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Introduction  
 

The current Innobarometer on Strategic trends in innovation 2006-2008 was conducted during April 

2009 in the 27 Member States of the EU, Norway and Switzerland, under the framework of the Flash 

Eurobarometer surveys. 

 

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

covered:  

 

 Innobarometer 2001: focused on 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 resources, protecting and 

sharing knowledge, access to funding and customer acceptance of innovations. 

 

 Innobarometer 2002: its objective was to seek the opinions of European managers on their 

companiesô strengths and needs in innovation, the investments made in innovation and the 

output achieved, as well as the actual practice of co-operation 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 enterprises to the public debate on 

innovation.  

 

 Innobarometer 2003: the 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 advanced technologies, 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 survey. The 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. 

 

 Innobarometer 2005: this was named ñReadiness for innovation in Europeò. European citizens 

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. 

 

 Innobarometer 2006: the survey focused on ñThe role of clusters in facilitating innovation in 

Europeò. Businesses operating in cluster-like environments were interviewed about their 

experiences of working under such conditions, with a special emphasis of the cluster 

membership on innovation, competition and business development. 

 

 Innobarometer 2007: the ñInnovation transferò survey primarily explored the ways in which 

enterprises innovate, the role of non-R&D based innovation, and the extent to which 

innovation is outsourced or transferred from other businesses or organisations. The survey 

investigated product- and process-related innovation separately.  

 

The current wave of Innobarometer (2009) placed the focus on innovation 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 trends. The 

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 survey (2009 April). 
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Firms with at least 20 employees, from specific innovation-intensive industry sectors
1
, were randomly 

selected to be included in the survey. From among these, Innobarometer screened those where 

innovative activities took place in the past three years (2006-2008) and inquired about specific 

experiences related to recent examples of innovation.  

 

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 sample was selected randomly, but disproportionally, according to three criteria: country, 

company size (20-49, 50-249, 250+ employees) and activity sector within the industries listed in the 

footnote on this page. Activities are categorised in this report according to the OECD definition of 

technology intensity:  

 

 high and medium high-technology manufacturing (referred to as high-tech industries in the 

report) 

 low and medium-low-technology manufacturing (low-tech industries) 

 knowledge-intensive services  

 less-knowledge-intensive services (sometimes referred to as other 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 smallest Member States 

(Cyprus, Malta, and Luxembourg), the sample consisted of 70 enterprises. In non-EU countries, the 

sample target size was 100 (Switzerland and Norway). 

 

During the analysis we sometimes use the country classification according to the 2008 European 

Innovation Scoreboard
2
 (and consistently provide all results in the frequency tables in the Annex), as 

follows:  

 

 ñInnovation leadersò: Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK  

 ñInnovation followersò: Austria, Belgium, France, Ireland, Luxembourg and the Netherlands  

 ñModerate innovatorsò: Cyprus, Estonia, Slovenia, Czech Republic, Greece, Italy, Norway, 

Portugal and Spain  

 ñCatching-up countriesò: Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and 

Slovakia. 

 

Overall, Gallup interviewed 5,238 enterprises across Europe, between April 1 and 9, 2009, using 

fixed-line telephone methodology. (For the country breakdown of the actual number of interviews 

achieved, please refer to ñSurvey detailsò in the Annex of this report.) Eligible respondents were 

senior company managers responsible for strategic decision-making. Typically, they were general 

managers, owners and financial managers.  

                                                      
1
 Aerospace engines, Aerospace vehicles, Defence, Analyt. Instr., Constr. Equipment, Apparel, Automotive, 

Build. Fixtures, Equip., Services, Business services, Chemical Products, Communications equipment, 

Construction / Materials, Distribution services, Energy, Entertainment, Financial services, Fishing and fishing 

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, Metal Manufacturing, 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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Post-stratification weights were used to restore the artificially-distorted proportions according to 

company size and industry sector. When discussing EU-wide or other supra-national 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 at the end 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 interviewed in 

Innobarometer were sampled from sectors that are likely to be innovative. 

Thus, the results obtained in Innobarometer are not representative of the 

entire business community of the specific countries or of the EU itself.  
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Main findings  
 

Innovation profile  

 

 One in 10 companies (from innovation-intensive 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.  

 

 Hungary was by far the 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 a primary source of income. 

 

 Innovation as a primary or significant source 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.  

