocated i |
: . . utsourcing of tasks to companies located in
international _ a(_:t|V|t_|es). other countries 10
About one in six firms Investments in companies located in other ]
(16%) recruited employees Coupmries 6
from abroad, and 13%est .
marketed their inntive Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the

B B following international activities in support of innovation?
productsin other countries Base: all EU27 enterprises

0 0O .

(the same percentage, 13¢ hoof ove:

indicated that their lead markets are located abroad, seens2@ig).

Companies p erforming international activities in support of innovation

Performed international activity = No international activity
100 -

I SON39 040042043

I II 44047050 S0R52053053054 58li58 61863l6allsallss 67

60 - 7447707988053 ls4
40 -

61 61 60 58 57 56 53
o | S0 50 48 47 47 46 45 4 40 39 37 36 36 35 33 32 31

26 23 21 20 17 16

- N w ¥ 7T I X O W a0 JF E|INO O w
_IEOLIJUJ%QLLODLIJmZO_Q.{DZQJLLEQ':%
w

g 5 8 8 8 8 8 B B B §E % H N N H N B H B |
= >
o 5 Y3

W
[22")]

Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the following international activities
in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of mentioning any of the five activites tested, by country

The chart above summarises the proportion of enterprises in each country that have been involved in
international activities in support of innovation. It is remarkable that the EU average for such
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international activities is strongly influenced by the large, primarily domestioetyted EU
economies.

On average, about a third of EU enterprises indicated that they were involeey of the five
international activies that we surveye®f theE U &ig largestcountries theUK and Spain reported
the most international exposure (40% and 39%, respectively), Poland was slightly abd&itg the
average (36%), but France (23%), Germany (20%) and ltaly (17%) were among the cbanmings

the_ _Igast amount  of such crossorder Table 11. International activities supporting
activities. Many of the smaller, more ope

“"nnovation (EU-27, column %)

economies reported much more intensive any

international activity, with Sloveniaand activity
Cyprus both 61%), Ireland (60%) and EU27 32
Luxembourg (58%) topping this ranking.
ACTIVITY
In mostof the companysegmentsi.e. by size, High- & medium-high-tech 45
by sales figures, by importance of innovation)Low- & mediumlow-tech 36
each of the various international activities (iNknowledgeintensive service 33
support of innovation) were mogbr(m other Less knowledgéntensive service 29
cases thdeast) frequently mentioned by the
same enterprise segmentsed Annex Table COMPANY SIZE
21b.for detail9. small (2049 employees) 27
medium (56249 employees) 38
For example, it is universally true, for eachnediumlarge (256449 employees) 48
mternat_lonal activity, th_at the Iarg_er theIalrge (500+ employees) 60
enterprise the more likelit was to indicate
such type of activitytaking place in thepast 'NTERNAT_'ONAL ACTIVITY
three years Taking into account all Manufacturing or sales abroad 55
international activities, (i.,e. any of those Primary activities are only domestic 18
surveyed has taken place, as shawrTable | AST YEAR TURNOVER
0
11), at Iea_st one had been undert_alt@nGO/o Increased 36
of companies irthe largest enterprise segmentb, H
by 48% among mediustarge enterprises, 38% D'd not change 26
of mediumsizedfirms and 27%of the smallest Decreased 27
segment. I NNOVATI ON | S A é
_ _ ) _ ~éprimary source of i 40
Another key _drl\_/er of international innovation, ¢ ; gnificant source 40
support activity is whether or not the enterprise N .
n -gignificant source oic. 30

has a significant international focus in their®
core activities: those whshowed such a focus PRODUCT OR SERVICE INNOVATION

were much more likely to indicate that theyintroduced some product or service innovati 40
performed one of therossborder activitieS Dpid not introduce such innovation 16

mentioned @ support their innovation (55%) - ANGE IN INNOVATION SPENDING 20062008
versus 18% of firms who only operate

domestically. Increased 42
Did not change 26
It is systematically true for each activity thatDecreased 33

enterprises with increased sales revenue agpgls COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
especiallythosewith increasedexpenditue on
innovation (considering the 2008 period)

Innovationleaders 31

were more likely than others to capitalise off"m°vation followers 31
foreign resources (i.e. get involved in Moderate innovators 33
international activities}o facilitate their own Catchingup countries 33
innovation.
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Such annternational focusn innovation wag if we look across all activities (see table abdve)

equally characteristiof companies that gain most or a significant part of their sales revenue from
innovative products or serviceklowever, if one looks at the items separaf@gnex table 21.h.)

thosewho were primarily reliant on innovative product revenue were slightly more likely to engage in

each
services.

of

t he

act i vi adigaificant révenne fronhtbessales wfisdctn products ory 6

Outsourcing innovatiomelated tasks to em@rises in other countries was most frequently utilised in
Lithuania (31%), Cyprusnd Slovakia both 21%), Luxembourg and Belgiunbg@th 20%). Such

outsourcing is obviously more prevalent in manufacturing, especially in thaddgrsegment (where

17% reported using such strategy). According to EIS country typoliggtchingupd countries were
most likely to adopt sucastrategy (12%) and those in tfianovation leadergroup the least (8%).

Companies out

support of innovation
100 4

80

60

40

20

sourcing tasks to  enterprises located in other countries in
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Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the following international activities

in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises

% o

f

oYeso, |

Managers in Luxembourg (20%nd the Czech Republic (17%) were most likely to state that they

made recent investments (since 2006) in firms located in other ie®Uas a means of innovation

support). Differences according the technologyintensity of the enterprises were minin@ith

high-tech companies beirtge most likely to invest), anthe survey showethat enterprises operating
i Aimoderate innovatoro

n

eader o

Companies making i

countries

group (4 %)

nvestments in  enterprises located in other countries

support of innovation
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Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the following international activities

in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises

% of

oYeso, |
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Other forms of cooperation (besides outsourcing and direct investment) with companies tabroad
support innovationwere most frequently mentioned in Lithuania (46%), but almost as firamgy/in
Sweden (45%) and Estonia (42%) indicated suvelationships. Highech manufacturers were
significantly more likely than othsrto report such relatiohgps (28% vs. 17%19% in the other
segments)iCatchingupd countries hadhe most firms indicating such foreign relatidngsto support
innovation 3%) andfinnovationfollowersd were also above tHeU average (19%).

Companies having o  ther forms of cooperation with local partners in other

countries in support of innovation
100 4

80
60 -
46 45 45
40

0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T )
- w =
3 o 3 0

w
77 a)

FI
SK
EL

NO
PL
cy
BE

MT
NL

IE
cz

RO
AT

UK
PT

[ Ev27]
BG
FR

CH
LV

HU
ES

I
DE

Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the following international activities
in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of O0OYeso, |

Recruitment of foreignemployees(on a permanent or temporary ba$isin order to support
innovation) was especially prevalent in Cyprus (51%), Irelar@Poldand Luxembourg (42%).
Recruiting employees from other countrie@s most typical infinnovation leaddr (17%) and
fimoderate innovatorcountries (18%), and leabkely in the ficatchingupd countries (11%)One in
five (20%) of high-tech manufacturerand knowledgéntensive service provideemployed foreign
associates (to support innovation), 6 percentage points above their less techoologywledge
intensivecounterparts.

Companiesr ecruit ing employees from other countries on a permanent or

temporary basis in support of innovation
100 -

80 -

60 151 49
42

40 4

30 30 29 27
26252422
20 20
20 | 18181817171716141212119955
4 2
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Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the following international activities
in support of innovation?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |
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Testing innovative products on foreign markets was most a&féemin Slovenia (30%), Sweden
(25%) and the Czech Republic (23%). Such conduct was more charactefistianufacturers
(especially highech: 26%), while differences according to EIS coungyotogy remained very

limited.

Companies m arket -testing innovative products in other countries

innovation
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Q10. Since 2006, has your firm started or increased to perform any of the following international activities

2.2.2aGeographic focus

in support of innovation?

Base: all enterprises
of oYeso, |

%

For enterprises that indicateahy kind of international activity for innovation support (see previous

section), the following question was presented:

Ql10a Have
(UP TO TWO ANSWERS)

these i

1- EU countries, Norway or Switzerland

2 - North America
3- Asia
4 - Other countries

The results show that such international activitiese primarily limited in terms of thegeographical
scope 71% of companiewho reported any of the five activities described in the previous sestidn

that these activities remainec
within the EU, Norway or
Switzerland. Thismeans that
overall about a quarter dirms
surveyed by Innobarometer ha
crossborder relations within the

EU (or in Norway or
Switzerland) in support of
innovation.

Rather fewenterprises had sucl
relationdips  with North
American (8% of those whc
reported relevant internationg

Location of

nternat.

onal acti vi

c o mp a n intersafional activites

ti es

to

. . 23
EU countries, Norway or Switzerland 71
. 2 .
North America 8 % of all enterprises surveyed
. 3 )
Asia 9 % of those with
] international innovation
6 supporting activity
Other countries
18
Have these international activities tu

Qlo0a

Base: those who performed at least one international activity

% of

0 Ment

suppor

activity and 2% of the total) or Asian countries (9% and 3%, respectively). About twice as many
companies (18% of those internationally active and 6%lloénterprises) had innovati@pecific
cooperation with countriesutside of Europe, the US or Asia.
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Considering only thosdirms that had undertakeimternational activityin order to facilitate
innovation,it was mostly Swedish enterpriseékat mentonedAsia as (one of) the main geographic
location(s) of their partners, or origin of their employees (18%). At eastlO firms also mentioned
this continent as a base for partnerships,the UK, Franceand Luxembourg (all 17%), Finland
(15%), Norway(11%) and Denmark (10%).

Innovation partnershipsvith North Americancountries was mentioned by more thanin 10
enterprises with international innovation support activity in Denmark (18%)JK, Portugaland
Ireland @ll 14%), Norway (13%), Italy (1%), Greece (11%), Cyprus and Luxembourg (both 10%).

For full details on those firms that had &agd of innovationsupporting relationship witbompanies
in other countriessee Ainex Table 2a. The countnby-country analysighat followsis based on
results projected to the entire surveyed segment of enterprises adtimevationintensivesectors.

Combining all norEU partner countriegexcept for Switzerland and Norwaythe Innobarometer
survey found that 11% enterprises with innovatismpporting international activity indicated
cooperation with countries outside the EU amongrthgo main locations of such activities. As
mentioned above, 23% had similar crbssder activities within the EU (on Switzerland or
Norway).

Location of c o mp a n iinereadional  activites
100 ® Within the EU (+C H, NO)
80 Outside the EU

60
40

20

Ql0a Have these international activities to
Base:enterprises with international activities to support innovation
% of oOoMentionedo,

Luxembourgish enterprises were most likely (52%) to be engaged in any of the relevant innovation
supporting international activities (outsourcing, investing, hiring, mddsting or othertypes of
cooperation to facilitaténnovation outside their home country). Abauin 10enterprises or more in
Sweden (46%), Ireland (44%), Cyprasd Slovakia both 42%), Norway (39%), Estonia and the
Czech Republic (38%) performed similar activities.

The highest proportion of coopematiwith countries outside the E(&xtended by Switzerland and
Norway) was found in Slovenia (26%), Sweden (21%), and Greece (20%). But even in these
countries, the main focus of crelssrder partnerships was tfextended) EU.

Table12. shows the geograpal location(within the extended EU or nod)f innovatiorsupporting
activities asa percentagef: a) all enterprises interviewei the survey, and)ithose who indicated

that they had participated in any the five international activities to suppannovationspecified by

the Innobarometesurvey The first approach provides the reader with a sense @intioeint ofEU-

level involvement in international activities within or outside the EW the various business
segments The findings however,essentially replicate the results of the sectoral results presented
above regarding general involvementirimovationsupportingactivities. The results shown for those
companiegngaged in sucimternationalactivities are more helpfih terms ofidentifying differences

in thegeographial orientation of the relatiomgpswithin each segment.
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The first and probably rather evidenesult of this analysis that cooperation with countries within

the EU shows little variation across tharioussegmentgif we focus our analysis on those who are
engaged in international activities in general); consideringg@upings in each of the business
segmentsthe proportion of those reporting cooperation within the EU ranged between 66% (large
enterprises) and5% (lowtech manufacturers, aifiithnovation leadeycountries).The dfferences are
much more pronounced in the extent to which compamiegngaged withnnovatiorrsupporting
relationships in thirgbarty countries.

Table 12. International activity to support innovation by main geographical
focus(EU-27, column %)

ENTERPRISES
WI' TH | NT
ACTIVITY

Within Outside  Within Outside
the EU the EU the EU the EU

ALL
ENTERPRISES

EU27 23 11 71 33
ACTIVITY

High- & mediumhigh-tech 33 21 73 47
Low- & mediumlow-tech 27 12 75 33
Knowledgeintensiveservice 24 11 72 34
Lessknowledgeintensiveservice 20 9 68 32
COMPANY SIZE

small (2649 empbyee$ 19 8 72 28
medium (56249 empbyee$ 26 14 70 36
mediumlarge (256449 empbyee$ 33 22 70 46
large (500+ emplyee$ 39 26 66 43
LAST YEARO SURNOVER

Increased 26 12 70 34
Did not change 19 8 72 32
Decreased 20 9 72 32
EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION

Increased 30 14 72 34
Did not change 18 9 69 33
Decreased 24 9 73 26
INNOVATION IS Aé

€ primary source ¢« 27 18 69 44
€ significant sour 29 12 72 30
€ n-significant source of inc. 21 10 70 33
PRODUCT OR SERVICE

INNOVATION

Introduced some product or service

related innovation 28 14 70 34
Did not introducesuch innovation 12 4 73 25
EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY

Innovation leaders 23 11 75 34
Innovation followers 23 11 74 35
Moderate innovators 22 12 66 35
Catchingup countries 22 8 66 25

page56



Flash EB N° 2677 2009 Innobarometer Analytical report

Segments that were most likely to have engaged in suchpduitgcountry relationkipswere those in

the hightech manufacturing sector (47% of those performing international activities an@f2al%
companieshad innovationsupportingrelationdips with countries outside the EU), in the medium
large (46% and 22%espectively) and large (43%, 26%) enterprise segments. Timosg, as well,

who relied primarily on the sales of their innovative products and services were also more likely to
have a stronger than usual focus on relatiggsswith countries outside the EU (446§ those with
international activities). Even more broadly, those who introduced new or significantly improved
services or products since 2006 were also more likely to cooperate witipaiydcountries in the
same pdod (34% of those with international activities). Such cooperation has been equally typical in
the various EIS country categories, with the exceptiofficatchingupd countries where markedly
fewer companiesooperated with partners outside the EU.

2.23 Lead markets

We have shown that some enterprises active in innovatiensive sectors of the EU indicated that
they use foreign markets to test their innovative products or servVicefnnobarometesurveyasked
managers to identify the geograpiitocation of th@ lead marketyia the following question:

Q14. Firms often think in terms of lead markets, where customers demand or have higher interest
in certain innovative features of products or services. Where are your most demanding customers
located? Please select one.

1- In your country

2 - EU countries or Norway or Switzerland
3 - In other countries

4 - No notable difference by market area

Predominantly, EU enterprises considered that their lead market is (within) their home country (70%),
10% indicated that it is elsewhere within the EU (or in Switzerland or Norway) and 3% indicated that
it is located outside the EU.

Roughly 1 in 10 1_1%) _Of Location of compan i e kedil markets
managers could not identify ¢ :

lead marketthat contained their In the home country 70
i most demandi,n _ , 1

ie they saw no notable EU countries or Norway or Switzerland 10

difference by market area In other countries | 3

As Annex Table 26b. shows No notable difference by market area 11

across all enterprise segment Not appiicable |1 4

the predaminant lead markeis 1

t he C O mpraen gooNyYy. DKINA | 1

Those least likely to identify

. . . Q14. Firms often think in terms of lead markets, where customers demand or
thelr domeStIC market as haVI n have higher interest in certain innovative features of products or services.
the most demanding C||entsd Where are your most demanding customers located? Please select one.

%, Base: all EU27 enterprises

high-tech manufacturers: 51%,

low-tech manufacturers: 54%, those with crbesder core activities: 48%) weakso themost likely
to claim that there is natreal difference between the various mardeda in this regard (17%, 18%
and 21%respectively)

As for those companies that named aeotEU country agheir lead market this was primarily
enterprisedn the manufacturing segments (higgth: 19%, lowtech: 20%), the largest enterprises
(15%), therelatively-young enterprises (established after 2001: 1&884)those that gain most of their
revenue from the sales of innovative product and services (16%dition, enterprises active in
innovationintensive sectors of countries classified &i t hrederatei innovatsr 0(12%) or
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ficatchingupo countries (19%) were clearly more likely to consider other EU member countries as
their lead markets.

Non-EU counties were identified as lead marketsjlmst 2%-5% of enterprises across &llisiness
segments, with the exception of hitgch manufacturers where 8% thought that their most demanding
customers are located outside the EU.

The ountryby-country varance of the results shows modistinct patterns. At least 7 in 10
enterprises in five of the six largest EU member st@tith the largest, Germany, on top) indicated a
domestic lead market (the exceptimas Italy where a little fewer, 67% provided suahanswer)
However, it was particularljhose countries outside the Ehiat werethe most likely to claim that
their most demanding customers are in their home country: Switzerland (85%) and Norway (84%).

Location of compan i e kedil markets
In the home country EU countries or Norway or Switzerland
H n other countries m No notable difference by market area
Not applicable DK/NA

100 +

L EEE EEE R M P
80 1 014551271012131315211 E Ezz . I
N 14 35 22 [, g 1 25 24 o 26

40 |85 84 84
77 74 73 71 71 70 70 69 69 68 67 67 65 64 G2 62 61 59 57 56 56 56 56 54 53

20 4 45 41

Q14. Firms often think in terms of lead markets, where customers demand or have higher interest in certain
innovative features of products or services. Where are your most demanding customers located? Please select one.
Base: all enterprises
% by country

In sharp contrast, only 41%f firms in Greece and 45% in Cyprus considered that local customers
were the most demanding (although many of the Greek respondents simply found no difference
between the various markets in this aspect: 21%).