 

 Companies that increased spending in innovation and companies that spent on in-house or 

outsourced R&D were more likely to say innovation was a primary source of income. 

 

 The more a firmôs sales are dependent on innovation, the more likely they are to have rapidly 

increasing or decreasing turnover. 

 

 

Trends in innovative activities 

 

 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 

strategies or organisational changes, etc.) in the period 2006-2008. Over 80% of companies 

reported that they have introduced at least one type of innovation of those surveyed. 

 

 Slovenian, Finnish, Swiss and Swedish companies were the most likely to introduce at least 

one kind of innovation (91%-93%) and also some of the most liable to introduce products and 

services innovations (74%-78%).  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. 

 

 Enterprises that reported an increase in innovation investment between 2006 and 2008 were 

much more likely to introduce a product- or service innovation (81%) compared to those with 

stagnant (62%) or decreasing (60%) innovation investments. The same is true for firms where 

the sales revenue has been increasing between 2006 and 2008 (73% vs. 56%-64% for those 

where no increase was seen). 

 

 Since 2006, almost half (46%) of EU enterprises have introduced new or significantly 

improved business processes (e.g. in production, distribution, 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 technology-intensity) have introduced 

such innovation. 

 

 A similar number (45%) of EU enterprises have introduced a new or significantly improved 

marketing strategy since 2006. In particular, the less knowledge-intensive 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 knowledge-intensive service 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 enterprises 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 their sales  were the 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 software was the most widespread form of innovative 

investment (76% of firms in 2006-2008).  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 the goal of supporting innovation was the second-most 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 than R&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 (82%-92% depending on the number of employees). 

 

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

likely it was to have boosted its budget for non-R&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 (high- and low-tech) were more likely than service providers to invest in R&D: 

enterprises in high-tech industries were most likely to report such expenditure (55%) as well 

as having the highest proportion of increased R&D budgets (62%). The firms that 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 in R&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% of managers thought their 2009 innovation budget would shrink, although only 

9% indicated that such a pattern existed between 2006 and 2008. 
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 However, most enterprises have had a stable or stagnant innovation budget (not counting 

inflation) between 2006 and 2008 (47%), and 51% expected to maintain their current spending 

in 2009.   

 

 A ñnegative turnaroundò (i.e. innovation spending forecasted to decrease, despite increases 

between 2006 and 2008) was most often seen in the low-tech /medium-low-tech 

manufacturing sector (14%), in the largest enterprise segment (13%) and in countries 

classified as ñcatching-upò (13%) by the 2008 European Innovation Scoreboard (EIS) 

classification. 

 

 When asked about the direct effects of the current economic downturn, most enterprises did 

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 innovation-related spending (22%) compared to 9% that have increased their innovation 

budget. This marks a rapid deterioration compared to period 2006-08 where 35% of 

companies said they had increased innovation related expenditure while only 9% reported a 

decrease. 

 

 The ñforward-lookingò attitude of increasing innovation expenditure in response to the 

economic downturn was particularly characteristic of high-tech manufacturing firms (13%) 

but this segment was also ï however marginally ï the most likely to have cut their innovation 

budgets (24%). 

 

 

Strategic initiatives to support innovation 

 

 

 Regarding the most sought-after skills to support innovation, general 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 current 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. 

 

 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 sought-after by enterprises active in service sectors than in the 

manufacturing sector. 

  

 In terms of integrating internal activities and systems to support innovation, EU enterprises 

were most likely to say that they had introduced mechanisms to support the collection of 

innovative ideas from employees (46%), while 40% have used staff rotations and secondments 

to bring new perspectives to work processes. 

 

o The gap between the largest and the smallest enterprises is widest in the extent to 

which they utilise specialised knowledge management systems (small firms: 32%, 

large companies: 56%) and the extent to which enterprises create cross-

functional/departmental teams in innovation projects (small: 28%, large: 69%). 

 

 Firms are less likely to use external relationships to support innovation: they were slightly 

more liable to involve potential customers or clients in product testing (26%) or in in-house 

innovation activities (24%), than in actually sharing or exchanging intellectual property 

(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 discussion forums relevant to innovative 

activities and to involve potential users in in-house development activities and were much 

more open to sharing or exchanging intellectual property with a broader development 

community (31% of companies in this group, 9 percentage points above the EU average).  

 

 In terms of strategic partnerships, these exist particularly within the supply chain: with 

suppliers (42%) or with specific (presumably large or important) customers or clients (39%).   