Slovakiaand Cyprus (poth 26%), Slovenia (%), Portugal (24%), and the Czech Republic%22

were the countries where firms most frequently named another EU Member State as their lead market.
Maltese firms (11%), followed by Cypriot and Danish companies (both 9%) weonéisemost often
naming norAEU countries as their lead markets.
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2.3 Public procurement and innovation

Public procurement might be an pmptunity to sell innovations, or, from the other perspective,
innovation orientegoublic procurement cliestcould excourage enterprises to focus more on
innovative developments. As discussed in section 2.1.2, enterprises who found opportunities to sell
innovations on public procurement tenders witiemost likely of all to consistently increase their
innovation budges since 2006, even for 2009, when many other comphaiedecided to cut back

on such spending.

Thelnnobarometesurveya s ked t he foll owing question to cl ar
procurement:
Q7. The term Apublic procurementod describes the pu
by governments and public bodies. Since 2006 has vy

CODE FIRST THAT APPLIES

l1-éwon at |l east one public procurement contract
2-ésubmitt ek teader for @pakdiad procurement, but none was

successful

3-éinvestigated opportunities to sell to gover nme

submitted any tender
4 - ... did none of these, not interested in public procurement

Those who confirmed that ¢y were interested in public procurement were, depending on their
answer, subsequently asked:

Q7a/b/c. Didthe public procurement opportunities that you investigatetdeast one of the
tenders that yosubmitted at least one of the public procuremeoitracts that you have won
since 2006 include the possibility to sell an innovation (i.e. new or signifiemmtisoved products
or services)?

The first remarkable result is that the vast majority of those enterprisehachaot either denied
interestin public procurement (42%f companies across thgJ, in the innovationintensivesectors
that thelnnobaometersurvey examinedor saidthe questiorwas not applicabléo them(e.g. they
offer products or services that are typically asubject of public tenders, 20%) have actualyn at
least one public contract in the period since 2006 (27%). Ovetaliof the enterprises surveyed and
interested in  public
procurement, did not
win a contract (3% did
not even submit a bid 1

Co mp a n i artgipatign in public procurement

and 6% submitted a won at least one public procurement contract 27
tender but dichot win). submitted at least one tender for a public | 6
In total. 36% of the procurement, but none was successful

H H H investigated opportunities to sell to governments
enterprlses Interviewec or public bodies, but not submitted any tender 3

were interested in pUb“c did none of these, not interested in public |

procurement tendsr procurement 42
Not applicable 20

As Annex Table 15b. |

shows, knowledge DK/NA | 2

intensive service 8

CompanieSShowed the Q7. The term fpublic procuremento describes
. public works by governments and public bodi

most interes(44%) and Base: all EU27 enterprises

were themost likely to % of o
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win public procurementenders(32%), compared to manufacturing companies (that were generally
less interested, 29%or both high-tech and lowtech) andto the less knowledgeintensive service
companies as well (where 31% were interested and 24% felt that the quesstiont applicableo

them). Companies where most revenue came from innovative products were less inteyadbéd in
procurement (35%) than those where such i ncome

The large compangegmentvas not themost interested in public procurement (tiséypwed about as
much interest althoughthey wereslightly more likely to wini as the small enterprises33% and

34%, respectively as it had more appeal for theo middle categories: mediugized (40%) and
mediumlarge firms (41%).

Public procurement waaso ofmoreinterestto companies that operate time ficatchingupo countries
(41%), those that only operate domestically (38%) and those that reported increasing revenues
between 2006 and 2008 (40%).

Co mp a niinkeeest in public procurement
100
80
60
40

57 55 53 53 52
20 - 9 19 149 48 148 40 44 44 42 40 39 38 33 38 38 38 37 36 34 33 33 32 0 11

0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T a— T T T T T T T T T )

= T n Y4 N L > T 4 4 - W ry ¥ Wi~ - v w o0 n
FTIo3252o0ulsddaokonfifd @B Sla Sazuwk 2
w
Q7. The term Apublic procuremento describes the purct
governments and public bodies. Sinc

Base: all enterprises
combined % of won, submitted, and investigated shown by country

There is almost a threefoldifference between those countries witike highest involvement in public
procurement and those that have shown the least interest. Abmns10 enterprises in Lithuania
indicated thathey were interested (57%), and over half in FinJg8ldveniaand Luxembourg &ll

53%) and Latvia (52%) had some direct experience in relation to public tenders (and, reflecting the
general trend, most of these companies have also won at least one gttt ¢ondetails refer to

Annex Table 15a.). At the same tinenly about a quarter of Italian (25%) and Hungarian (24%)
companies indicated that they considered stich

opportunities. Innovation in public procurement

Looking at the innovative aspect of public sal 27

for tender, it seemghat most suchpublic
procurement opportunitiegid not offer the 6 3
enterprisesthat we surveyeda possibility to ‘

. . . won at least one  submitted at least investigated
'SG" or, at Ieast'to offer lnnovatlon(l.e. new or public procurement  one tender fora  opportunities to sell
Improved serwces). contract public procurement, to governments or
butnonewas  public bodies, but not
successful submitted any tender

Between 64% and 77% of companies
interested in public procurement indicated tt
none of the opportunities investigated /
unsuccessful ids made /contracts they wonr

provided the opportunity to offer innovativi
products or services. The actual percentay
might be biaged by the frequency of tendering
e.g. those who won a contract might ha
submitted more bids than those who did n

POSSIBILITY TO SELLNEW OR IMPROVED SERVICES
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therefore the likelihood of at least one bid including an innovative solution could by simply increased
In any case, those who won cratts were more likely to identify (and exploit) opportunities to sell
their innovations.

In an analysis of the responses of all those enterprises that had direct experience with public
procurement in the period since 2008dé that wereeither won, submitted, or investigatedhe
Innobarometesurveyfound that orthe EU level 29% of enterprises found or won at least one public
tender that offered the possibility to sell innovati
products, services or solutions. Opportunity  to sell innovations

on public tenders
Once again, these results might be influenced amongoenterpriseswith direct experiencewith public tenders,
the varying frequency of tendering ass the EU27, oyesshown
various segments, but floes seem that those EU27
enterprises that gain most of their sales inco ACTIVITY
from marketing their innovative products ar Highamedium high tech
services (and were interested in publ
procurement) were more likely (43%) tha
companies generating sigiciéint revenue from
norrinnovative products 27%-30%) to find at

Low&medium low tech
Knowledge intensive service

Less knowledge intensive service

least one call for tender that provided COMPANY SIZE
opportunity to sell such products. small (20-49 empl)

medium (50 -249 empl)
Also, those who have increased their innovati medium-large (250-449 empl)
budget between 2006 and 2008 were much m large (500+ empl)

likely (39%) than tke EU averagé29%)to find at INNOVATIONIS
least one opportunity that offered the possibility
sell some of the products of their innovation. It |
however, a chickeandegg situation: the survey
cannot tell if the increased spendimg innovation
was a result ofieccessful sales of some innovatic
within in public tenders, or the other way around Increased
Did not change
Finally, large enterprises seemed to be much m Decreased
likely than others to find public call for tender
where they could sell innovative solution&¥G).

é a primary so
é a significant
é a -sigmificant source of inc.

EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION

A similar problem occurs when we look at the same indicator by couitig hard to tell how much
of these differences can be attributed to tendering frequenay@prbportion of primarily innovative
companies that seemed to have a better eye faprpjities (or not much else to offer) to sell
innovations in public contracts.

Opportunity  to sell innovations on public tenders
among enterprises with direct experiencewith public tenders,

innovation opportunity identified

46
42 41 41 41 40 40 39 38 37 35 oy 1
29 28 28 28 27
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In any case, companies in Denmark were the most likely to identify possibilities to offer innovative
products and services in public tendet6%), and about in 10 enteprises (that had any experience

with public procurement) in Swederthe UK, Bulgaria, Luxembourg, Portugal, Finland, the
Netherlands and the Czech Republic also confirmed that they have seen at least one call for tender
where heir innovative products could (have been) s@lik kast likely to identify such opportunities

were thosecompaniesnterviewed in Cyprus (15%), Romaréad Greece (both 17%) and Germany
(18%).

Independentof direct experience,

the Innobarometersurvey asked  Fora companyto be successful in public
about enterprisés per c e [ procurement...

to whetherthey considered low

costor an innovative component low cost is more important than

in pUb"C tenders to be the key 25 innovation for winning a public
; 30 tender

for success|f they made a choice.

low cost (30%) was consideréd innovation is more important

than low cost for winning a

be more important than the public tender

inclusion of innovative products
(9%) in securing such a contrac
However, he largest group statet
that both are equally importan
(36%). From this perspective, th
Combned proportion Of those th Q8. For a company to be successfulin public procurement, do
considered innovation to be you consider
important (equalvith cost or even %, Base: all EU27 enterprises
more importan) was 45%. A

quarter of managers did not have

an opinionon this subject

m cost and innovation have equal
importance for winning public
tenders

DK/NA

Excluding the fidonoét knowo r epl iisaepictedtomtbe chartop or t
bel ow, sorted by innovationds importance being
this ranking, with only 16% of the firms interviewed indicating that it is really twst matters in

public procurementendersOn the other hand, 60% of Swedish managers (who had a clear opinion on

this issue) claimed thatlow priceis more likely to lead to success ipablic tender thathe offerof

an innovative solution.

For a company to be  successful in public procurement...

innovation is more important than low cost for winning a public tender
cost and innovation have equal importance for winning public tenders
® low cost is more important than innovation for winning a public tender

100 -
32033034
80 - 35Q36Q37440 a0 a0 a0 a1la3las N ashashas 47Q47448 480505305l s s s A -
60
64

61 48

40 4 52 49
63 56 53 55 48 47 46 42
55 44 47 43 49 41 39 40 3] 2
20 51 50 42 39 33 39 31
21 21 24
‘15‘ ‘4‘14‘9‘15‘10‘5‘5‘11‘13‘12‘15‘12‘9‘12‘5 2‘12"“13‘10‘5‘14‘ ‘6‘10‘4‘9‘
0 ¥ +— N — > = w
Q8 es¥EBFuzRlEaadcfsa2485=0305 34
]
Q8. For a company to be successful in public

Base: all enterprises
% by country, DK/NA excluded
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The correlation ofperceived innovation importance in public tenders (the proportion of those who
believed that innovation is at least as importardasd and the perception of innovative opportunities
offered in public procurement calls wasat thecountry leveli ratherlow: 0.24. The same analysis
carried out among those who had at least one successful tender with an innovative component resulted
in a slightly higher correlatiord.34.

Looking at theresults by key enterprise
segments, much less variance w
found. Those who gained most of thei
sales revenue from innovative produc innovation is more important than low cost for winning a public tender
and services were more optimistic the cost and innovation have equal importance for winning public tenders
others that innovation is at least : ® low cost is more important than innovation for winning a public tender

important in public tenders as pric

Price vs. innovation on public tenders
EU27, %yesshown

(18% considered it even more cuzr M -
. . ACTIVITY
important, but in the same segment 33 _ o 1
. .. K High&medium high tech | 14 36
believed that pricés more important Lowgmedium low tech 3 -
. Knowledge intensive service 112 53
In Cor_]traSt’ hlgheCh pI’OdUCGrS.WerE Less knowledge intensive servicei 11 50
most likely to assume that low price he COMPANY SIZE |
precedence over innovativeontent small (20-49 empl) |11 47
when public tenders are evaluate@%s medium (50-249 empl) | 12 51
had this opinion) and only 14% in thi medium-large (250-449 empl) | 11 50
segment felt that innovatm could large (500+ empl) |9 54
outweigh an unfavourable price INNOVATIONIIS .. |
difference between competin ¢ a primary so| 18 48
proposals. 6 a significant|13 49
é a -signmificant source ofinc. |9 47
The survey found only insignifican EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION |
differences across the various si Increased |13 48
segments in this regard. Did not change |9 49
Decreased | 15 45

The question arises: are enterprises

innovationrintensivebusiness sectors deterred from participatimgublic procurement (as we saw,
42% explicitly stated that they were not interested) because thegh&t such tenders do not value
their innovatons?

Tablel3d Perceptions of innovationsd val
procurement?
EU27, row %, not applicable not shown therefore rows do not add up to 100%

PUBLIC PROCUREMENT HISTORY:

not
won at least submitted at interested in
one public least one  investigated public
KEY TO SUCCESS: contract tender opportunities procurement
low cost is more important 44 10 3 30
innovation is more important 25 5 4 47
they have equal importance 29 5 5 43

The data suggesthat the answer is no. In fact, those who considered that low cost is more important
than innovation were more likely (54%) to participate (and to @4Pb) than those who assumgtht
innovation wasat least a important, if not more so (34% and 30%}pectively. The same picture
prevails if we focus this analysis enterprises where most incomealerivedfrom innovation even in

this group the ones more likely tparticipate (51%)were thosewho considered prica@s having
precedenceover innovation in such tenders. Overall, 32% of those not interested in public
procurement could not even tell which aspect is more important.
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3. Impact of political and economic framework conditions

The last section of this report looks at various @peielated or market driven factors that may
contribute to promoting innovation across the EU.

3.1 Public policies assisting innovation

Public policies can play an instrumental role in promoting innovation. The Innobarometer surveyed
five of the most tpical public policyrelated innovation facilitating policies, both on the suggpte

(i.e. that enable enterprises to innovate more) and the desidndthat is, regulatory and other
actions that increase the demand for certain innovative solutionsoduqgts). The question (with
multiple answers allowed) that the Innobarometer survey asked was:

Q15. Have significant changes in the following polielated areas introduced since 2006 had a
positive effect on innovation in your company?

SUPPLY-SIDE POLICIES

a) Changes in tax environment (e.g. R&D or innovation tax credits)

b) Changes in public financial support (grants, loans, support for recruiting new
staff etc.)

DEMAND-SIDE POLICIES

¢) New requirements from environmental regulations or standards

d) Nev requirements from other regulations or industry/technical standards

e) Services provided by intermediaries (e.g. technology transfer agencies, patent
offices)

The reader might note that the Innobarometer survey did not ask about the existencepofisych
actions, only whether or not public policy actions in these areas, since 2006, have contributed to
innovation.

The results suggest that successful (in the sense that they not only existed but actually had a positive
effect) demandide policies are generally more widely reported by EU enterprises active in the
innovationintensive business sectors. But even in dategory, less than half of the enterprises
surveyed indicated that demasidle policies had positively impacted their innovation activities (48%
reported a positive effect from at least one pelighated changé the most influential being new
environmatal regulations that encouraged or required 35% of EU enterprises (in the sectors covered
by Innobarometer) to innovate.

Policy -related areas that have had a positive effect on
innovation

New requirements from environmental

regulations or standards 35

New requirements from other regulations or 30 L DEMAND SIDE:
industry/technical standards 48%

Services provided by intermediaries (e.g.

technology transfer agencies, patent offices) 10

Changes in public financial support (grants, 29
loans, support for recruiting new staff etc.) | SUPPLY SIDE:

33%

Changes in tax environment (e.g. R&D or
innovation tax credits)

18

Q15. Have significant changes in the following policy -related areas introduced
since 2006 had a positive effect on innovation in your company?
Base: all EU27 enterprises
% of oYeso
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Other newly introduced regulations or standards prompted 30% of the enterprises to innovate or to
increase their amount of innovation. Services provided by intermediaries (e.g. patent offices) were less
relevant, however; 10% of surveyed managers claimed that these also contributed to their innovation
activities.

Supplyside policies were less liketyo have positively affected enter
2006: a third of all surveyed companies confirmed that newly introduced public policies provided

them with financial resources (either by not taking them aiwayg. tax credits, allowarsi, or by

supplying them in the form of grants or loans, etc.) that had a positive effect on their innovation
activity. Changes in public financial support had a positive influence on rather more enterprises (22%)

than changes in the tax environment (38%

In summary, as shown in Table 14., almost a quarter of EU enterprises found both angdply
demandside policy changes influencing their innovation activities in a positive way (23%), slightly

more (26%) indicated thainly demanedside policy change had such benefits and about one in 10

(11%) only reported supphs i de pol i ces. Roughly 4 in 10 (41%)
innovationintensive business sectors did not find guay public policy initiativegat least of the five

types survged) contributed to their innovation efforts.

The most benefit fromsupplyside policychanges was seen by enterprises in the knowlgdgasive

services sector and in the largest enterprise segment (both 36% vs. An EU average of 33%) and by
those whowere able- in the same periodto increase their sales revenue (40%). However, as these
figures suggest, the variation remained rather limited in this aspect (see also Annex Table 27b.). In
addition, 42% of enterprises that had the most revenue froovation confirmed a positive impact

from supplyside policiesi 32% in this segment could utilise tax policy changes to boost their
innovative activities. It is also remarkable that those enterprises that felt that innovation could be sold
as part of pulit procurement opportunities were markedly more likely (46%) than others (31%) to
confirm that such policy changes contributed to innovation.

Variations were more pronounced in how much enterprises feltdgraanedside policy changes
influenced innovatin activities positively: those in the highch manufacturing sector (54%), in the

large enterprise segment (61%) and those who felt that innovations can be sold as part of public
procurement contracts (63%) were able to capitalise on such changes. ID{&T%58%) of those

where at least a significant part of the sales came from innovative products and a similar number
(57%) of those who reported increased innovation investment between 2006 and 2008 also confirmed
the beneficial effects of such policiianges.

While those enterprises that were operating internationally were only slightly more likely to enjoy
supplyside policy benefits than those with domestic focus (34% vs. 32%), the difference in how much
they saw demandide policy changes contribing to their innovation was more significant (63% vs.
42%).

Demandsi de policy initiatives were more |ikely to
(52 %) and especially in @i nnowide poloyinitiitied weeewer 0 ¢
|l east |l i kely to contribute in Ainnovation | eade¢
Amoderate innovatoro group (36%).

Finally, enterprises that did not report a positive influence from any public policy initiative since 2006
(neithe on the supplynor on the demanside) were those in the smallest enterprise segmentq20

empl oyees: 45%), those with decreaseudpd eveummuter i( &
according to EIS typology (47%).
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Table 14. Supplyside ordemand-side public policies contributed to innovation since 2006

(EU-27, row %)

demand  supply
side side SUPPLY- DEMAND -
policies  policies SIDE SIDE
both only only neither combined combined
EU27 23 26 11 41 33 48
ACTIVITY
High- & mediumhigh-tech 24 31 10 35 34 54
Low- &medium-low-tech 22 25 10 42 33 47
Knowledgeintensive service 23 24 13 40 36 47
Less knowledgéntensive service 21 25 11 42 32 47
COMPANY SIZE
small (2649 employees) 21 23 11 45 31 44
medium (56249 employees) 23 26 11 40 34 48
mediumlarge (256499 employ.) 24 27 11 38 35 51
large (500+ employees) 27 34 8 31 36 61
LAST YEAR TURNOVER
Increased 24 27 11 38 35 51
Did not change 21 24 11 44 32 45
Decreased 22 24 9 45 30 46
EXPENDITURE ONINNOVATION
Increased 29 29 12 31 40 57
Did not change 20 26 11 44 31 46
Decreased 22 24 9 45 32 46
I NNOVATI ON | Sé
€ a primary sou 31 27 11 32 42 57
€ a significant 28 29 12 30 40 58
€ a -sigaificant source ofc. 21 26 11 43 31 46
POSSIBILITY TO SELL INNOVATION ON PROCUREMENT TENDERS
yes, there is such possibility 34 29 12 25 46 63
No 21 25 10 44 31 46
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY
Manufacturing or sales abroad 24 28 10 38 34 52
Primary activities onlylomestic 21 24 11 44 32 45
EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 20 32 9 40 28 52
Innovation followers 24 32 10 34 34 55
Moderate innovators 24 24 12 40 36 48
Catchingup countries 22 19 11 47 33 41

page66



Flash EB N° 2677 2009 Innobarometer Analytical report

With the exception of the Czech Repul{sapply-side: 56%, demanside: 46%), Slovakia (SS: 41%,

DS: 34%) and Hungary (SS: 25%, DS: 20%), in all countries, deidedpolicies affected more

enterprises positively than supgide policies although in Malta the difference was minimal, from
both sources about half of the enterprises confirmed a positive influence.

Supply -side or demand -side public policies contributed to innovation since 2006
(sorted by the averagecontribution of the two types)

80 1 73

20 68 SUPPLY-SIDE combined DEMAND -SIDE combined
59
] 56 57
50 3 46 45 46 46 47 45 43 44 45
40 | 39 w3539 L, 038 g 4;43539 41 39 40 36
1 30 3433 . 33 ,g 31 32 31 32 59 g 33 31 4
30 - 25 26 25
22
20 4 19 14 15
10 4
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T )
> N w = — 0
OoggydmmuagmEé%b%a’%%ﬂ'&z‘%tg%ﬁi
w
Q15. Have significant changes in the following policy -related areas introduced since 2006 had a positive

effect on innovation in your company?
Base: all enterprises
% of oYeso, |

Overall, supplyside policy changes have most frequently had a positive influence since 2006 in the
Czech Republic (56%), Malta (50%) and Greece (433¢)mandside policy changes have catalysed
innovations in the most enterprises in Cyprus (73%), France (68%), Ireland (59%) and Finland (57%).

Table 15 presents the top five countries in each of the five policy areas where changes in each of the
public poicy areas had a positive influence on innovation (for the rest, refer to Annex Table 27a.)

Table 15. Changes in public policy areas contributed to innovation since 20Q@w %)
New requirements

New requirements from other
Changesin from environmente  regulations or Services
Changes intax public financial regulations or  industry/technical provided by
environment support standards standards intermediaries
Cz 44 MT 36 CcY 71 CY 58 CY 37
MT 39 EL 32 FR 61 FR 43 LT 27
CcY 38 IE 31 IE 48 MT 41 Cz 21
PT 32 Ccz 31 MT 47 DK 41 RO 21
SK 30 BE 29 EL 43 IE 41 PT 17

As evident from the results in Table 15, Cypriot companies, active in the inncirgtosgive
business sectors Innobarometer surveyed, were consistently upbeat about recent opportunities

provided by public policies (as well as other factors, see sect)rh8ving a positive influence on
their innovation activities.
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3.2 Other factors boosting innovation

More so than public policies, market or general technological or economic factors can also play a role
in triggering more innovation. The Innatmmeter survey asked the following question to obtain
evidence in these areas:

Q16. Have any of the following other factors had a positive effect on innovation in your company
since 20067

TECHNOLOGY-PUSH FACTORS

a) New opportunities to collaborate witimiversities and research institutes

b) Emergence of new technologies to be exploited

DEMAND-PULL FACTORS

¢) Increased pressure from competitors

d) New opportunities to enter new markets or expand sales in existing markets

e) New demands from government/public sector clients (through public
procurement)

f) New demands from commercial clients

In the analysis, we break out the technologysh factors (i.e. hew opportunities to deploy new or
unfamiliar technologies in the eation of new products or services) and denjault factors
(marketplace developments that necessitate or reward new innovations).

The results suggest that demanmdl factors were more likely than pusdctors to positively influence

innovation activitis between 2006 and early 2009, when the survey was conducted. Almost three
quarters (72%) of ent er p-intensieesectarsindicated that at leastore E U 6 s
of the four demangbull factors influenced their innovation activity irpasitive manner. Opportunities

or demands in the private sector had a primacy over public demand: about half of enterprises
confirmed that increased pressure from competitors (53%), increased demand from existing
commercial clients (49%) and new opportigstto expand within existing markets or gravitate to new

ones (49 %) of fered opportunities for (or even |
demands had a similar effect with only a minority (16%) of enterprises (many of them were not even
active in public markets, see section 2.3).

Other factors that  have had a positive effect on
innovation in companies

Increased pressure from competitors 53

New demands from commercial clients 49

L DEMAND -PULL

New opportunities to enter new markets or 49 FACTORS:72%
expand sales in existing markets

New demands from government/public 16
sector clients (through public procurement)

Emergence of new technologies to be 30
exploited

L TECHNOLOGY-PUSH

New opportunities to collabprat_e with 15 FACTORS:35%
universities and research institutes

Q16. Have any of the following other factors had a positive effect
on innovation in your company since 2006?
Base: all EU27 enterprises
% of O0Yeso

page68



Flash EB N° 2677 2009 Innobarometer Analytical report

Overall, 35% of companies mentioned that at least one of the two surveyed tecknabdgactors

has had a positive influence on their innovation since 2006. In particularprgence of new
technologies has provided a ptgitle motivation for the companies to focus more on innovation
(30%), and 15% mentioned opportunities to cooperate with universities or research institutes as an
additional reason to innovate in the 2a0@8timeframe.

The predominance of pudide factors in boosting innovation is further illustrated by the fact that only
3% of companies at the EU level stated tbaly changes in the technologpush factors have
influenced innovations positively, asasin in Table 16. On the other hand, 40% of enterprises only
saw pulifactors that provided an extra motivation to innovate over the past three years, while 32% felt
that both had contributed. Overall, a quarter of all innovatitensive enterprises inteewed in the

EU could not confirm a positive effect on innovation from any changes in the surveyed factors.

Enterprises that have benefited from changeasdhnologypushfactors were found in abosserage
proportions in the higitech manufacturing segment (45% vs. a 35% EU average), and the prevalence
increased progressively with the size of the enterprises (63% of the large enterprise segment vs. 29%
of small enterpris®. Enterprises that could increase their sales (41%) or innovation budgets (48%)
were also more likely than others to be positively influenced by changes in these factors. Those
primarily reliant on innovation income were particularly more likely to refwat technologypush

side factors contributed positively to their innovation (56%), but those who felt they could sell (or
have sold) innovation via public procurement (59%) and those operating internationally (43%) were
also significantly more likely t@onfirm positive effects from changes in these factors. (See Annex
Table 28b for detailed results for each factor by enterprise segments.)

The picture is very similar if we take a look at tHemandpull factors, but the numbers are
significantly highe and the range of variance is relatively less broad (e.g. the gap between the smallest
and largest enterprises is only 15 percentage points compared to the 34 percentage point disparity
found in the technologpush factors) a large number of enterpriseseach segment were influenced

by such changes in the past three years. These factors had more impact on manufaetpenizlly
low-tech manufacturing (77% compared to the 72% EU average) than the service industries. As
indicated, large enterpriseseme most likely to confirm a demadwlliven contribution to their
innovation activities (85%). Those who primarily rely on innovation to boost their revenues (84%) as
well as those with an increased innovation budget (81%) were more likely than othelisateithat
demandside factors have motivated them to focus more on innovation. An overwhelming number
(85%) of those who (felt they could) have sold an innovation as part of a public procurement contract
also confirmed that demand had boosted theirtsfio innovation.

Changes intechnologgyus h factors were more |ikely to posit
i nnovatoro (4o amdunftaatecshi (ny8 %) , whil e there
difference in how demanside changesaffected innovation among the country groups created
according to the EIS typology.

Finally, enterprises that didot report a positive influence from either changes in techngbagh or
marketpull factors since 2006 were those in the smallest enterpeigment (289 employees: 27%),

in the less knowledgmtensive services (27%), and those with decreased innovation investment
(30%). None of these figures, however, were dramatically higher than the EU average of 25%.
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Table 16. Technologypush and demandpull factors contributed to innovation since 2006

(EU-27, row %)

demand tech-
pull push TECH- DEMAND-
factors  factors PUSH PULL
Both only only neither combined combined
EU27 32 40 3 25 35 72
ACTIVITY
High- & mediumhigh-tech 44 31 1 24 45 75
Low- & mediumlow-tech 37 40 2 21 39 77
Knowledgeintensive service 32 38 6 24 38 70
Less knowledgéntensive service 27 44 2 27 30 71
COMPANY SIZE
small (2649 employees) 26 44 3 27 29 70
medium (56249 employees) 40 35 4 21 44 75
mediumlarge (256499 empl.) 44 32 5 20 48 75
large (500+ employees) 62 23 1 14 63 85
LAST YEAR TURNOVER
Increased 38 39 3 20 41 77
Did not change 27 39 4 30 31 66
Decreased 24 46 2 28 26 70
EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION
Increased 45 37 4 15 48 81
Did not change 27 44 3 26 30 71
Decreased 30 39 2 30 31 68
I NNOVATI ON | Sé
€ a primary sou 53 31 3 13 56 84
€ a significant 42 40 2 16 44 82
€ a -sigaificant source of inc. 28 44 3 25 32 72
POSSIBILITY TO SELLINNOVATION ON PROCUREMENT TENDERS
yes, there is such possibility 57 28 2 13 59 85
No 29 42 3 26 32 71
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY
Manufacturing or sales abroad 41 39 2 18 43 80
Primary activities only domestic 27 41 3 29 30 68
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 29 43 3 26 32 72
Innovation followers 27 47 3 23 31 74
Moderate innovators 37 36 4 23 41 73
Catchingup countries 36 34 2 27 38 71
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In each country, changes in demand factors were the predominant ones in having a positive influence
on innovation within enterprises, with at least half of them saying that at least one of these had
affected innovation activities positively. In seven coiast (five of them being EU Member States) at

least 8 in 10 enterprises reported such changes since 2006: Cyprus (89%), Slovenia (88%), Finland
(87%), Switzerland (83%), Latvia and Greece (both 82%) and Norway (81%).

On the technologyush side, in mostountries about 4 in 10 enterprises reported changes that had had
a positive influence on their innovation activities. Markedly above the EU average, at least half of the
enterprises reported such developments in Finland (55%), Cyprus (54%), SloveniasStveden
(50%). Recent changes in both factors played the least role in contributing to innovation in Hungary,
where, in particular, on the technolegysh side only a very small minority saw such developments
(14%).

Technology -push and demand -factors contributed to innovation since 2006
(sorted by the averagecontribution of the two types)

100 -
| 89 g7 88 TECHNOLOGY-PUSH combined " DEMAND -PULL combined
90 82 83 76 82 81

w0 | 78 77 75 76 77 76 77 21717572 73 72 8 74 74 77 75
70 - 63 % 04
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Q16. Have any of the following other factors had a positive effect on innovation in your company since 2006?
Base: all enterprises
% of OYeso, |

The next table presents the top five countries in each of the six aspects where recent changes in policy
related areas have had a positive influence on innovation (for the rest, refer to Annex Table 28a.).
Cypriot, Slovenian and Finnish enterprises progittee most consistently positive replies considering

all of the factors surveyed.

Table 17. Changes in other factors contributed to innovation since 20Q®w %)

New New
opportunities to opportunities to New demands
collaborate with Emergence of enter new from
universities and new Increased markets or government/  New demands
research technologies to pressure from expand salesir public sector from commercia
institutes be exploited competitors  existing markets clients clients
CcYy 32 CcYy 47 (044 81 CcYy 73 CcYy 45 CY 73
Fl 27 FI 46 LV 76 Fl 70 MT 33 Sl 67
ES 25 SI 45 Sl 74 Sl 62 LU 29 RO 66
Si 23 LV 44 MT 68 NO 62 BE 28 BE 62
PT 22 SE 42 NO 65 CH 62 DK 28 FI 60
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3.3 Innovation as a market advantage?

The Innobarometer survey asked enterprises to assess their main competitive advantage in the short
term (two years), with the following question:

Q17. Which of the following do you consider wil!/l
in the next two years? Please select the most important.

1 - Development of new products, services or processes

2 - Modification of existing products, servicessprocesses

3 - Development of new business models or ways to market products and services
4 - Reduce costs of existing products and services

The single most widely indicated strategyswiie one not necessarily involving innovation: 32%

indicated that they felt they would be successful primarily because they would be able to cut costs or
prices of existing products and services. On the other hand, overall, 60% indicated an explicitly
innovative direction where they
saw their main competitive
advantage could be in the nei

How ¢ ompan ies see their main competitive
advantage over the next two years

future: 23% indicated the A reduction in the costs of existing 1 32
development of completely nev products and services ]
. 0 Development of new products, services or 23

products or services, 21% opte processes ]
for modified versions of current Modification of existing products, services 21
products and services and 16 Or processes ]
beli d that busi Development of new business models or 16

elieve a FIQW usmes_s ways to market products and services |
mOdeIS or marketlng str_a_tegle Not applicable/will not be in business, etc. 5
would keep them competitive. ]

DK/NA 3

The solution that is not directly )
H . H Ql17. Which of the following do you consi
Innovatlve1 that IS, toreduce competitive advantage in the next two years? Please select the mostimportant.
prices / COSI was most %, Base: all EU27 enterprises

frequently mentioned in the les.

technology or knowledgeintensive sectors of manufacturing aservices (e.g. higtech: 28% vs.
low-tech: 33%, and the same pattern prevailed among serviceis, sk Annex Table 29b.). Small
enterprises (33%), those with decreasing revenue (40%), those not relying on innovative sales revenue
(insignificant: 34%, one: 43%) were all above the EU average (32%) in expecting to gain market
advantages primarily by becoming cheaper.

Productrelated developments (to develop new ones or to upgrade the existing ones) was primarily
mentioned by manufacturers (especiallygthiech: 27% indicated both types), while improved
business models and marketing innovations were the most popular choices in the knovdeie

service segment (21%).

Large enterprises as well were above the EU average in primarily anticipatirigeinatompetitive
advantage would come from improved business models and marketing (22%), but they were also more
likely - than EU companies on averageto think that new products will contribute to their
competitiveness (25%).

New product developmensavell as upgrading old ones were seen to be a way of guaranteeing future
competitiveness, especially, in the segment of companies primarily reliant on inndyedexh sales
revenue: 34% thought that new products (and 27%, modified ones) would be tbe sbtneir
market success in the next two yearsoth well above the average. In contrast, companies where a
significant part ofi but not the most revenue was coming from selling their innovative products or
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services were more likely than other comiparnto capitalise on new business models or marketing
strategies to ensure competitiveness in the short term (over the next two years).

Considering the EIS typology, cost reduction as a strategy was most frequently mentioned in the
Amoder at e untriesd40%)t developing cmmpletely new products was most popular in the
Ainnovation foll owerdo group (30%) and modi ficat
business models was most frequently mendi19%oned i |
respectively).

How ¢ ompan ies see their main competitive advantage over the next two years

A reduction in the costs of existing products and services
Development of new products, services or processes

m Modification of existing products, services or processes

m Development of new business models or ways to market products and services
Not applicable/will not be in business, etc.

DK/NA
il
1512151614 III
28 14921 18
Il 9232127 = o
20 11

24 23 33 27 22 3% 25 22 20 22

100 4

12
o141,
105,
60 -xfo] PKI 35 19

40 - o5 29 28 31 32 29 17 21 27 23 13 15

30 20 18

15

Q17. Which of the following do you consider will be your compan
Please select the most important.
Base: all enterprises
% by country

Considering individual countries, cost reduction strategies were the least widespread in Finland (15%),
Sweden and Germany (both 18%), while most Irish (53%) and many Spanish and Hungarian (both
45%) enterprises saw this as the main opportunity to remain competitive in the next two years.

New product development was most often mentioned in France (37%), Cyprus (34%) and Greece
(33%). Modification of existing products was most frequently nameatieaprimary strategy in order

to be competitive over the short term future in Sweden (41%), Estonia (40%) and Germany (35%).
Implementing new business models or marketing strategies was most often mentioned in Romania
(25%), Finland (24%) and Portugal (28%
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3.4 Emerging opportunities for innovation

At the end of the questionnaire, the following question was designed to collect information on key
innovationsupporting trends:

Q18. From your company06s per specaonsiderewjl whi ch of the
provide the greatest opportunities for innovation in the next two years? Please select the most
important.

1 - Innovative products and services to meet the needs of older people

2 - New or increased demands for social, education or healthcser

3 - Increased demand for sustainable or eneefficient products and services

4 - New export markets for innovations in emerging countries outside Europe

Above all, companies feel that energy efficiency will be the main driver of innovation over the next
two years: 32% of managers named this as a key trend for innovators. Roughly one in six (16%) saw
opportunities inserving the increasing number of older people, 15% considered emerging export
markets and 12% perceive’

demands in the area 0 How companies see trends that could provide

education, social or health opportunities for innovation over the next two years
services. ‘ :
Increased demand for sustainable or 32
energy-efficient products and services |
About one in five managers fel Innovative products and services to meet 16
that none of these trends woul the needs of older people
. - New export markets for innovations in 15
prOVlde ODDOFtunltleS fo emerging countries outside Europe |
innovation (19%). New or increased demands for social, 12
education or health services |
. L None of these will provide opportunities
Enterprises generallyessimistic forimf)ovaﬂon PP 19
abOL_It_ any of t_h_ese tre”_d Do not (plan) to innovate 2
providing opportunities for their 1
own company were most likely DK/NA 5
to be found among smal 0is. F A . .
. . . rom your companyds perspective, whic
enterprises (21%), those witl consider will provide the greatest opportunities for innovation in the next two
decreased revenues (21%) al years? Please select the most important.