 

o Large enterprises stand out in each type of strategic link tested; this is especially 

evident in strategic relations outside a companyôs supply chain: the larger the 

companies the more likely they were to be engaged in strategic relationships with 

other companies, research or educational organisations.   

 

 Slovakia, Finland and the Czech Republic were the most successful countries in terms of 

forging partnerships; Hungary and Latvia were consistently in the bottom three countries in 

this regard.  

 

 

International activities in support of innovation 

 

 Roughly 1 in 16 EU enterprises (6%) stated that they made investments in support of 

innovation in companies located in other countries. One in 10 firms outsourced (innovation-

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% test-marketed their innovative products in other countries. 

 

 Of the EUôs six largest countries, the UK and Spain reported the most international exposure 

(40% and 39%, respectively), Poland was slightly above the EU average (36%), but France 

(23%), Germany (20%) and Italy (17%) were among the countries having the least amount of 

such cross-border 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 ranking. 

 

 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 medium-large enterprises, 38% of medium-sized firms and 27% in the 

smallest segment.  

 

 Companies with a significant international focus in their core activities were much more likely 

to indicate that they performed one of the cross-border activities mentioned to support their 

innovation (55%) versus 18% of firms who only operate domestically. 

 

 Almost three-quarters (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 of all firms surveyed by Innobarometer had cross-border relations 

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

 

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

indicated cooperation with countries outside the 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 high-tech manufacturing sector (47% of those performing 

international activities and 21% of all companies had such relationships with countries outside 

the EU), in the medium-large (46% and 22%, respectively) and large (43%, 26%) enterprise 

segments. 

 

Lead Markets 

 

 The vast majority of 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. 

 

 Companies who were the least likely to identify their domestic market as having the most 

demanding clients (i.e. high-tech manufacturers: 51%, low-tech manufacturers: 54%, those 

with cross-border core activities: 48%) were also the most likely to claim that there is not a 

real difference between the various market areas (17%, 18% and 21%, respectively). 

 

 Those companies that named another EU country as their lead market were primarily those in 

the manufacturing segments (high-tech: 19%, low-tech: 20%), the largest enterprises (15%), 

the relatively-young ones (established after 2001: 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%) surveyed have actually won at 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 time, 42% of the interviewed enterprises explicitly stated that 

they were not interested in public tenders. 

 

 Knowledge-intensive service companies showed the most interest (44%) and were the most 

likely to win public procurement tenders (32%). 

 

 Between 64% and 77% of companies interested in public procurement indicated that none of 

the opportunities - investigated / unsuccessful bids made / contracts they won - provided the 

opportunity to offer innovative products or services. 

 

 Large enterprises seemed to be much more likely 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 bid. Low cost was considered to be 

more important than the inclusion of innovative products by 30% of companies, while roughly 

1 in 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 demand-side policies had positively 

impacted their innovation activities (48% reported a positive effect from at least one policy-

related change)  
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o  The most influential was new environmental regulations that encouraged or required 

35% of EU enterprises to innovate.    

 

 Supply-side policies were less likely to have positively affected enterprisesô innovation 

activities since 2006: just a third of all surveyed companies confirmed that newly introduced 

public policies in the field of taxation or direct subsidies for innovation provided them with 

increased opportunity to innovate. 

 

 Variations were especially pronounced in how much enterprises felt that demand-side policy 

changes (i.e. changes in environmental or other regulations or in services provided by 

intermediaries) positively influenced innovation activities: those in the high-tech 

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.  

 

 Demand-pull factors (e.g. pressure from competitors, demands from clients) were more likely 

than technology-push factors (i.e. emergence of new technologies or opportunities to 

cooperate with knowledge centres) to positively influence innovation activities between 2006 

and early 2009.  Almost three-quarters (72%) of enterprises indicated that at least one of the 

demand-pull factors tested in the survey influenced their innovation activity in a positive 

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 opportunities to expand within existing 

markets or enter new ones (49%) offered opportunities for (or even required) them to boost 

innovation. Public clientsô demands had a similar effect with only a minority (16%) of 

enterprises 

 

 

Companies thoughts about their competitive advantage and future trends 

 

 The single most widely indicated strategy to remain competitive in the next two years, was the 

one not necessarily involving innovation: 32% of companies said they felt they would be 

successful primarily because they would be able to cut costs or prices of existing products and 

services. 