%, Base: all EU27 enterprises

i n t he Aimoder a.c U Y Al U
A(21%) as wel-bUpascohet nyg(Sdap bdrmaxdaple 208)%)

Demand for energegfficient solutionss seen to be an opportunity for innovations by those in the
high-tech sector more (35%) then elsewhere. The relationship with size is clear: the larger an
enterprise the more likely its maregwas to foresee promising opportunities for innovation in the
area of sustainability and energy efficiency (e.g. small enterprises: 29%, large enterprises: 42%).
Enterprises with increasing sales (35%) were also optimistic that such demands wouke itreega
innovation activities.

Those companies with at least a significant revenue directly from the sales of innovative products and
services were also more likely than others to anticipate that such demands will boost their innovation
activity (primaryincome source: 33%, significant income source: 35%).

New export markets offering opportunities were more relevant in manufacturing-22%%o
essentially not depending on technolagiensity), and for those who already manufacture or sell
abroad (26%).1 particul aupot  tewufitantebi melieved that
provide a demand for innovation activities (22%).
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Increased demand for personal servigegither for older people or in education, health or social
servicesi were seen agnovation opportunities by enterprises active in the knowléakgasive
service sector (22% and 21%, respectively), in the mediaed segment (5249 employees: 18%,
12% respectively) and those enterprises that are only active in the domestic nma¥ketn@ 19%,
respectively).

How companies see trends that could provide
the next two years

Increased demand for sustainable or energy-efficient products and services
Innovative products and services to meet the needs of older people
m New export markets for innovations in emerging countries outside Europe
= New or increased demands for social, education or health services
m None of these will provide opportunities for innovation
Do not (plan) to innovate

opportunities for innovation over

DK/NA
100 - .
11813 14014 18
17| 19 20 20
19 20 2121
80 114 14 g 14 Al 18 . \ 20 e 26§2elL.; 24
4 I M P S 15 140 12 o 1 ° . =
133 8 E 19 & Bl 34 B A & R R
40 | B 15 3 12 - 16 8 10 %5 = 9 Bl 16 iz
57 53 7 9 13 7 ¥y
20 | 44 44 9 39 24 44 40 38
34 32 34 32 36 37 35 37
28 31 1111 23 25 29 51 26 ;o 26 5
0 —
N - > w 0w |~ = X L
FYEOSITatsdamalddon % S92k os2EEQ2H2
w
Q18. From your companyods perspective, which of the followin

opportunities for innovation in the next two years? Please select the most important.
Base: all enterprises
% by country

The chart showing the countby-country results for this question is sorted according to the level of
pessimism: the lowest numbers of companies who felt that none of the listed trends would provi
opportunities for them to innovate were seen in Switzerland (7%), Ireland (11%) and France (13%). At
the other end of this spectrum ,we find Hungary with more than half (52%) of its enterprises believing
that none of these trends would provide them \wejpportunities to innovate, and many companies
shared this opinion in Estonia and Luxembourg (both 34%).

Sustainability and energy efficiency was considered as the primary trend that would trigger innovation
by the most enterprises in Switzerland (57%), Sweden (53%) and Finland (48%). An ageing
population as an opportunity for innovation in the immediateréutvas seen by most enterprises in
Germany (34%), Portugal (24%) and Finland (23%). New export markets were expected to provide
opportunities in Greece and Portugal (both 37%) and Italy (27%). Demands in edutaiaith and

social services were considd to provide opportunities especially in the UK (28%), Malta (22%) and
Cyprus (21%).
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Table 1a. Location of compane s 6 a citby countryi e s

QUESTION: D1_A-F. Let me start with a few basic questions regarding your company. Where does your company
manufacture or sell products or deliver services?

% of fiYesO0O shown

Elsewhere in EU countries, Other
Your own your own Norway or countries
Total N region country Switzerland outside the EU
EU27 5034 93.4 58.9 35.4 23.8
COUNTRY
BN Belgium 200 89 71.7 30 22.2
mm Bulgaria 200 92.3 65.2 32.9 21.6
b CzechRep. 204 88.5 67.8 52.6 21
mmm Denmark 200 94.7 74.8 50.1 28.9
B Germany 200 98.8 49.3 31.6 24.4
E= Estonia 200 81.6 59.8 43.3 22.6
i= Greece 200 90.2 69.8 42.1 295
= Spain 200 94.8 66.5 26 17.7
BN France 202 94.9 53.2 37 19.4
B) reland 201 89.5 72.2 33.2 27.8
iR taly 200 94.3 68.2 41.7 33.9
Cyprus 70 79.6 65.2 25.2 27.9
== Latvia 200 96 88.4 23.6 15.6
B Lithuania 200 85.9 58.5 313 26
== Luxembourg 71 95.1 74.1 69.3 30
== Hungary 202 93.5 37.8 27.9 15.8
B Malta 72 93.6 31.4 24 14.4
== Netherlands 200 83.5 63.1 42.7 24
m Austria 201 95.4 55.9 41.7 21.3
mm Poland 201 85.1 55 46.6 26.9
M Portugal 203 91.2 47.8 33.3 18.2
BB Romania 201 87.6 54.1 27.6 13.8
gm Slovenia 200 83.8 78.9 50.4 47.9
gEm Slovakia 202 94 75.7 46.4 25.7
4—  Finland 203 98.6 75.7 39 36.2
= Sweden 200 97.2 54.1 41.3 30.8
Ei£  United Kingdom 201 94.9 58.1 275 25
E= Norway 100 91.1 78.8 35.2 18.9
EJ switzerland 100 95.1 65.9 35.8 21.3
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Table 1b. Location -oofysegmemtspani esd activities

QUESTION: D1_A-F. Let me start with a few basic questions regarding your companyVhere does your company
manufacture or sell products or deliver services?

% of fiYesO0O shown

Elsewhere EU Other
in your countries, countries
Your own own Norway or outside
Total N region country Switzerland the EU
EU27 5034 93.4 58.9 35.4 23.8
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 90.1 69.4 47.3 48.3
Low & medium low tech 1065 91.2 69.9 55.1 36.1
Knowledge intensive service 992 94.8 57.4 31.6 22.5
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 94.4 51.3 31 185
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 93.4 55.4 31.8 195
Medium (50-249 empl) 1493 93.6 63 39.8 28.7
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 93.5 68.6 48.5 39.5
Large (500+ empl) 134 90.3 77.4 49.5 42.2
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 93.4 58.2 35.7 23.8
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 92.9 66.3 32.8 23.6
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 93.6 56.9 32.1 21.2
Increased 2610 92.8 61.6 38.1 26.4
Did not change 1183 95.3 56.5 334 21.4
I NNOVATI ONég
€ is a pri macoge sot 441 93.7 75.7 48.5 34.3
€ is a significant 1332 93.9 60.4 36.5 23.9
€ i s -significanhsource of
income 2880 93.3 57.5 34.3 24.2
No innovation 381 92.3 44 24.9 7.9
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 94.9 62.1 31.2 17.3
Increased 1770 94.1 61.1 40.3 28.2
Did not change 2360 93.5 58.1 334 22.6
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 90.6 87.2 93.2 62.6
Only domestic core activities 3120 95.1 41.4 0 0
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 97.2 54.7 32 255
Innovation followers 1043 91.8 58.4 38.3 21.4
Moderate innovators 1403 93 65.6 36.2 24.6
Catching up countries 877 88.4 56.7 37.4 21.9
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Table2a.Nu mber of compani esoOoi lyeoguiitrpyyees i n countr

QUESTION: D2. For the following questions, please limit your responses to the activities of your company in [your
country] only. How many employees does your company have [in your country]?

% 500 or
Total N % 20-49 % 50-249 % 250-499 more % DK/INA
EU27 5034 63 29.7 4.7 2.7 0
COUNTRY
BN Belgium 200 65.1 29.8 3.4 1.8 0
== Bulgaria 200 61.6 32.7 3.9 1.9 0
hm CzechRep. 204 59 34.1 4.6 2.3 0
mmm Denmark 200 63.1 30 4 2.9 0
B=  Germany 200 59.4 31.3 5.4 3.9 0
&= Estonia 200 65.3 31.4 2.2 1.2 0
= Greece 200 65.8 29.7 2.6 1.9 0
<~ Spain 200 67.8 25.3 4.7 2.3 0
BE France 202 63.9 25.4 7.1 35 0
B ° Ireland 201 51.4 37.7 5.6 5.2 0
Il rtay 200 69.4 26.4 2.7 1.5 0
Cyprus 70 66.2 29.3 45 0 0
== Latvia 200 64.2 30.9 3.2 1.6 0
e  Lithuania 200 61.9 33.3 3 1.8 0
== Luxembourg 71 58.4 33.9 6.8 1 0
— Hungary 202 63.4 30.5 43 1.8 0
B Malta 72 60.9 33 5.3 0.7 0
== Netherlands 200 69.3 27.4 1.9 1.4 0
m— Austria 201 65.8 28.3 3.8 2.1 0
mm Poland 201 63.5 31 3.6 1.9 0
EN Portugal 203 67.9 27.9 2.6 15 0
§§ Romania 201 60.2 33.4 4.3 2 0
gmm Slovenia 200 57.8 34.4 3.4 4.4 0
Em Slovakia 202 61.5 31.6 4.7 2.3 0
-—  Finland 203 64 28.4 5.1 2.4 0
mmm Sweden 200 62.2 31 4.5 2.2 0
=& United Kingdom 201 55.8 34 6.8 3.4 0
E= Norway 100 64.6 30.1 3.3 2 0
EJ switzerland 100 64.3 31.6 2.9 1.2 0
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Table 2b. Number of <compabyisegments e mpl oyees

QUESTION: D2. For the following questions, please limit your responses to the activities of yocompany in [your
country] only. How many employees does your company have [in your country]?

% 50- % 250- % 500 or %
Total N % 20-49 249 499 more DK/NA

EU27 5034 63 29.7 47 2.7 0
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 556.1 31.8 8.1 5.1 0
Low & medium low tech 1065 64.4 28.1 5.6 2 0
Knowledge intensive service 992 58.2 311 6.2 45 0
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 65.8 28.8 3.2 21 0
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 100 0 0 0 0
Medium (50 -249 empl) 1493 0 100 0 0
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 0 0 100 0
Large (500+ empl) 134 0 0 0 100 0
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 62.6 29.8 4.8 2.7 0
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 66.7 27.9 35 1.9 0
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 73.7 22.2 2.7 15
Increased 2610 58 33.2 5.6 3.2
Did not change 1183 65.8 28 4.3 1.9
I NNOVATI ONé
€ is a primary s 441 59.6 32.4 5.2 2.9 0
€ is a significa
income 1332 63 30.1 4.4 2.6 0
iencorlnémn-sagnlflcant source of 2880 61.2 30.8 5.1 29 0
No innovation 381 79.9 16.6 2.7 0.8 0
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 64 30.9 3.4 1.7
Increased 1770 60.2 311 55 3.3
Did not change 2360 63.8 29.8 4.2 2.2
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 57.1 328 6.3 3.8
Only domestic core activities 3120 66.6 27.7 3.7 2 0
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 58.7 32 5.7 35 0
Innovation followers 1043 64.8 27.2 5.2 2.8 0
Moderate innovators 1403 67.1 27.3 3.7 1.9 0
Catching up countries 877 62.5 31.7 3.9 1.9 0
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Table 3a. Year when companies were established by country
QUESTION: D3. When was your company established?
% Between 1st
January 2001
% Before 1st  and 1st January % After 1st
Total N January 2001 2006 January 2006 % DK/NA

EU27 5034 91.9 8.1 0 0

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 200 95.3 47 0 0
mm Bulgaria 200 90.7 9.3 0 0
hm CzechRep. 204 88.7 11.3 0 0
amm Denmark 200 93.4 6.6 0 0
BN Germany 200 95.5 45 0 0
&= Estonia 200 91.8 8.2 0 0
= Greece 200 91.5 8.5 0 0
- Spain 200 92.5 7.5 0 0
BE France 202 93.6 6.4 0 0
B Ireland 201 94.1 5.9 0 0
il taly 200 87.3 12.7 0 0

Cyprus 70 94.2 5.8 0 0
== Latvia 200 83.2 16.8 0 0
a  Lithuania 200 83.7 16.3 0 0
=== Luxembourg 71 92.5 7.5 0 0
== Hungary 202 98 2 0 0

B Malta 72 94.3 5.7 0 0

== Netherlands 200 89.1 10.9 0 0
= Austria 201 91.8 8.2 0 0
== Poland 201 94.3 5.7 0 0
N Portugal 203 93.4 6.6 0 0
B Romania 201 82.4 17.6 0 0
gmm Slovenia 200 86.5 13.5 0 0
pim  Slovakia 202 80.8 19.2 0 0
4— Finland 203 92.3 7.7 0 0
== Sweden 200 90.4 9.6 0 0
i€ United Kingdom 201 91.6 8.4 0 0
2= Norway 100 85.1 14.9 0 0
EJ switzerland 100 99.2 0.8 0 0
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Table 3b. Year when companies were established by segments

QUESTION: D3. When was your company established?

% Between
% Before  1st January

1st 2001 and % After 1st
January 1st January January
Total N 2001 2006 2006 % DK/NA

EU27 5034 91.9 8.1 0 0
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 94.6 54 0 0
Low & medium low tech 1065 93.3 6.7 0 0
Knowledge intensive service 992 914 8.6 0 0
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 91.1 8.9 0 0
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 91.4 8.6 0 0
Medium (50 -249 empl) 1493 924 7.6 0 0
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 94 6 0 0
Large (500+ empl) 134 94.3 5.7 0 0
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 100 0 0 0
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 0 100 0 0
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 92.6 7.4
Increased 2610 90.5 9.5
Did not change 1183 94.3 5.7

+ | NNOVATI ONEé

"¢ is a primary s 441 90.1 9.9
é is a significa 1332 91.3 8.7
€ i s -significanhsource of
income 2880 92.4 7.6 0 0
No innovation 381 92.6 7.4 0 0
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 90.4 9.6
Increased 1770 92.5 7.5
Did not change 2360 91.5 8.5

i INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 92.1 7.9
Only domestic core activities 3120 91.8 8.2 0 0
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 93.7 6.3 0 0
Innovation followers 1043 92.6 7.4 0 0
Moderate innovators 1403 90.3 9.7 0 0
Catching up countries 877 90.1 9.9 0 0
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Table 4a. Evolution of companies annual turnover (2006 -2008) i by country

QUESTION: D4. Comparing your turnover of 2008 to that of 2006, did the annual turnover of your company
decrease, increase, or remain approximately the same (within plus or minus 5%)? Excludeanges in turnover due to
mergers or acquisitions.

% Approximately
Total N % Decreased % Increased the same % DK/NA

EU27 5034 20 51.8 235 4.6

COUNTRY
BR Belgium 200 12.6 50.6 275 9.4
mm Bulgaria 200 20.2 45.9 18.6 15.2
b= CzechRep. 204 20.9 54.6 20.5 4
mms Denmark 200 17.9 68.8 12.6 0.8
B=  Germany 200 20 45.1 32.7 2.2
&= Estonia 200 23.1 55.9 17.7 3.2
= Greece 200 21.5 56.1 215 0.9
Z_ Spain 200 27.7 46.5 19.7 6.1
BN France 202 225 51.3 22.8 3.4
B} reland 201 22.1 46.9 27 4.1
IR ltaly 200 29.3 46.4 18.9 5.4

Cyprus 70 22.1 59.6 18.2 0
== Latvia 200 22.1 55.2 22.7 0
s Lithuania 200 11 78.5 7.2 3.3
== Luxembourg 71 8.6 53.6 27.5 10.4
== Hungary 202 26.3 47.4 23.7 25

B Malta 72 19.8 58.8 12.9 8.5

== Netherlands 200 13 63.5 20.5 2.9
= Austria 201 9.5 58.3 24.2 8
== Poland 201 15 58.9 16.9 9.3
Bl Portugal 203 38.8 37.2 23.9 0.1
B 1 Romania 201 11.1 69.9 18.6 0.4
gmm Slovenia 200 9.5 72.3 17.9 0.3
pim  Slovakia 202 14.3 54 20.3 11.4
<4—  Finland 203 9.2 75.1 15.7 0
== Sweden 200 10.2 76.7 11.8 1.3
2% United Kingdom 201 13.5 48.6 31.1 6.8
E= Norway 100 7.7 80.9 10.8 0.6
ﬂ Switzerland 100 7.5 64.5 27.9 0.1
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Table 4b. Evolution of companies annual turnover (2006 -2008) - by segments

QUESTION: D4. Comparing your turnover of 2008 to that 0f2006, did the annual turnover of your company
decrease, increase, or remain approximately the same (within plus or minus 5%)? Exclude changes in turnover due to
mergers or acquisitions.