 

 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/services; 16%, new business 

models or marketing strategies).  

 

 Product-related developments (to develop new ones or to upgrade the existing ones) were 

primarily mentioned by manufacturers (especially high-tech: 27% indicated both types), while 

improved business models and marketing innovations were the most popular choices in the 

knowledge-intensive service segment (21%). 

 

 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 in serving the increasing number of older people, 15% considered emerging 

export markets and 12% pointed to demands in education, social- or health services. 
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1. Innovation profile  
 

Although the Innobarometer surveys have been designed to capture enterprises active in innovation-

intensive business sectors, not all companies surveyed reported that they have either introduced a 

specific innovation or have been spending on innovation support during the three years preceding the 

survey (2006-2008
3
).  Also, the relative weight of innovation in the main activities of the enterprises 

differs: some enterprisesô success relies primarily on the sales of their innovations, while others have a 

stronger emphasis on non-innovative products and services where innovation only plays a secondary 

role. This introductory section will illustrate the differences in enterprise ñdemographicsò according to 

this typology.  

 

Enterprises were classified into four distinct 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 significant (but not primary) source of income (27%) 

C) Enterprises where innovation exists, but is a non-significant source of income or does not 

contribute to sales (57%) 

D) Enterprises with no innovation activity (8%) 

 

The typology is primarily based on Q6a (ñIn 2008, how important were innovative products or 

services in your companyôs total sales?ò 1 - most sales came from innovative products or services 

(category A in the above typology), 2 - innovative and non-innovative products or services 

contributed about equally to sales (category B), 3 - most sales came from non-innovative products or 

services (category 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 

response 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 section 2.1.1). You may also refer to the 

questionnaire 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 significantly to their 2008 

sales (or accounted for most of them) were identified, across the innovation-intensive sectors, in 

Portugal (52%), the Czech Republic and Cyprus (both 50%). In all other Member States, even in the 

innovation-intensive sectors this survey investigated, the majority of enterprises had sales that were 

only modestly dependent on innovation, or they were not engaged in innovation at all (in the period 

surveyed). The last-named category ï enterprises without innovative activities ï was most widespread 

among Hungarian enterprises (where 30% did not spend specifically on innovation support and did not 

engage in any innovative development activity in the 2006-2008 period), followed by Bulgarian (18%) 

and Belgian (16%) companies.  Enterprises where the sales revenue was primarily dependent on 

innovations were seen most frequently in Cyprus (20%) and Finland (18%). 

                                                      
3
 The reference period of the survey was consistently the 2006-2008 period if financial aspects were concerned 

or between 2006 and ñnowò (April 2009) 
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When we look at the variation in the reliance on innovation in total sales, we find that there are no real 

differences across size segments: regardless of the number of employees, more or less the same 

proportion of enterprises in innovation-intensive segments rely primarily or significantly on sales from 

their innovative products and services. 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%). 

 

Enterprises that indicated that their 

spending on innovation has increased 

- comparing 2008 with 2006 - were 

most likely to indicate that the 

primary source, or a significant 

amount, of their sales revenue comes 

from innovative products and services 

(44%). Those who reported a decrease 

in the 2008 innovation budget were 

also more likely to state that 

innovation contributed significantly to 

their sales (36%) than those who 

reported no change in spending on 

innovation (32%).   

 

The type of innovative activities that 

enterprises invest in has a clear 

relationship with the relative weight 

of innovative products in their sales. 

Those who were spending on 

technological innovation (in-house or 

outsourced R&D
4
) were clearly more 

likely realising significant sales 

revenue from innovative products or 

services (45%), compared to those 

firms where expenditures were focused on non-technological types of innovation (e.g. acquisition of 

machinery, know-how, improvements on design or innovation-related training
5
).   

                                                      
4
 see questionnaire: items Q1a and Q1b 
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These companies were 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 activity
6
 are 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 proportion of innovation-dependent 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%).  

Just 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 innovation-reliant were those who reported a stable income over this three-year period 

(29%). 

 

If we look at the picture in more 

detail and from another angle, we 

see that enterprises that rely 

heavily on innovation in their sales 

were more likely to grow rapidly 

(by more than 50%) than 

enterprises that have less emphasis 

on innovative products and 

services: 5% and 2%, respectively. 

Firms with a significant income 

from innovation are also somewhat 

more likely to indicate that their 

sales have grown between 10% 

and 50% over these three years: 

32% compared to 30% among 

other enterprises.  

 

Innovation-reliant enterprises 

were, however, less likely to 

maintain sales revenues. A quarter 

(25%) of those where innovation is 

not a significant source of income 

reported stable sales between 2006 and 2008, while only one in five (20%) of firms with at least 

significant innovation-driven sales revenue reported a stable level of sales in the same period.  

 

Innovation-reliant enterprises were also more likely than others to suffer a significant decline (over 

25%) in sales revenue in this period (although the absolute numbers are small at this end of the 

spectrum, too). Such firms were as likely as others to suffer a contraction of 5%-25% and more likely 

to have faced a slight decline in sales (5% or less) as well. 

  

                                                      
6
 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 

further details that 

support the notion that 

the more a firmôs sales 

were dependent on 

innovation in the 

period of 2006-2008, 

the less likely they 

were to report stable 

incomes in the same 

timeframe. The 

proportion of those 

firms that could 

increase their sales by 

at least 10% between 

2006 and 2008, was 

highest among those 

who primarily relied 

on innovative products 

and services (39%), 

but at the same time, 

the highest proportion of enterprises reporting a decline in sales revenues came from this segment as 

well (23%). On balance, the enterprises that had non-significant innovation-related revenue posted the 

healthiest sales revenue increase (52%) vs. decline (18%): a percentage points difference of +36. Such 

a difference was the smallest among enterprises not engaged in innovative activities at all (40% vs. 

22%, i.e. +18 points) but these enterprises were at the same time by far the least likely to gain in 

revenues. 

 
  

Table 1. Recent financial success vs. innovation focus (EU27, column %) 

 
Innovation is ... 

Sales (2006-2008): 

primary 

source of 

income 

significant 

source of 

income 

non-sign. 

source of 

income 

no 

innovation 

increased by 50%+ 3 5 2 2 

increased by 10-50% 36 30 31 20 

increased by -10% 14 16 17 16 

increased (extent not spec.) 2 2 3 2 

did not change 19 20 24 34 

decreased (extent not spec.) 2 1 0 2 

decreased by -5% 3 7 4 2 

decreased by 5-25% 12 10 11 14 

decreased by 25%+ 6 4 3 4 

not stated 3 4 5 4 

     

Total "increased"  55 53 52 40 

Total "decreased" 23 22 18 22 
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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, implementing policies and 

programmes with the aim to increase the innovativeness of EU-based 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 Innobarometer survey. 

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 (either in the product 

range or in support 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 goes into the finer details of innovative 

activities and types of innovation that enterprises were engaged with or have introduced. The section 

also looks at innovation-related investment trends. 

 

2.1.1 Innovative activities 

 

Enterprises engage in a wide variety of innovative 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 2006? 

a) New or significantly improved products 

b) New or significantly improved services  

c) 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 organisational 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 of enterprises at the EU27 level: about half 

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

2006.  

 

When looking at the 

proportion of enterprises 

that introduced innovation 

in at least one of these 

areas, the ratio is of course 

higher: at the EU27 level, 

82% of firms surveyed in 

the innovation-intensive 

business segments reported 

at least one form of 

innovation during the past 

three-year period.  

 

Forms of innovation

50

49

46

45

45

New or significantly improved services

New or significantly improved organisational 
structures (e.g. knowledge management, 

workplace organisation or external relations)
New or significantly improved processes (e.g. 
production processes, distribution methods, 

support activities)

New or significantly improved products

New or significantly improved marketing 
strategies

Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 2006? 
Base: all EU27 enterprises

% of òYesò

EU27 változott
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Base: all enterprises

% of  mentioning  any of  the five innovations tested, by country

I nnovati ve actions introduced by companies

 
Involvement in innovation, as measured by these five activity categories, was the highest among 

enterprises active in innovation-intensive 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 

innovation-intensive 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. 

 

2.1.1a Innovation in product and service offering 

 

Focusing solely on innovations in 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 (since 2006). Once again, Swedish and Slovenian (both 78%) enterprises came 

out at the top, but such product, or service, innovation characterised about three-quarters of enterprises 

surveyed in Finland, Lithuania (both 76%), the Czech Republic (75%) and Switzerland (74%). 
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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 did so (both 55%). 
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Product innovation characterises enterprises in the high-tech and low-tech 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 knowledge-intensive services sector and 33% in the 

knowledge-intensive 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 knowledge-intensive 

service sector introduced a new or 

significantly improved service since 2006 

(53% in the less knowledge-intensive 

service sector), while only 46% in high-

tech manufacturing and 43% in low-tech 

manufacturing introduced such an 

innovation over the course of the past 

three years.   