% % % Approximately

Total N Decreased Increased the same % DK/NA
EU27 5034 20 51.8 23.5 4.6
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 18.4 58.5 214 17
Low & medium low tech 1065 23.7 50.6 22.3 34
Knowledge intensive service 992 12.5 53.2 274 6.9
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 23.3 50.5 21.3 5
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 23.4 47.8 24.6 4.2
Medium (50 -249 empl) 1493 15 58.1 22.2 4.8
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 114 61 21.4 6.2
Large (500+ empl) 134 111 61.9 16.8 10.3
YEAR OF
ESTABLISHMENT
Before 2001 4627 20.2 51.1 24.1 4.6
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 18.2 60.7 16.7 45
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 100 0 0
Increased 2610 0 100 0
Did not change 1183 0 0 100
I NNOVATI ONé
€ is a primary 441 22.7 55.2 18.9 3.2
€ is a signific:
income 1332 224 534 20.3 3.9
iencorlﬂes -gignificanhsource of 2880 18.2 52 2 24.3 52
No innovation 381 225 395 33.9 4.1
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 46.2 35.5 154 2.9
Increased 1770 14.6 65.1 17.5 2.8
Did not change 2360 19 46.8 30.3 3.9
INTERNATIONAL
ACTIVITY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 18 56.1 22.2 3.7
Only domestic core activities 3120 21.3 49.2 24.3 5.2
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 16.8 50.2 29.4 35
Innovation followers 1043 17.9 54.4 23.2 45
Moderate innovators 1403 28 47 .4 19.9 4.7
Catching up countries 877 16.2 59.1 18.1 6.7
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Table 5a. Extent of decrease in turnover (2006-2008) 1 by country

QUESTION: D4a. From 2006 to 2008, did turnover decrease ...
Base: those whose turnover decreased

% by less than % by 5% to % by more
Total N 5% 25% than 25% % DK/NA
EU27 1009 24 54.2 17.6 4.2
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 25 39.1 40.3 1.1 19.6
mm Bulgaria 40 10.3 50.8 22 16.9
hm CzechRep. 43 11.3 57.7 18.1 12.9
mms Denmark 36 18.4 67.5 8.9 5.1
BN Germany 40 457 46.8 4.4 3.1
B Estonia 46 33.2 32.9 28.3 5.6
= Greece 43 5.3 59.5 35.1 0
Z— Spain 55 14.3 59.4 22.5 3.8
BN France 45 34.8 51.4 10.5 3.4
i Ireland 44 11 61.5 25.6 1.9
il taly 59 175 47.6 28.5 6.3
Cyprus 15 12.1 71.8 16.1 0
== Latvia 44 4.9 48.6 43.2 3.2
B Lithuania 22 0 59.8 40.2 0
== Luxembourg 6 17.6 47.8 34.6 0
— Hungary 53 10.5 73.7 13.6 2.2
B Malta 14 2.7 56.5 36.4 45
== Netherlands 26 13.8 68.3 17.9 0
— Austria 19 10.9 89.1 0 0
mm Poland 30 12.7 61.5 18.6 7.2
M Portugal 79 17.6 437 38.6 0
B 1 Romania 22 4.8 52.7 39.3 3.2
tmm Slovenia 19 8.3 81.4 7.2 3.1
gm  Slovakia 29 7.5 715 6.8 14.2
<~ Finland 19 13.2 77.2 9.7 0
=== Sweden 20 22.6 62.5 14.8 0
Sk United Kingdom 27 32.1 56.3 10.3 1.4
2= Norway 8 38.6 61.4 0 0
EJ switzerland 8 1.2 24.9 0 74
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Table 5b. Extent of decrease in turnover (2006-2008) - by segments

QUESTION: D4a. From 2006 to 2008, did turnover decrease.
Base: those whose turnover decreased

% by less % by 5% % by more

Total N than 5% to 25% than 25% % DK/NA
EU27 1009 24 54.2 17.6 4.2
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 60 25.9 61.2 10.7 2.2
Low & medium low tech 253 13.9 55.6 23.9 6.7
Knowledge intensive service 124 26.3 58.5 14.6 0.7
Less knowledge intensive service 507 27.7 511 16.8 4.3
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 743 21.8 54.6 18.7 4.9
Medium (50 -249 empl) 224 30.8 51.8 16.1 1.3
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 27 27.2 58.2 7.4 7.3
Large (500+ empl) 15 25.6 65 0.5 8.9
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 934 24.3 53.3 17.8 45
After 1st Jan. 2001 74 19.9 65.5 14 0.6
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 24 54.2 17.6 4.2
Increased 0 0 0 0
Did not change 0 0 0 0
I NNOVATI ONEg
€ is a primary sou 100 12.6 54.3 25.7 7.4
€ is a significant 298 30.9 45.4 18.7 4.9
iicorlnes significanbsource of 525 24.6 57.8 15.1 25
No innovation 86 9.3 62.9 19.1 8.7
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 204 27.1 50.4 20.5 2
Increased 258 251 54.1 16 4.8
Did not change 448 234 55 17.1 4.4
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 344 16.1 57.1 226 4.2
Only domestic core activities 665 28 528 15 4.2
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 288 39.2 51.6 6.6 26
Innovation followers 186 29 56.1 11.3 3.6
Moderate innovators 393 15.7 52.8 26.7 4.8
Catching up countries 142 9.5 61.3 22.6 6.6
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Table 6a. Extent of increase in turnover (2006-2008) i by country

QUESTION: D4b. From 2006 to 2008, did turnover increase ...
Base: those whose turnover increased

% by less than % by 10% to % by more

Total N 10% 50% than 50% % DK/NA
EU27 2610 317 58.4 5.5 4.4
COUNTRY

BB Belgium 101 24 58.9 4.9 12.1
= Bulgaria 92 18.5 45 13.8 22.8
hm Czech Rep. 111 28.7 62.5 3 5.8
mms Denmark 138 20.2 67.8 8.8 3.3
B Germany 90 41.4 46.8 9.4 2.4
&= Estonia 112 23.1 63.4 7.5 6
= Greece 112 28.7 67.5 3.2 0.5
Z= Spain 93 29.1 62.7 0 8.1
BN France 104 49.8 47.4 0.7 2.2
i Ireland 94 24.1 67.1 8 0.9
il taly 93 41.4 48.8 6.8 3
Cyprus 42 20.1 60 19.3 0.6
== Latvia 110 30.8 65.3 3.1 0.8
s Lithuania 157 18.9 55.7 21.8 3.6
== Luxembourg 38 26.7 65.8 0 7.5
= Hungary 96 38.6 57 3.2 1.1
B Malta 42 38.1 50.9 3.8 7.2
== Netherlands 127 28.9 66.6 2.4 2.1
== Austria 117 38.6 57.7 1.4 2.3
== Poland 118 21.5 63.6 5.9 9
Kl Portugal 76 29.8 66.5 2.1 1.6
B Romania 140 16.4 71.5 8.3 3.9
gm Slovenia 145 17.6 67.5 11.1 3.9
mm  Slovakia 109 16.9 55.4 9.3 18.4
<4—  Finland 152 18.4 71.6 9.9 0.1
== Sweden 153 19.3 67 13.4 0.3
1€ United Kingdom 98 24.6 67.7 4.1 3.6
E= Norway 81 10.4 72.9 16.2 0.4
EJ switzerland 65 41.4 58.6 0 0
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Table 6b. Extent of increase in turnover (2006 -2008) - by segments
QUESTION: D4b. From 2006 to 2008, did turnover increase ...

Base: those whose turnover increased

% byless % by 10% % by more
Total N than 10% to 50% than 50% % DK/NA

EU27 2610 31.7 58.4 5.5 4.4
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 189 28 61.5 2.9 7.6
Low & medium low tech 538 26.4 63.6 7.6 25
Knowledge intensive service 528 34.4 53.1 8.6 3.9
Less knowledge intensive service 1098 34.6 56.7 3.8 5
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 1515 30.7 59 5.9 4.3
Medium (50 -249 empl) 867 32.9 58.2 4.8 4.1
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 145 35.5 54.2 4.4 5.9
Large (500+ empl) 83 31 56.5 7.4 5.1
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 2363 33.1 57.6 5.3 4
After 1st Jan. 2001 247 18.6 66 7.8 7.6
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 0 0 0 0 0
Increased 2610 317 58.4 5.5 4.4
Did not change 0 0 0 0 0
: | NNOVATI ONEg
"é is a primary sou 243 24.8 65.2 6.3 3.6
€ is a si gnofihdorea nt 711 30.2 56.7 9.8 3.3
iencorlﬂes -gignificanhsource of 1505 327 58.8 35 5
No innovation 150 40.2 50.9 4.3 45
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 157 30.3 65.1 2.4 2.2
Increased 1152 29.2 58 8.4 4.4
Did not change 1105 34.2 58.4 3.3 4.1
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
' Manufactures or sells abroad 1075 26.9 61.3 6.4 5.4
Only domestic core activities 1535 35.1 56.4 4.9 3.7
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 860 315 57.9 8 2.6
Innovation followers 567 39.8 55.3 1.8 3
Moderate innovators 665 32.8 58.6 35 5.1
Catching up countries 518 21.9 62.3 8 7.8
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Annex

Table 7a. Expenditure on various activities - since 2006 - to support innovation i by
country

QUESTION: Q1_A-G. Has your company hadexpenditures on any of the following activities to support innovation
since 2006? When replying to this and similar questions please include the year 2006 in your reply

%

=f=l=4 M N AT 4|

un TENSELNU=THEN

k‘_lé
/N

of fiYesO shown

= S
S o kS =g
2 E.85 538 2.3 : 58
< 585 25¢ GHEL g0 g g
= €58 =205 2850 5.9 £ o ®
= sEa2 253 86853 2oFf SO o< T 5
- 3 c282§ ZET EEc3 g5 €222 5 c
c e CEcgad® O Y _0®3 n I Qo2 g )
T @ o556 258 °Z=s¢ o S 5980 c =
SEp SESZ. SEFZ g=3F L 8225 SE
z 568 wo30S8 TSEs 2455 2% 98t 82
T 8%g ¢33 3E5c S8358 S8 §S8E s
e ¢83 fi¥s5se &5 £83£5 £ ASEE &5
EU27 5034 36.1 22.5 75.5 15.2 49.8 29.6 10.3

COUNTRY
Belgium 200 41.3 32.4 71.6 17.4 49.4 24.6 18.8
Bulgaria 200 24.2 14.3 71.2 25.1 37.4 25.4 15.1
Czech Rep. 204 36.1 15.9 55.5 11.9 55.9 30 11.9
Denmark 200 49.9 28.8 72.7 16.1 37.3 27.9 10.7
Germany 200 20.8 18.4 72.9 7.6 63.9 25 5.4
Estonia 200 425 20 775 12.5 453 34.8 7.6
Greece 200 54.8 30.2 84.4 13.6 31.9 48.7 4.8
Spain 200 45.6 315 91.8 23.7 57.2 44 11.8
France 202 26.4 18.4 83.7 19.7 39 22.3 10.1
Ireland 201 40 25.6 63.9 13.9 61.3 31 11.8
Italy 200 43.9 21.6 78.8 11.4 49.2 20.7 9.3
Cyprus 70 56.1 37 82.8 11.1 39.3 60.6 17.6
Latvia 200 30 13.4 87.4 22.3 43.2 26.3 7.3
Lithuania 200 25.2 25.9 79.4 20.7 55.5 45 19.8
Luxembourg 71 385 14.7 85.5 21.3 61.4 26.9 9.8
Hungary 202 20.5 9.8 60.4 4.2 17.2 22.4 4.3
Malta 72 37.7 24.6 69.5 17.7 69.5 32.4 11
Netherlands 200 50.7 23.4 69.7 15.2 39.3 28.3 8.9
Austria 201 35.1 19.9 75.5 17.4 71.9 31.9 9.6
Poland 201 34.8 235 65.5 16.5 39 29.7 19
Portugal 203 36.6 23.4 79.5 18.1 45.2 23.9 6.8
Romania 201 31.6 18.5 85.1 18.4 35.4 33.6 13.6
Slovenia 200 50.4 34 80 18.8 47.7 32.6 13.6
Slovakia 202 24.9 16.6 70.6 10.9 53.2 37.6 8.1
Finland 203 67.6 50.7 84.4 14.8 36.7 54.1 11.7
Sweden 200 53.3 30.4 85.5 21.3 29.9 425 16

United

Kingdom 201 45.8 23.8 65.3 14.9 55.8 32 9.8
Norway 100 43.7 27.3 65.2 21.1 45.7 32.9 10.6
Switzerland 100 46.2 15.2 83.3 14.8 59.3 36.6 14.3
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Table 7b. Expenditure on various activities - since 2006 - to support innovation - by
segments

QUESTION: Q1_A-G. Has yourcompany had expenditures on any of the following activities to support innovation
since 2006? When replying to this and similar questions please include the year 2006 in your reply.

% of fiYesO0O shown

1= = . 5
- 5 5. 58 5
S S Py o c O g e c
o o o O C DX o = o D
32 O ¢ o622 £ -0 &3 50
28 z55=- =8&E ©22¢ S5e o 2
(Ol Q O > = o < P o= R ©
ke - 2 c’d Q5= o O+ o= Jgoc © g
'OE s8s,CE> LE5% 22 =22 =F
S8 E£52062B=F0 o< 28 ©8Y® L5
. B8EFnS5c>- 0623 © s£3 cc
c3 PSS ED @.E_c% 92 52= &8
= SQ 022823830 0,238 o3 48 EF
= §c §53gc2E£3 5% £S5 o588 £3
g 8E $5:-gSES829825 52 %82 8%
F rs xd8cc<neaad2s FE osc <09
EU27 5034 36.1 22.5 75.5 15.2 49.8 29.6 10.3
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 52.1 26.8 75.2 234 59 35.2 22.6
Low & medium low tech 1065 43.3 24.4 79.3 154 46.5 34.6 17.1
Knowledge intensive service 992 41.2 25.1 72.6 18.3 58 27.5 8.6
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 29.7 20.6 72.4 131 45.9 27.7 7.1
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 30.8 17.3 73.2 13.5 44.3 26.7 8.3
Medium (50 -249 empl) 1493 42.2 28.2 78.5 16.8 56.5 32.1 114
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 52.8 37 83 23.2 66.4 39.5 19.1
Large (500+ empl) 134 64.4 53.9 84.9 23.9 76.2 50.6 27.8
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 35.9 22.1 75.6 15 49.7 29 10.3
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 38.1 26 74.9 17.6 51.4 36.2 9.8
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-2008)
Decreased 1009 34.8 19 69.5 14 43.2 28.3 8.9
Increased 2610 39.5 24.4 81.2 16.7 53.5 33.4 11.7
Did not change 1183 29.7 21 68.7 12.4 46.5 23.1 8.7
I NNOVATI ONé
€ is a primary sou 441 56.1 384 85.2 24 59.7 45.7 26.5
€ is a significant 1332 42.2 28.4 85.5 19 63.2 355 11.2
P - ‘
¢ 1's -significannsource o 2880 35 20.2 79.4 141 487 283 88
income
No innovation 381 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 42 18.8 79.2 15.7 43.8 34.4 12.7
Increased 1770 46.6 29.6 88.6 20.7 62.4 38.3 15.1
Did not change 2360 30 19.9 70.7 12 46.8 24.6 7.4
= INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 52.4 29.2 77.6 20.4 55.6 384 18.4
Only domestic core activities 3120 26.1 18.3 74.2 12 46.2 24.2 5.3
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 33.9 22.4 71.4 115 57.1 29.3 7.9
Innovation followers 1043 34.6 21.2 77.9 18 45.3 25.4 10.7
Moderate innovators 1403 43.5 255 81.5 16.9 51.8 325 10.2
Catching up countries 877 30.1 19.3 71.3 16.3 37.9 30.5 14.6
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Table 8a. Companies with an increase in expenditure on innovationi by country

QUESTION: Qla_A-G. Compared to 2006, did your firm increase its innovation expenditures in 2008 for any of the
following activities?

% of fAYesoOo shown
Base: those who had expenditures on each activities

g £ - . =3
@ @ c = £ g &
IS e @®© S 0 2O -
g s 5 _oE o850 g3 £5
T2 T, 8 Sge  £,¢e o g & g8
88 3338 38§ 225 52 oo 23
SE 3Z8gtl €83 825 g3 £55 N
TS T-0x, wET =€ ¢ 55 E55 5 e
c O c 9 > o c o ) = 05 n 8 Q5 o = O
© o TZawns c 2 © 20 o o =5 cc
c 3 3505 GSEC vESO =9 S 89
S clz228 Sg0Q 952D o2 ~ g .G =5
g SEEE? BOEg SL30 =8 = s 8
o .S 06 9= S SE £ 5SS -= c > D0 ® =5
$c B2E£3s 355 Sgsz3 £33 gsE =g
x = r83855 <5eE3 £l82¢% il = A= <9
EU27 (Total N) 1816 1130 3802 765 2507 1489 518
EU27 (%) 54.5 48.5 65.1 45.8 62.7 56.6 50.9
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 71.2 43.4 59.2 45.9 54.4 59.1 67.2
mm Bulgaria 71 56 76 62.4 68 73.5 79.1
b= CzechRep. 63.6 50.4 67.1 25.8 61.2 55.7 435
amm Denmark 64.9 59.7 67.4 54.2 66.3 76.5 69.3
B Germany 37.9 43.4 61.4 39.9 61.1 53.7 56.9
E= Estonia 53.5 49.3 66.2 58.8 65.1 46.8 65.7
= Greece 59.1 57.5 75.4 33.7 66.4 77.6 43.9
Z_ Spain 62.6 61 72.2 54 71.9 56 61.8
Bl France 47.9 315 55.4 40.6 52.3 51.2 36.8
Bl lIreland 56.1 41 65.3 53.3 68.6 59.7 67.2
Bl iy 64.7 63 69.2 57 69.6 58.4 65.1
Cyprus 54.6 475 87.9 61.9 43.8 64.4 72.7
= Latvia 44.2 58.7 64.5 40.9 66.5 50.8 41.2
@ Lithuania 56.2 41.3 73 51.3 63.3 53.3 44.9
== Luxembourg 53.2 47.3 53.9 37.7 65.9 49.9 375
== Hungary 61 48.7 71.2 55.7 65.6 64.2 91.4
B Malta 715 45.7 80.4 60.5 60.2 84.8 100
== Netherlands 40.9 48.6 54.9 22.7 55.5 455 375
== Austria 52.1 28.7 56.4 43.8 57.8 456 61.8
mm Poland 54.4 63.7 68.3 62.2 60.1 57.8 31.6
El Portugal 66.7 68 80.1 58.2 71.7 70.3 68.3
B ] Romania 67.1 32.9 77 445 69.7 66.4 56
gmm Slovenia 56.4 51.4 69.1 60.9 62.6 55.1 52
Em  Slovakia 69.5 59.3 68.5 27.2 68.4 45.5 75.4
+4—  Finland 55.3 43.8 68 54.3 57.9 55 69.4
== Sweden 57.9 46 66.6 54.6 51.9 52.7 59.6
St United Kingdom 45.8 32.4 59.9 28.8 60.4 58.2 34.6
E=  Norway 58.7 53.4 81.4 40.3 63.7 60.5 38.1
E3J switzerland 53.9 56.6 63.1 25.2 52 29.7 29.9
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Annex

Table 8b. Companies with an increase in expenditure on innovation - by segments

QUESTION: Qla_A-G. Compared to 2006, did your firm increase its innovation expenditures in 2008 for any of the

following activities?