 

Overall, enterprises in the high- and 

medium-high-tech industry sector 

confirmed any type of (90%) or product- or service-related (76%) innovation, while those in 

knowledge-intensive service sectors were the least engaged in such activities (any type of innovation: 

78%, product- or service-related: 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, almost two-thirds of small enterprises (64%) 

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 where the sales 

revenue has been increasing 

between 2006 and 2008 were 

clearly more likely than others to 

introduce innovation of some type 

(87%), but this was especially true 

of product and service innovations 

(73%).  

 

Such an association is even 

stronger when we looked at 

spending on innovation: enterprises 

that reported an increase in 

innovation investment between 

2006 and 2008 were much more 

likely to introduce a product- or 

service innovation (81%) compared 

to those with stagnant (62%) or 

decreasing (60%) innovation 

investments. Such innovation has 

an increasing prevalence depending 

on the enterprisesô reliance on 

innovation in their sales: 92% of 

those companies where sales 

revenue primarily depends on 

innovative products or services 

                                                      
7
 The classification is based on the OECD classification of manufacturing and service industries according to 

their global technological intensity 

Table 2. (Product) innovation by technology intensity
7
 

(EU27, row %) 

 

Any type 

of 

innovation 

Product or 

service-

related 

innovation 

High- & medium-high-tech 90 76 

Low- & medium-low-tech 84 71 

Knowledge-intensive service 78 64 

Less knowledge-intensive service 83 67 
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medium -large (250-449 empl)
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LAST YEAR TURNOVER
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Primary source
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Not significant

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY
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Primary activities only domestic
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Innovation activity in the various segments
among enterprises in innovation -in tensive business sectors, EU27 %
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have introduced such innovation 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 a non-significant source of 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 engaged in some innovative activity, although not necessarily 

product or service-related.) 

 

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%, respectively) and especially to develop new or 

significantly improved products or services (74% vs. 62%). 

 

2.1.1b Innovation in processes 

 

Since 2006, almost half, 46% of EU enterprises (with at least 20 employees and active in specific 

innovation-intensive business 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 medium-high-tech sector and 55% in the low-tech sector confirmed 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 other types) was more prevalent at the relatively newly-established 

companies (operating for 8 years or less: 53%, others: 45%). The linkage between company size and 

process-oriented innovation is evident: the proportion of enterprises implementing such innovations 

increases progressively from small enterprises (20-49 employees: 43%) to the largest enterprise 

segment (employing 500 people or more: 67%). Business process innovation is less characteristic of 

enterprises that rely primarily on innovation-related sales the most (59%) compared to those where 

such income is ñonlyò a significant part of revenue (64%); enterprises where sales of innovative 

products or services is only secondary, however, were the least likely to introduce innovation in order 

to enhance their business processes (41%).  

 

We also saw a universal pattern ï which is not independent of the size of enterprises ï showing that 

engagement in various innovative activities (including business process development) is more 

prevalent among those who operate on a cross-border basis (53%) versus those whose primary 

activities are predominantly domestic (41%). 
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Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 2006? 
Base: all enterprises
% of òYesò, by country

Companies that have introduced new or significantly improved processes (e.g. 
production processes, distribution methods, support activities)

 
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 process-level innovation since 2006. Such 
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innovation was not nearly as rare - but still well below the EU average - in Bulgaria and the UK (both 

36%), Malta (38%) and Estonia (39%).  

 

2.1.1c Innovation in marketing strategies 

 

As indicated above, 45% of EU enterprises (employing at least 20 people and active in specific 

innovation-intensive business sectors) have introduced a new or significantly improved marketing 

strategy since 2006.  

 

In particular, the less knowledge-intensive service companies indicated that they recently improved 

their marketing strategy: 52% in this sector confirmed adopting new or significantly improved ones. In 

the knowledge-intensive service sector, this proportion was only 38%, and less than half of firms in 

the various manufacturing segments improved their marketing strategy in an innovative way (high-

tech sector: 45%, low-tech: 44%). 

 

As Annex Table 13b illustrates, marketing-related innovation is more prevalent in the relatively 

newly-established companies (operating for 8 years or less: 53%, others: 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 size (43%-49% depending on the category). 