% of fiYesO0O shown

Base: those who had expenditures on each activities

g 535 2¢5 - c
£ ss8 385 2288 58 & _ %
s >SS = c 25 8osco 85 €885 %%
BeZ Bepobesife 253 25 555885
SEE 528285 5552 g3 22 288855
558 38Ec52 3325 35§58 2% co98: 828
29s 895255 3EGL 0858 S5 i3858
Voo Qo06c20co8ce S5oc2 £ 0g2T 9T
o> rcoooo<nEd A2 FE Oaagt <a©
EU27 (Total N) 1816 1130 3802 765 2507 1489 518
EU27 (%) 54.5 48.5 65.1 45.8 62.7 56.6 50.9
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 60.9 53.2 60.9 52.3 61.9 58.4 65.2
Low & medium low tech 57.3 50.6 72.3 52 66.5 53.9 48.3
Knowledge intensive service 49.6 51.3 60.2 45.8 61.3 62.6 44.2
Less knowledge intensiveservice 53.9 a7 64.5 40.8 63.5 56.3 49.2
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 55 53 66.2 49.1 62.2 56.5 52.2
Medium (50 -249 empl) 53.3 43.2 63 37.2 62 56.6 49.1
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 54 45 65.6 53.3 66.5 53.6 47.8
Large (500+ empl) 60 50.5 64.5 56.7 69 62.2 54.1
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 53.8 48.5 65.1 47.9 62.7 57.3 51.9
After 1st Jan. 2001 62.3 48.5 66 26.4 63 50.3 38.4
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 47.7 39.3 56.8 30.9 60.1 49.3 54.9
Increased 60.1 54.4 71.4 51.5 66.6 58.7 52.9
Did not change 46.8 41.6 58.8 49.2 57.1 59.2 39.9
| NNOVATI ONEé
€ is a primary s 65 494 76 64.8 70.4 66.9 55.8
é is a significar 602 60.9 70.6 515 66.6 58.3 54.3
¢ 1 s -significanhsource of 48.8 40.2 60.6 374 589 531 4656
income
No innovation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 23 27.3 43 33.6 40.5 27.9 25.9
Increased 78.6 68.8 85.7 61.8 79.3 74.9 62.8
Did not change 37.1 32.2 53.3 311 51.2 44.2 42.5
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 58.1 54.8 64.2 46.9 61.8 60.3 51.4
Only domestic core activities 50.2 42.4 65.7 44.7 63.4 53 49.8
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 46.4 40.9 61.9 38.2 60.8 56.6 49.5
Innovation followers 49.4 374 56.1 38.8 55.3 50.2 46.1
Moderate innovators 63.3 60.8 71.6 52.6 69.4 58.6 60.6
Catching up countries 59.2 54.4 71.4 54.4 64.2 59.7 45.6
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Table 9a. Annual spending on innovative activities 1 by country

QUESTION: Q2. Please think of the total amount spent by your firm in 2008 on all innovative activities. What
percentage does this represent of your total 2008 turnover?

% % % Not
Between Between applicable/
Total % Less 5% and 25% and % More no innovative
N than 5% 25% 50% than 50% activities % DK/NA

EU27 5034 59.2 23.3 1.9 0.8 5.7 9.1

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 200 32.1 21 0.9 0 20.7 25.3
mm Bulgaria 200 24.7 18.4 3.8 0.1 32 21
B Czech Rep. 204 58.2 26.7 0.9 0.9 6.9 6.4
ams Denmark 200 48.2 25.4 5.9 5.7 7.1 7.8
B=  Germany 200 65.3 26.5 0.1 0.7 2 5.4
&= Estonia 200 59.3 20.5 1.3 0 8.6 10.2
= Greece 200 57.6 28 0.9 1.9 7.9 37
“— Spain 200 52.2 28.6 4.3 1 3.8 10.2
B0 France 202 64.5 18.4 0.5 1.2 6.4 9
B1 lreland 201 65.8 19.8 2.2 0.9 5.2 6.2
iR tay 200 57.1 25.9 1.7 0.2 1.8 13.4

Cyprus 70 57.1 22.6 3.1 1.5 6.7 8.9
== Latvia 200 62 21.9 0.5 0 11 4.6
waa  Lithuania 200 47.9 26 1.1 1.8 7.3 15.8
== Luxembourg 71 66.1 20.8 1.9 0 1.9 9.2
== Hungary 202 58.3 6.8 0.6 1.2 28.4 4.9

B Malta 72 25.1 26.3 7.9 1.9 20.7 18.1

== Netherlands 200 68.6 16 2 0.1 4.8 8.5
= Austria 201 64.7 19.5 3.1 0 1.8 10.9
== Poland 201 51.6 25.9 1.6 0.2 8.3 12.4
Bl Portugal 203 48.8 36.3 5.1 1.9 6.4 1.5
B § Romania 201 47.2 30.2 7.6 0.2 8 6.9
gmm Slovenia 200 73 15.5 1.7 0.3 4.9 45
Em Slovakia 202 48.4 28.9 1.8 2 5.7 13.3
-+ Finland 203 84.2 9.7 1.4 1.3 2.7 0.7
== Sweden 200 66.5 21.3 2 0.9 2.1 7.2
s United
2 Kingdom 201 67.9 16.5 15 0.6 4 9.4
E= Norway 100 69.5 14 2.4 3.8 8.9 1.3
E3J switzerland 100 62 35 0 0.8 0.3 1.9
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Table 9b. Annual spending on innovative activities - by segments

QUESTION: Q2. Please think of the total amount spent by your firm in 2008 on all innovative activities. What
percentage doeshis represent of your total 2008 turnover?

% % % % Not
% Less Between Between More applicable/no
Total than 5% and 25% and than innovative %
N 5% 25% 50% 50% activities DK/NA
EU27 5034 59.2 23.3 1.9 0.8 5.7 9.1
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 51.2 29.7 11 0.6 4.7 12.6
Low & medium low tech 1065 57.7 27.2 1.8 0.8 4.6 7.8
Knowledge intensive service 992 57.3 23.9 2.4 1.3 4.7 10.3
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 59.2 223 1.6 0.5 6.8 9.6
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 60.5 22.8 2 0.6 6.4 7.7
Medium (50 -249 empl) 1493  57.8 24.1 1.9 1.1 4.8 10.2
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 54.4 24.2 18 0.8 45 14.2
Large (500+ empl) 134 51.1 24.1 0.5 0.6 1.9 21.7
YEAR OF
ESTABLISHMENT
Before 2001 4627 58.9 23.4 1.8 0.8 5.9 9.2
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 61.8 21.8 3.1 0.4 3.9 9.1
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 61.8 25.2 1.4 0.4 5.2 6
Increased 2610 58.5 251 24 1.1 5 7.8
Did not change 1183 64.1 19.9 1.6 0.5 6.5 7.4
I NNOVATI ONEé
é is a primary : 441 49.7 33.7 5.2 35 1.4 6.5
.é s a significy 1332 49.6 35.6 2.7 0.5 1.7 9.9
income
€ i s -significanhsource of
income 2880 65.7 18.6 1.3 0.6 4.1 9.7
No innovation 381 54.1 3.8 0 0 37 5.1
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 74.1 17.6 0.9 1.7 1.3 4.4
Increased 1770 47.2 36.7 4.4 1.6 0.7 9.4
Did not change 2360 73.3 18.1 0.5 0.2 1.7 6.2
y INTERNATIONAL

— ACTIVITY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 54.7 28.1 2.4 1 3.9 9.9
Only domestic core activities 3120 61.9 20.3 1.6 0.6 6.8 8.7
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 65.8 22.3 1.1 1 3 6.8
Innovation followers 1043 62.4 18.4 1.3 0.7 6.8 10.5
Moderate innovators 1403 54.8 27.8 29 0.8 3.9 9.7
Catching up countries 877 49.1 23.8 2.8 0.5 12.7 11.1

page96



Flash EB N° 2671 2009 Innobarometer Annex

Table 10. Total amount of spending on innovative activities compared to 2006 i by
country

QUESTION: Q3. Compared to 2006, has the total amount spent byour firm on all innovation activities in 2008
increased, decreased, or stayed approximately the same (adjusted for inflation)?

% Not
applicable/no
% % % Stayed innovative %
Total N Increased Decreased the same activities DK/NA
EU27 5034 35.2 8.8 46.9 5.6 3.6
COUNTRY
BN Belgium 200 24.8 5.8 31.2 25.2 13
mm Bulgaria 200 34 6.5 24.1 22.7 12.7
b CzechRep. 204 37.5 12.2 433 3.8 3.3
mmm Denmark 200 33.2 9.8 51.2 3.7 2
B Germany 200 42 5.1 50.1 1.7 1.1
&= Estonia 200 28.3 13.2 46.9 3.8 7.8
= Greece 200 42.4 13.9 36.3 6.6 0.8
Z_= Spain 200 27.4 10.6 57 4 0.9
Bl France 202 30.9 6.1 50.5 8.3 4.1
B reland 201 29.6 14.3 52.2 2.5 1.3
IR taly 200 33.9 12.7 48.1 1.5 3.7
Cyprus 70 37.1 2.6 52.5 7.4 0.4
== Latvia 200 23.6 18.4 44.6 10.1 3.4
g Lithuania 200 45.6 9.1 28.4 5.8 11
= Luxembourg 71 29.6 6.2 58 1.9 4.3
== Hungary 202 23.9 14.1 28.3 29 4.8
B Malta 72 46.4 3.9 33.2 12.7 37
== Netherlands 200 32.6 8 51.1 5.6 2.7
m— Austria 201 38.8 5.5 50.8 1.7 3.1
mm Poland 201 38.9 11.2 34.2 7.4 8.3
El Portugal 203 34.8 13.1 45.6 6.5 0
B1 Romania 201 49.5 8.1 30.2 9.1 3.1
gm Slovenia 200 36.8 8.5 47.8 5.2 1.7
gm  Slovakia 202 46.5 9.5 39.7 1.4 2.8
-—  Finland 203 41.2 6.2 49.2 35 0
E= Sweden 200 50.5 5.4 37.2 4.4 2.4
2i&  United Kingdom 201 29.8 8.7 52 4 5.6
E= Norway 100 31.4 6.1 50.3 9.2 3
EJ switzerland 100 46.7 8.7 42.4 0.1 2.1
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Table 10b. Total amount of spending on innovative activities compared to 2006 - by
segments

QUESTION: Q3. Compared to 2006, has the total amount spent by your firmn all innovation activities in 2008
increased, decreased, or stayed approximately the same (adjusted for inflation)?

% % Not
Stayed applicable/
% % the no innovative %
Total N Increased Decreased same activities DK/NA
EU27 5034 35.2 8.8 46.9 5.6 3.6
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 40.1 7.1 48.7 35 0.5
Low & medium low tech 1065 38.5 11.3 43.5 4.4 2.4
Knowledge intensive service 992 375 6.7 46.7 5.5 3.7
Is_:rs\;siclznowledge intensive 2176 32.7 8.9 46.5 7 5
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 33.6 8.9 47.5 6.3 3.6
Medium (50-249 empl) 1493 36.8 9.2 47.1 4.6 2.4
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 40.8 6.4 415 4 7.3
Large (500+ empl) 134 43.2 5.6 39.2 1 10.9
YEAR OF
ESTABLISHMENT
Before 2001 4627 35.4 8.6 46.7 5.8 3.6
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 32.6 10.5 49.2 35 4.2
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 25.6 20.3 44.4 5.6 4.1
Increased 2610 44.1 6 42.4 5.1 2.4
Did not change 1183 26.2 5.8 60.3 6.2 15
%" | NNOVATI ONEé
“éisa primary source of income 441 51 10.7 34.5 2.2 1.6
é is a signific
. 1332 42.6 8.6 45.1 1.3 2.4
income
é i s -significanhsource of
income 2880 33.2 8.8 49.4 4 4.6
No innovation 381 5 7.2 48.4 36.7 2.7
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 0 100 0 0 0
Increased 1770 100 0 0 0 0
Did not change 2360 0 0 100 0 0
= INTERNATIONAL
~ ACTIVITY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 40.2 7.8 44.2 4 3.8
Only domestic core activities 3120 32.1 9.4 48.5 6.6 3.5
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 37.8 6.6 50.1 2.8 2.7
Innovation followers 1043 31.6 6.8 49 8.2 4.4
Moderate innovators 1403 32.2 11.8 50.3 3.5 2.2
Catching up countries 877 38.9 10.6 32.4 11.3 6.8
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Table 11a.As a direct result of the economic downturn, enterprises have... i by
country

QUESTION: Q4. In the last six months has your company taken one of the following actions as a direct result of the
economic downturn?

5 5 5 o
- —_— = — .= 0

s §§  gEcs E

g o = 8 = 8 & g

= B E o ®EQ S

o= 9 o - 2 c - Q= =
$ o 2 & 5 2 R S 5 <
z o g5 5ET Eggol © = £
3 23g 8&3g S£3gg Z2s 5
g Sgge 9S2g =2gck <2 2
[ S ®© O X @& O X S O » > £ =
EU27 5034 8.8 221 58.5 8.3 2.3

COUNTRY

B0 Belgium 200 8.1 11.9 47.7 27.2 5.2
mm Bulgaria 200 7.7 16.6 40.2 27.4 8
hm Czech Rep. 204 12.8 27.4 52.3 4.8 2.7
am Denmark 200 15.3 22.1 51.4 8.9 2.2
B Germany 200 9.4 13.2 68.8 8 0.6
&= Estonia 200 6.7 25.2 53.1 10.8 4.2
I=  Greece 200 1.8 44 43.4 10 0.7
Z_ Spain 200 9.6 25.7 59.3 5 0.4
BB France 202 6.3 26.6 56.6 10.1 0.3
Bl lreland 201 9.7 31.3 56.6 1.8 0.5
Bl aly 200 8.1 23.9 59.5 1.8 6.8
Cyprus 70 6.2 27.7 57.9 8.3 0
== Latvia 200 7.6 41.9 32.7 17.8 0
@ Lithuania 200 5.4 41.9 38.1 10 4.7
== Luxembourg 71 7.8 15.3 67.6 7.1 2.2
== Hungary 202 3.1 21.8 42.8 31.7 0.7
B Malta 72 16.1 14.6 51.2 17.6 0.4
== Netherlands 200 9.3 15 65 9.8 1
== Austria 201 10.6 10.1 73.9 35 1.9
mm Poland 201 6.8 28.2 48.4 10.5 6
El Portugal 203 12.7 26.8 55.5 5 0
B 1 Romania 201 9.2 33.4 43.4 12.2 1.8
gmm Slovenia 200 4.6 18.5 66.6 9.3 0.9
Em  Slovakia 202 15.1 28.1 48.2 4 4.6
4—  Finland 203 15.8 14 64.9 5.3 0
mmm Sweden 200 14.1 12 69.1 45 0.3
2k United Kingdom 201 7.7 21.1 62.2 5.9 3.1
E=  Norway 100 11.6 24.4 53.6 9.2 1.1
EJ switzerland 100 16.9 8.7 71.1 1.7 1.6
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Table 11b. As a direct result of the economic downturn, enterprises have...- by
segments

QUESTION: Q4. In the last six months has your company taken one of the following actions as a direct result of the
economicdownturn?

- B IS 2 -
§u—c§ gv—cg -GE)»—chJ %é
g§S92 8252 82825 g% £
z SE®2 CETE £Ec32— = 2 <
s <5358 888333838 25 B
e =5E% s§5ET =§E5§ =2 S
EU27 5034 8.8 22.1 58.5 8.3 2.3
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 12.6 23.7 55.6 7 1
Low & medium low tech 1065 8.7 23.1 57.8 8.9 14
Knowledge intensive service 992 9.4 17.1 61.2 8.9 3.4
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 8.2 22.9 58.1 8.2 2.7
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 8.5 21.6 57.4 10.1 2.4
Medium (50-249 empl) 1493 9.7 23 60.3 5.4 1.7
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 6.5 20.5 63.5 6.2 3.2
Large (500+ empl) 134 9 26.6 56.5 3.3 4.6
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 8.8 21.9 58.7 8.5 2.1
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 8.5 23.9 57 6.1 45
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 10.4 315 47.3 8.4 24
Increased 2610 9.8 204 61.5 6.5 1.7
Did not change 1183 5.8 18.4 63.8 11 1
| NNOVATI ONé
€ is a primary s 441 111 241 58.7 5.2 1
iicorlnes a significa 1332 13 19.7 61.1 4.9 1.5
€ i s -significanhsource of
income 2880 7.6 24.5 58.6 6.3 3
No innovation 381 0.2 10.5 48.8 39.3 1.2
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 3.1 53.9 34.2 7.7 1
Increased 1770 17.6 17.9 59.4 3.3 1.8
Did not change 2360 4.4 21.9 68.9 4.2 0.6
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 10.6 22.9 57.6 6.6 2.3
Only domestic core activities 3120 7.7 21.6 59.1 9.3 2.3
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 9.6 16.3 65.6 7.1 15
Innovation followers 1043 7.8 20.9 59.7 10.4 1.2
Moderate innovators 1403 9.3 25.9 57.7 4.2 2.9
Catching up countries 877 7.5 28.8 44.7 14.7 4.2
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Table 12a. Expections for 2009 regarding the total amount of spending on
innovation activities 1 by country

QUESTION: Q5. Compared to 2008, do you expect your company to increase, decrease or maintain the tatabunt
of its innovation expenditures in 2009?

% Not
applicable/
no
Total N % Increase % Decrease 9% Maintain innovation % DK/NA

EU27 5034 11.5 28.3 50.7 6.3 3.2

COUNTRY
BN Belgium 200 10.5 13.3 40.9 25.9 9.4
mm Bulgaria 200 13.1 19.6 325 24 10.8
b CzechRep. 204 15.7 335 43.9 35 35
mmm Denmark 200 13.1 33.8 50.7 2.4 0
B Germany 200 9.7 20.1 66.2 2.2 1.8
&= Estonia 200 5.9 385 44.9 3.8 6.9
= Greece 200 10.1 39.2 37.7 6.1 6.9
Z— Spain 200 11.1 39.3 45.7 2.5 1.3
BN France 202 7.7 338 47.9 10 0.6
B reland 201 11.9 40.5 43.3 2.5 1.7
IR taly 200 9.1 32.8 50.6 1.2 6.3

Cyprus 70 12.1 28.2 49.6 6.3 3.8
== Latvia 200 9.4 44.7 29.6 15.1 1.3
g Lithuania 200 11.8 49.9 19.7 4.6 14
= Luxembourg 71 10.7 28.6 50.6 5 5.1
== Hungary 202 11.8 25.4 29.9 30.8 2

B Malta 72 17.3 12.5 50.4 13.4 6.4

== Netherlands 200 8.6 26.1 59.2 4.8 14
m— Austria 201 14.5 17 63.6 1.7 3.2
mm Poland 201 14.7 25.6 42.1 12.5 5
El Portugal 203 17.6 25.1 51.4 5 0.8
B 1 Romania 201 15.5 33.7 35.8 11.9 3.1
gm Slovenia 200 8.5 30 55.3 5.4 0.8
gm  Slovakia 202 13.7 37.9 39.1 1.5 7.8
-—  Finland 203 18.8 20.1 57.1 3.9 0
E= Sweden 200 20.6 23.8 49.3 5 1.3
2i&  United Kingdom 201 12.8 23 54.3 5.2 47
E= Norway 100 15.2 24.7 50.9 6.2 3
EJ switzerland 100 13.7 18.2 68.1 0.1 0
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Table 12b. Expections for 2009 regarding the total amount of spending on
innovation activities - by segments

QUESTION: Q5. Compared to 2008, do you expect your company to increase, decrease or maintain the total amount
of its innovation expenditures in2009?

% Not
% % % applicable/no %
Total N Increase Decrease Maintain innovation DK/NA

EU27 5034 11.5 28.3 50.7 6.3 3.2
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 14 31.9 45.4 5.8 3
Low & medium low tech 1065 11.6 347 46.3 5 2.4
Knowledge intensive service 992 11.5 20.1 60.1 5.8 2.6
';sf\zcinc’w'e‘jge intensive 2176 11.6 28.3 48.3 7.7 4
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 10.6 30.1 48.3 7.5 3.6
Medium (50-249 empl) 1493 13 24.5 55.4 4.6 2.4
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 12.9 27.9 52.3 3.2 3.7
Large (500+ empl) 134 13.2 29 53.8 15 25
YEAR OF
ESTABLISHMENT
Before 2001 4627 11.2 28.9 50.8 6.3 2.9
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 15.2 21.8 49.9 6.5 6.6
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 10.8 36.1 45.3 6.1 1.7
Increased 2610 12.9 29.8 48.7 4.9 3.7
Did not change 1183 8.9 20.7 60.5 8.4 14
I NNOVATI ONEg
€ is a primary 441 18 21.3 54.5 3 3.2
€ is a signifiec
income 1332 11 27.6 55.8 2.3 3.3
iencor:;:aon-&gnlflcant source of 2880 11.7 31.9 48.6 4.6 3.3
No innovation 381 4.1 11.6 45.3 36.9 21
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 14.4 44.8 347 45 1.6
Increased 1770 17 27.7 51.1 1 3.2
Did not change 2360 7.4 29 59.5 2 2.2
INTERNATIONAL
ACTIVITY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 13 31.2 48.5 51 2.2
Only domestic core activities 3120 10.6 26.5 52.1 7 3.8
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 11.8 22 60.2 34 2.6
Innovation followers 1043 9.2 28.5 51.3 9 2
Moderate innovators 1403 114 34.9 47.6 2.6 3.5
Catching up countries 877 13.9 29.7 36.6 145 5.3
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Table 13a. Forms of innovationi by country

QUESTION: Q6_A-E. Has your company introduced any of the followingnnovations since 2006?
% of fAYesoO shown

o = £
Q o c Q 8
> > ) > = g T
=) =) =337 £ c =8 o0 S
53 88 §88£% 5%  §L_.g£%g
o3 S€ S888s S§= S8oa83E
= £5 Eo05€E3 £ g EogEgQ
= E o~ -
o2 o2 D2c s 25, 22,2 0w
23 °g ©g2ET ©ZL ©9ZesgcE
z S 3 S 3 52935 522 5z3235¢8
g 52 32 32855 3% 3eoo50
s z E z E zE&s 3 zER zEBGELE =SS
EU27 5034 453 50.1 45.8 45.1 49.2
COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 200 56.2 40.7 40.4 38.3 43.4
mm Bulgaria 200 40.3 33.9 36.2 35.8 33.5
bhm CzechRep. 204 51.8 60.4 49.9 49.1 47.9
am Denmark 200 51.6 46.9 52.5 44.4 48.8
B Germany 200 35.2 61.5 47.1 47.8 53.4
&= Estonia 200 43.1 44.2 38.8 31.8 33.5
= Greece 200 47.7 49.1 59 56.1 74.6
Z_ Spain 200 54.3 54.6 61.8 50.3 59
Bl France 202 46 42.2 42.4 44.4 49.1
Bl Ireland 201 45.4 50.4 51.5 54.7 52.7
BN aly 200 49 41.2 40.5 47.2 44.3
Cyprus 70 64.6 55.3 72.1 62.7 71.1
== Latvia 200 29.9 39.6 53.5 37.6 41.5
@ Lithuania 200 50.3 57.4 455 33.6 435
== Luxembourg 71 48.1 39.8 39.9 43.1 52.1
== Hungary 202 225 21.1 11.9 17.1 15.9
B Malta 72 35.8 49.9 38.2 52.4 57.4
== Netherlands 200 43.9 39.2 42.1 329 44.3
== Austria 201 43.6 48.1 48.5 44.5 46.9
== Poland 201 46.2 39.2 45.8 41.9 47.2
El Portugal 203 49.1 47.9 51.6 43.2 43.9
B 1 Romania 201 56.7 55.7 45.4 47.9 52
gmm Slovenia 200 44.5 61.4 59.3 50.1 61.5
Em  Slovakia 202 49.7 54.1 49.3 55.3 55.8
<4—  Finland 203 58.3 59.6 59.6 545 47.8
== Sweden 200 46.1 61.7 57.2 59.9 65.3
=€ United Kingdom 201 44.3 57.9 36.3 435 46.8
E=  Norway 100 48.7 49.3 60 49.3 54.1
EJ switzerland 100 48.8 54.4 55.8 35.3 53.7
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Table 13b. Forms of innovation - by segments
QUESTION: Q6_A-E. Has your company introduced any of the following innovationsince 20067?
% of fAYesoO shown
o — S ©
S E38E
>, 2, 2888 22 25BES
§5S §8 §g8cd §8 g§e¥go
28 2= 2888 23 £89:5°
§5 5% 55cc% 5E, 55085
= 2% 2% [BgS5c I%Y [8Bts5?
= ©a ©°3 ©°5529 ©%95a °Pos5cc8
T 3 35 3:85° 3ot zoogos
= z E zE ZzZESsc3 zZE®B zZEBEGSQ
EU27 5034 45.3 50.1 45.8 45.1 49.2
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 58.2 46 56.8 45.3 46.9
Low & medium low tech 1065 57.6 43.3 54.6 43.7 46.6
Knowledge intensive service 992 32.7 58.6 42.5 37.9 53
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 44.3 52.5 43 51.9 49.4
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 42.3 47.6 42 42.5 46.1
Medium (50-249 empl) 1493 49 54.2 49.9 48.8 52.7
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 53.1 49 58 48 59.6
Large (500+ empl) 134 63.3 67.7 66.9 60.8 67
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 44.6 49.7 45.1 44.4 48.5
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 53.5 55.4 53.4 53.1 56.9
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 46.7 44.6 44.7 46.8 47.6
Increased 2610 48.8 55.1 49.8 50 51.7
Did not change 1183 36.6 42.7 375 33.8 46.6
| NNOVATI ONEé
€ is a primary s 441 72.4 67.4 59.4 713 63.3
€ is a significa 1332 63.8 70.1 64.1 61.2 63.4
€ i s -significanhsource of
income 2880 38.6 44.9 41.3 39.6 47
No innovation 381 0 0 0 0 0
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 43.2 37.7 41.3 38.8 38.9
Increased 1770 54.9 66.2 57.7 58.9 60.3
Did not change 2360 41.8 44.8 42.5 40 47.3
= INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 57.9 52 53.3 51.9 55.7
Only domestic core activities 3120 37.6 49 41.2 40.9 45.2
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 40.4 59.4 44.7 47 51.4
Innovation followers 1043 46.2 42.5 43.2 41.9 47.5
Moderate innovators 1403 51.2 49.7 51.8 48.4 51.5
Catching up countries 877 44.4 41.9 41.4 39.8 43.3
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Tablel 4 a . | mportance of innovative products

by country

QUESTION: Q6a. In 2008, how important were innovative products or services for your company's total sales?
Base: those who introduced any innovation

% Innovative and % Most sales

% Most sales non-innovative came from
came from products or non-
innovative services innovative
products or contributed about products or
Total N services equally to sales services % DK/NA
EU27 4123 10.7 32.3 47.2 9.8
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 142 17.2 37 25.1 20.6
mm Bulgaria 135 11.2 36.8 43 9.1
b= CzechRep. 174 13.4 45.4 31.3 9.9
mms Denmark 163 13 18.9 59.7 8.4
B=  Germany 177 11.2 36 445 8.2
&= Estonia 147 10.7 17.6 60.5 11.2
= Greece 179 8.3 25.3 59.1 7.3
<~ Spain 166 8.3 51 34.2 6.6
BB France 167 7.6 30.2 54.6 7.6
B) reland 175 7.8 28.7 53.7 9.8
il taly 167 15.5 37.6 39.8 7.1
Cyprus 61 23 34.1 38.9 3.9
== latvia 151 2.9 29.8 62.7 4.6
s Lithuania 170 11.1 20.5 50.6 17.9
== Luxembourg 52 17.9 29 45.8 7.3
== Hungary 89 4.3 7.3 77 11.4
B Malta 54 16.4 38.8 34.1 10.7
== Netherlands 158 7.7 19.7 63.2 9.4
== Austria 171 12.5 24.9 52.5 10.2
== Poland 162 8.4 28.4 50.3 12.9
B Portugal 158 18.3 48.7 28.4 4.6
1 Romania 157 13.7 36.1 425 7.8
gmm Slovenia 186 11.3 34 45.1 9.6
Em Slovakia 176 13.1 40.5 41 5.4
- Finland 188 18.9 24.4 51.8 4.9
== Sweden 182 14 18.6 59.3 8.1
SI¥  United Kingdom 157 7.7 13.9 58.7 19.6
E= Norway 85 11 14.2 57.4 17.4
EJ switzerland 91 10.2 21 64.7 41
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Table 14b.]| mport ance of i nnovative products
by segments

QUESTION: Q6a. In 2008, how important were innovative products or services for your company's total sales?
Base: those who introduced any innovation

% Innovative

and non-
% Most innovative % Most
sales came  products or sales came
from services from non -
innovative contributed innovative
products about equally products
Total N or services to sales or services % DK/NA

EU27 4123 10.7 32.3 47.2 9.8
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 201 12 28.4 54.3 5.3
Low & medium low tech 889 14 30.1 49.7 6.2
Knowledge intensive service 773 11.6 294 47.2 11.8
Less knowledge intensive service 1801 9.3 36 43.2 115
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 2500 10.5 33.6 46.3 9.6
Medium (50 -249 empl) 1293 11 31 48.9 9
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 203 11.2 28.6 46.5 13.7
Large (500+ empl) 127 10 26.8 50 13.3
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 3775 10.5 32.2 47.8 9.5
After 1st Jan. 2001 349 12.5 33.1 41.4 13
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 805 12.4 37.1 42.9 7.6
Increased 2260 10.8 31.5 49.1 8.7
Did not change 881 9.5 30.7 50.4 9.4
I NNOVATI ONég
€ is a primary s 441 100 0 0 0
€ is a signi ihdomea 1332 0 100 0 0
€ i s -sgnificanhsource of
income 2350 0 0 82.9 17.1
No innovation 0 0 0 0 0
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 361 13 31.6 45.6 9.7
Increased 1636 13.8 34.7 44.5 7.1
Did not change 1880 8.1 31.9 51.8 8.2
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1649 13.7 314 47.7 7.3
Only domestic core activities 2475 8.7 32.9 47 114
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1453 10.7 27 50.8 11.6
Innovation followers 846 9.2 27.9 53.5 9.5
Moderate innovators 1166 12.4 43.7 36.8 7.1
Catching up countries 658 9.7 29.6 49.9 10.8
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Table 15a. CompaniesO parti byicuatyi on i n publi

QUESTION: Q7. The term "public procurement” describes the purchases ofjoods, services and public works by

governments and public bodies. Since 2006 has your company ¢
(8]
= (0] =
g — g Q o Q 8
29 7 o =5 © @
0@ g ., < T3 T n o
j = ) L o n < o O =
o & =355 . Q c Qo <@
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n © © 2 'E T += o > — O o]
G = - <0 L nwncc s} = o
2§ Q®g9a CLE = @ 0E5 =
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> e ESs8S BSELE 2%¢ < z
= = So50 >55090E T3 ! 4
8 =8 2289 E£azTs S g3 z a
P S5 =S85 £8883 =8Es S L
EU27 5034 27.1 5.8 3.1 42.3 19.8 1.9
COUNTRY
B 0 Belgium 200 20.3 10.1 2.1 18.4 42.4 6.6
mm Bulgaria 200 29.2 3.9 4.4 39.2 19.4 3.9
b= Czech Rep. 204 36.3 8.6 3.2 42.2 8.3 1.4
am Denmark 200 36.5 5.4 7 36.7 14.2 0.3
B Germany 200 25.3 7.8 43 37.1 25.2 0.2
E= Estonia 200 36.7 5.6 3.6 32.7 175 4
= Greece 200 28.6 7.8 2.9 46.7 13.2 0.8
Z_ Spain 200 22.9 3.1 2.3 61.6 10.1 0
BN France 202 32.6 4.4 0.9 47.4 13.4 1.3
BN Ireland 201 33.8 9.1 4.7 42.9 6.5 3
Bl ity 200 20.1 3.9 1.1 58.1 16.1 0.7
Cyprus 70 29.2 9.6 5.1 434 11.9 0.8
= Latvia 200 36.2 13.9 1.7 42 55 0.6
B Lithuania 200 49.8 5.9 1.5 22.4 19.4 1
== Luxembourg 71 47.7 5.3 0 34.3 9.5 3.3
—= Hungary 202 17.7 3.4 3.1 18.6 55.7 15
B Malta 72 27.8 12.4 4.1 32.9 13.6 9.2
== Netherlands 200 22.4 7.1 25 42.7 21.8 3.5
== Austria 201 27.2 7.1 4 25.9 31.9 3.9
== Poland 201 31.3 5 3.6 27 31.4 1.7
B Portugal 203 25.1 2.8 57 41.2 25.2 0
B ] Romania 201 37.9 6.4 4.3 40.9 9.8 0.7
gmm Slovenia 200 44.4 5.8 3 37.1 9.1 0.6
mEm  Slovakia 202 24.2 10.6 3 45.8 13 34
== Finland 203 448 5 4.7 19.5 25.8 0.1
=== Sweden 200 29.5 4.3 4.2 33.3 26.7 1.9
sz United
B Kingdom 201 22.8 6.5 3.3 43.4 16.6 7.5
E[= Norway 100 44.2 1.8 2.8 32.9 2.4 15.9
E3J switzerland 100 29.9 1.8 10.3 28.7 27.4 2
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Table 15b. Compani esd partilysggments on i n publ i

QUESTION: Q7. The term "public procurement” describes the purchases of goods, services and public works by

governments and public bodies. Since 2006 has your company ¢
(8]
= g e
S = o o= <
o0 — 8 =35 E -
o8 g < S8 % o
c e 0L = »n a3 Q=
o < =235 n c Qo Q
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EU27 5034 27.1 5.8 3.1 42.3 19.8 1.9
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 21 5.4 2.4 52.9 16.1 21
Low & medium low tech 1065 20.1 5.3 3.9 51.8 17.9 0.9
Knowledge intensive service 992 32.2 8.3 3.7 34.9 18.6 2.4
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 23.7 5 23 43.3 235 2.2
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 24.6 5.9 3.2 44.6 19.9 1.9
Medium (50-249 empl) 1493 314 6.1 2.9 38 19.8 1.7
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 32.6 5.2 3.3 37.6 17.5 3.8
Large (500+ empl) 134 28.2 31 1.9 43.2 211 2.6
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMENT
Before 2001 4627 27.1 5.9 2.8 42.2 20 2
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 27.2 4.9 5.7 43.1 17.4 1.6
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 21.7 7.9 2.7 47.4 18.8 14
Increased 2610 30.9 53 33 39.8 19.1 15
Did not change 1183 25.3 5.7 3.1 44.2 19.1 2.6
| NNOVATI ONEé
“é is a primary s 441 28 4.3 2.7 44.4 18.5 2.1
P . .
.e 'soa stgnitiee 1332 317 7 3.4 42.7 14.2 1
income
€ i s -significanhsource of
. 2880 25.7 5.6 3.2 41.7 21.6 2.2
income
No innovation 381 20.1 5.5 1.2 42.9 27.3 3
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 32.3 7.3 1.6 375 17.9 3.4
Increased 1770 28.8 6 3.1 41.6 19.1 13
Did not change 2360 26.1 5.7 3.6 45.9 16.9 1.7
—=1 INTERNATIONAL
ACTIVITY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 23.2 5.7 4 44.3 20.1 2.7
Only domestic core activities 3120 295 59 25 41 19.7 15
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 25.9 6.9 4.1 38.5 21.8 2.7
Innovation followers 1043 28.9 6 1.9 40.8 19.7 2.7
Moderate innovators 1403 24.4 4.2 2.4 54.9 13.6 0.5
Catching up countries 877 315 5.9 35 314 25.9 1.8
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Table 16a.Companies that had public procurement opportunities with the possibility
to sell new/improved services i by country

QUESTION: Q7a. Did the public procurement opportunities that you investigated since 2006 include the possibility to
sell an innovation (i.e new or significantly improved products or services)?

Base:those who investigated public procurement opportunities

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 154 26.8 67.3 59
COUNTRY
BH Belgium 4 70.3 4 25.7
mm Bulgaria 9 26.2 59.6 14.2
hm Czech Rep. 7 135 86.5 0
mm Denmark 14 37 63 0
BN Germany 9 4.3 84.3 11.3
&= Estonia 7 42.7 57.3 0
= Greece 6 0 100 0
Z  Spain 5 54.9 45.1 0
BE France 2 100 0 0
B lreland 9 0 100 0
Bl taly 2 100 0 0
Cyprus 4 0 100 0
= Latvia 3 44.4 50.9 4.7
@ Lithuania 3 0 67.1 32.9
== Luxembourg 0 0 0 0
= Hungary 6 18.6 45.9 355
B Malta 3 38.2 61.8 0
== Netherlands 5 20 80 0
= Austria 8 10.4 87.9 1.7
== Poland 7 29.5 56.5 14
Fl Portugal 12 224 77.6 0
B Romania 9 36.4 63.6 0
gmm Slovenia 6 15.8 74.5 9.7
gim Slovakia 6 17.1 82.9 0
<= Finland 10 52.4 47.6 0
=== Sweden 8 60.7 36.2 3.1
St United Kingdom 7 11 89 0
ii= Norway 3 0 100 0
EJ switzerland 10 0.4 84.4 15.2
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Table 16b.Companies that had public procurement opportunities with the possibility
to sell new/improved services - by segments

QUESTION: Q7a. Did the public procurement opportunities that you investigated since 2006 include the possibility to
sell an innovation (ie. new or significantly improved products or services)?

Base:those who investigated public procurement opportunities

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA

EU27 154 26.8 67.3 5.9
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 8 33.7 66.3 0
Low & medium low tech 42 13 83.7 3.3
Knowledge intensive service 36 34.3 51.6 141
Less knowledge intensive service 50 27.3 714 1.2
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 100 29.3 63.5 7.2
Medium (50 -249 empl) 44 15.3 81.2 35
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 8 47 49.3 3.7
Large (500+ empl) 2 63.6 36.4 0
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 131 28.6 64.4 6.9
After 1st Jan. 2001 23 16.7 83.3 0
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-2008)
Decreased 27 18 81 1
Increased 87 34.7 61 4.4
Did not change 37 15.9 70.5 13.6

<+ | NNOVATI ONEé

"6 is a primary sour c¢ 12 28.6 69.7 17
€ is a significant s« 45 36 62.9 11
€ i s -significanhsource of income 93 21.6 69.3 9
No innovation 5 36.7 63.3 0
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 7 54.5 45.5 0
Increased 55 35.6 60.1 4.4
Did not change 86 18.2 74.9 6.9

: )y INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 77 30.4 64.8 4.9
Only domestic core activities 78 23.3 69.8 6.9
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 71 13.9 79.7 6.4
Innovation followers 20 41.4 55.5 3.1
Moderate innovators 33 44.2 55.6 0.2
Catching up countries 31 28.5 59.1 125
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Table 17a. Companies that submitted tenders for public procurement with a
possibility to sell new or improved services i by country

QUESTION: Q7b. Did at least one of the tenders that you submitted for a public procurement since 2006 include the
possibility to sellan innovation (i.e. new or significantly improved products or services)?

Base: those who submitted for a public procurement

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 293 19.8 77.4 2.7
COUNTRY
BH Belgium 20 18.7 77.9 35
mm Bulgaria 8 26.6 73.4 0
hm CzechRep. 18 28.9 53 18
am Denmark 11 18.7 81.3 0
E=  Germany 16 9.6 90.4 0
&= Estonia 11 1 99 0
= Greece 16 6 94 0
<_ Spain 6 15.6 84.4 0
BN France 9 8 82.7 9.3
B Ireland 18 27.6 72.4 0
] itay 8 6 94 0
Cyprus 7 211 78.9 0
= Latvia 28 48.2 51.2 0.6
@ Lithuania 12 32.6 61.7 5.7
== Luxembourg 4 0 71.2 28.8
= Hungary 7 17.3 71.7 11
B Malta 9 33.1 19.7 47.2
== Netherlands 14 19 68.1 12.9
== Austria 14 20.2 79.8 0
== Poland 10 4.7 95.3 0
Fl Portugal 6 2.4 97.6 0
B ] Romania 13 7 93 0
gmm Slovenia 12 23.8 76.2 0
gim  Slovakia 21 29.2 70.8 0
<= Finland 10 5.6 94.4 0
=== Sweden 9 43.7 56.3 0
2tE  United Kingdom 13 58.6 41.4 0
il= Norway 2 33.3 66.7 0
EJ switzerland 2 0 100 0
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Table 17b. Companies that submitted tenders for public procurement with a
possibility to sell new or improved services - by segments

QUESTION: Q7b. Did at least one of the tenders that you submitted for a public procurement since 2006 include the
possibility to sellan innovation (i.e. new or significantly improved products or services)?

Base: those who submitted for a public procurement

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 293 19.8 77.4 27
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 18 4.5 95.5 0
Low & medium low tech 57 6.5 92.4 11
Knowledge intensive service 82 23.5 71 55
Less knowledge intensive service 108 24.9 73.1 2
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 186 18 79.5 25
Medium (50 -249 empl) 90 21.6 74.8 3.6
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 12 19.3 80 0.7
Large (500+ empl) 4 64.4 34.8 0.9
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 273 16.3 81 2.7
After 1st Jan. 2001 20 67.2 29.3 3.4
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-2008)
Decreased 80 18 79.7 2.3
Increased 139 27 69.2 3.8
Did not change 68 8 91.7 0.3
+ | NNOVATI ONé
"6 is a primary sour c¢ 19 27.3 63.8 8.9
€ is a significant s« 93 24.1 74.7 1.2
€ i s -significanhsource of income 160 19 78.9 2
No innovation 21 0 90.7 9.3
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 32 16.6 82.9 0.5
Increased 106 25.2 72.6 2.2
Did not change 135 18.7 79.1 2.1
: )y INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 109 20.3 73.3 6.3
Only domestic core activities 184 19.5 79.8 0.6
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 119 26.2 73.8 0
Innovation followers 63 15.3 77.2 75
Moderate innovators 590 14 82 4
Catching up countries 52 17.3 80.8 1.8
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Table 18a. Companies where at least one successful tender for public procurement
included the possibility to sell new or improved services i by country

QUESTION: Q7c. Did at least one of the public procurement contracts that you have won since 2006 include the
posshility to sell an innovation (i.e. new or significantly improved products or services)?

Base: those who won at least one public procurement contract

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 1363 30.9 64.1 5
COUNTRY
BB Belgium 41 39.9 50.6 9.6
mm Bulgaria 58 45.7 51.9 2.4
hm CzechRep. 74 42.1 55 2.9
amm Denmark 73 51.9 48.1 0
BN Germany 51 22.6 77.4 0
E= Estonia 73 24.5 69 6.5
= Greece 57 21.9 71.3 6.8
Z  Spain 46 38.4 59.6 2
BN France 66 21.9 64.7 13.4
Bl lreland 68 31 66.9 2.1
Bl taly 40 20.3 79.7 0
Cyprus 20 15.7 80.4 3.9
= Latvia 72 26 74 0
@ Lithuania 100 28.6 67.7 3.7
== Luxembourg 34 453 54.7 0
= Hungary 36 31.1 68.9 0
B Malta 20 31.6 63 5.4
== Netherlands 45 47.9 42.6 9.5
== Austria 55 31.7 58.7 9.6
mm Poland 63 30 58.7 11.2
FEl Portugal 51 48.6 49.6 1.9
B Romania 76 16.6 83.4 0
gmm Slovenia 89 29.4 68.9 1.8
pm  Slovakia 49 17.1 61 21.9
-— Finland 91 42 57.8 0.2
== Sweden 59 38.5 61.1 0.3
St United Kingdom 46 41 51.1 8
s= Norway 44 28.2 71.8 0
EJ switzerland 30 47.8 52 0.3
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Table 18b. Companies where at least one successful tender for public procurement
included the possibility to sell new or improved services - by segments

QUESTION: Q7c. Did at least one of the public procurement contracts that you have won since 2006 irddithe
possibility to sell an innovation (i.e. new or significantly improved products or services)?

Base: those who won at least one public procurement contract

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 1363 30.9 64.1 5
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 68 34 62.5 35
Low & medium low tech 214 311 65.9 3
Knowledge intensive service 320 36 59.9 41
Less knowledge intensive service 516 304 65.6 4.1
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 779 31.8 66.2 2
Medium (50 -249 empl) 469 26.4 64 9.6
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 78 38.1 53.8 8.1
Large (500+ empl) 38 54 42.5 3.6
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 1253 30.8 64 5.2
After 1st Jan. 2001 111 325 64.5 3.1
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-2008)
Decreased 219 29.3 69.8 0.9
Increased 805 32.2 62.3 5.5
Did not change 299 28.2 67.3 4.6
+ | NNOVATI ONé
"6 is a primary sour c¢ 124 47.4 51.5 1
€ is a significant s« 423 30.5 61.6 7.8
€ i s -significanhsource of income 741 29.9 65.8 4.3
No innovation 76 15.8 80.9 3.3
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 143 23.2 72.4 4.4
Increased 509 41.9 51 7.1
Did not change 616 25.2 715 3.4
: )y INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 445 36.6 58.6 4.8
Only domestic core activities 919 28.1 66.7 5.2
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 443 32.3 65.3 2.4
Innovation followers 302 29.2 595 11.2
Moderate innovators 342 334 64.7 1.9
Catching up countries 276 27.3 66.3 6.4
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Table 19a.For a company to be successful in public procurement...i by country
QUESTION: Q8. For a company to be successful in public procurement, do you consider that...
% innovation % cost and
% low cost is is more Innovation
more important important have equal
than innovation than low cost  importance for
for winning a for winninga  winning public
Total N public tender public tender tenders % DK/NA
EU27 5034 30.3 8.6 36.4 24.7
COUNTRY
BN Belgium 200 26.4 7.2 215 45
mm Bulgaria 200 12.4 16.5 51.1 20.1
hm CzechRep. 204 27.7 11.2 38 23.1
mms Denmark 200 26.4 8.4 30.4 347
B Germany 200 34.4 9.3 37.3 19
&= Estonia 200 32 8.3 27.6 32.1
= Greece 200 36.8 9.7 35.9 17.5
<~ Spain 200 17.8 11.2 46.2 24.9
Bl France 202 36 9.6 34 20.5
B! Ireland 201 35.6 4.8 49.7 10
Il ay 200 35.9 9.3 20.4 345
Cyprus 70 48.2 5.2 33.7 12.8
== Latvia 200 53.2 3.4 36.4 7
s Lithuania 200 41.8 4.2 334 20.6
== Luxembourg 71 34.9 1.3 38.2 25.6
= Hungary 202 22.9 1.4 23.9 51.9
B Malta 72 29.8 35 32,5 34.1
== Netherlands 200 30 3.8 40.8 25.4
== Austria 201 311 6 325 30.3
== Poland 201 315 11.2 31 26.3
¥l Portugal 203 31 8.3 50.5 10.2
B Romania 201 275 18.1 41.7 12.6
tmm Slovenia 200 48.2 8.9 27.7 15.2
Em Slovakia 202 25.5 10.7 39.5 24.3
-+— Finland 203 422 8.4 33.2 16.3
== Sweden 200 40.5 5.8 21.2 325
SI¥  United Kingdom 201 23.6 3.2 457 275
E= Norway 100 35.8 15.5 14.1 34.5
EJ switzerland 100 27 7 39 27.1
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Table 19b. For a company to be successful in public procurement..- by segments

QUESTION: Q8. For a company to be successful in public procurement, do you consider that...

% low cost
is more % cost and
important Innovation
than % innovation have equal
innovation is more importance
for important for
winning a than low cost winning
public for winning a public
Total N tender public tender tenders % DK/NA
EU27 5034 30.3 8.6 36.4 24.7
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 34 9.6 24.7 317
Low & medium low tech 1065 32.6 9.2 315 26.8
Knowledge intensive service 992 27.7 8.6 41.4 22.3
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 27.9 8.4 36.9 26.8
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 313 8.6 35 25
Medium (50 -249 empl) 1493 28.2 8.8 38.8 24.2
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 29.5 8.1 37.7 24.7
Large (500+ empl) 134 29.2 6.8 43.1 20.9
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 30.5 8.5 35.9 25.2
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 27.9 104 42.8 18.9
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 321 10.2 324 25.2
Increased 2610 31.2 8.4 35.6 24.7
Did not change 1183 29.3 8.3 40.2 22.3
: I NNOVATI ONég
"é is a primary so 441 23.9 13.2 345 28.5
€ is a significan 1332 30.8 10.5 39.5 19.2
€ i s -significanhsource of
income 2880 324 6.8 34.6 26.2
No innovation 381 194 10.5 42.1 28
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 313 11.9 34.8 21.9
Increased 1770 29.9 10.4 36.9 22.8
Did not change 2360 31.8 6.9 36.9 243
. INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
. Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 325 8 335 25.9
Only domestic core activities 3120 28.9 9 38.2 23.9
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 30.9 7 38.8 23.3
Innovation followers 1043 33.2 7.4 34.8 24.6
Moderate innovators 1403 27.9 10.1 35.8 26.2
Catching up countries 877 29.3 10.9 34.9 24.9
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Table 20a. Actions taken by companies to integrate different activities in support of
innovation T by country

QUESTION: Q9_A-D. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following initiatives to integrate
diffenrent company activities (R&D, design, marketring/sales, production etc.) in support of innovation?

% of fiYesO0O shown

Internal Staff
mechanisms rotations or Creation of cross
for employees secondments functional or cross-
Knowledge to submit between departmental teams
management innovative different on innovation
Total N systems ideas functions projects
EU27 5034 34.9 45.6 40.2 35.2
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 200 28.4 437 38.8 41.1
mm Bulgaria 200 29.6 40.8 35.8 35.6
b CzechRep. 204 445 38.8 28.6 41
mmm Denmark 200 34.7 43.9 51.1 45.1
B Germany 200 24.7 52.3 28.7 44.8
&= Estonia 200 28.4 41.4 52.4 29.4
= Greece 200 48.4 42.8 38 28.4
<~ Spain 200 47.1 53.6 51.5 45
BN France 202 37.8 49.1 39.6 22.8
B lreland 201 41.3 45.7 455 51.9
Il tay 200 24 38.2 48.4 26.8
Cyprus 70 56.3 52.7 44.7 35.6
== Latvia 200 13.9 29.3 33.8 16.4
s Lithuania 200 38.2 52.8 51.2 27.1
== Luxembourg 71 44.8 55.9 52.2 33.6
== Hungary 202 14.7 26.9 30.3 9.6
B Malta 72 66.1 53.6 53.5 31.3
== Netherlands 200 32.8 39.3 29.6 33.8
= Austria 201 315 53.7 42.7 45.8
== Poland 201 33.4 47 48.1 23.1
3 Portugal 203 48.5 43.6 51.6 36.2
B 1 Romania 201 48.8 44.9 48.8 32.9
gmm Slovenia 200 46.8 70.9 59.2 44.9
Em  Slovakia 202 477 58.3 33.2 40.2
-~ Finland 203 55.4 40.7 53.4 45.6
== Sweden 200 30.9 50.5 47 29.3
Zi£  United Kingdom 201 40.2 35.2 34.2 37.9
E=  Norway 100 31.8 62.5 50.5 58.4
EJ switzerland 100 34 54.9 46.9 60.4
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Table 20b. Actions taken by companies to integrate different activities in support of
innovation - by segments

QUESTION: Q9_A-D. Since 2006, has your company started or increased any of the following initiatives to integrate
diffenrent company activities (R&D, design, marketring/sales, production etc.) in support of innovation?

% of fiYesO0O shown

Internal Creation of
mechanisms Staff cross-functional
for rotations or or Cross-
employees  secondments departmental
Knowledge to submit between teams on
Total management innovative different innovation
N systems ideas functions projects
EU27 5034 34.9 45.6 40.2 35.2
ACTIVITY
High & medium high tech 323 30.4 41.3 39.7 40.9
Low & medium low tech 1065 33.7 41.8 44.4 36.3
Knowledge intensive service 992 38.3 51.1 34.8 41.7
Less knowledge intensive service 2176 33.9 47.3 41.1 31.3
COMPANY SIZE
Small (20-49 empl) 3170 31.6 42.1 36.6 27.7
Medium (50-249 empl) 1493 38.5 50.9 44.9 45.1
Medium -large (250-499 empl) 238 43.1 50 49.9 54.4
Large (500+ empl) 134 56.3 62.6 54.6 68.7
YEAR OF ESTABLISHMEN T
Before 2001 4627 34.2 45.6 39.8 35.1
After 1st Jan. 2001 407 42.6 45.4 44.7 36.5
CHANGE IN SALES (200 6-
2008)
Decreased 1009 31.6 441 42.5 36.2
Increased 2610 35.7 48.4 42.9 36.9
Did not change 1183 36.6 41.6 31 314
I NNOVATI ONég
€ is a primary so 441 50.7 58 51.3 53
€ is a significan 1332 445 59.9 46.4 44.9
?ncor'nes -significantsource of 2880 31.2 42.1 38.8 313
No innovation 381 10 7.3 15.3 10.3
CHANGE IN INNOVATION
SPENDING (2006 -2008)
Decreased 442 274 39.6 36.2 25.6
Increased 1770 43.8 54.2 48.2 44.4
Did not change 2360 31.6 43.7 36.8 32.7
INTERNATIONAL ACTIVI TY
Manufactures or sells abroad 1914 39 51 43.5 41.5
Only domestic core activities 3120 32.3 42.3 38.1 31.4
COUNTRY TYPOLOGY
Innovation leaders 1712 31.6 45.7 335 41.7
Innovation followers 1043 35.4 47.1 38.3 30.9
Moderate innovators 1403 38.8 45.4 47.6 36.6
Catching up countries 877 34.2 44 43.5 255
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