Such innovations in 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 cross-border basis were more likely to implement marketing innovations 

(52%) compared to those companies whose primary activities are predominantly domestic (41%). 
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Q6. Has your company introduced any of the following innovations since 2006? 
Base: all enterprises
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Such innovation was reported most frequently by managers interviewed in Cyprus (63%), Sweden 

(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%) also scored well below the EU average.  

 

2.1.1d Organisational 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 knowledge-intensive 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 among the relatively newly-established 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 of the surveyed enterprise (firms with 20-49 employees: 46%, those with 500 or more employees: 

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

is the primary or ñonlyò significant source of sales income (both 63%), contrasted by a markedly 

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

 

Firms that operate on a cross-border basis were more likely to indicate such innovations (56%) 

compared to those who have a more domestic focus (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 innovation-related 

measures, Hungarian enterprises were by far the least likely 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.  
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2.1.2 Spending on innovation  

 

A relatively large number of EU enterprises interviewed in the most innovation-intensive sectors 

indicated that they spend a significant portion of their annual turnover on innovation: over a quarter of 

these enterprises (26%) spend more than 5% of 

their turnover on supporting innovation. However, 

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

not spend anything on innovation (6%).  A 

remarkable 9% of managers could not, or did not 

want to, provide an estimate on this type of 

expenditure.  

 

As Annex Table 9b shows, the proportion of 

enterprises that invested more than 5% of their 

annual turnover in innovation was recorded in the 

segment that primarily relies on innovative 

services and products in their sales: 41% of such 

enterprises allocated at least 5% of their sales 

revenue on supporting innovation (in this segment, 

9% spent at least 25% of their sales revenue on 

further innovations). Those companies where 

innovation is a significant (however 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 budget for 

innovation (absorbing at least 5% of annual revenue; high-tech: 31%, low-tech: 30%) than service 

companies (knowledge-intensive: 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 were more 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 turnover to support such activities, while only 19%-20% 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 innovation were 

interviewed in 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 (19%) ï see Annex Table 9a. 
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2.1.2a Trends in innovation investment 

 
The Innobarometer survey asked about changes in innovation investments in the period 2006-2008, 

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 in innovation-intensive 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 Tables 10a-b), 

only 12% anticipated a boost in their innovation budgets for 2009 (Annex Tables 13a-b). On the 

contrary, 28% of managers counted on their spending on innovation shrinking for 2009, although only 

9% indicated that such a pattern existed between 2006 and 2008.  

 

Nevertheless, the dominant 

pattern was one of stability: 

most enterprises have had a 

stable or stagnant innovation 

budget (not counting inflation) 

between 2006 and 2008 

(47%), and 51% expected to 

maintain their current 

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 innovation-intensive business sectors, reported a consistent 

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 

increasing innovation 

budgets projected to be 

shrinking in 2009.  

 

Roughly 1 in 16 (6%) 

enterprises interviewed 

showed distinct optimism: 

despite the economic 

conditions, they forecast that their previously stagnant or decreasing innovation budget would increase 

in 2009. Finally, 29% reported other trends or could not/did not answer these questions.  

 

Table 4. shows the prevalence of these categories by enterprise segments. Enterprises who have been 

consistently increasing their innovation expenditures and expect further improvements 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 response pattern was most often recorded among those enterprises who 

found that innovations might be sold as part of public procurement opportunities (for more details on 

Table 3. Change in innovation expenditure between 2006 and 2008, 

and forecast for 2009 (EU27, column %) 

 

2006-2008 2009 forecast 

Increase(d) 35 12 

Decrease(d) 9 28 

Stay(ed) the same  47 51 

Not applicable/ no innovative activities 6 6 

DK/NA 4 3 

Innovation spending trends , 
2006 -2009

6
4

28

18
10

6

29

consistent increase

consistent decrease

consistently stagnant

recent increase, but going stagnant

recent increase, turning into decrease

foreseen increase, but stagnant or decreasing 
recently
other / DK

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)? 
Q5.Compared to 2008, do you expect your company to increase, decrease or maintain 

the total amount of its innovation expenditures in 2009? 
%, Base: all EU27 enterprises
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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 between 2006 and 2008 to the greatest extent 

(10%).  

 

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

ACTIVITY  

con-

sistent 

increase 

con-

sistent 

decrease 

con-

sistently  

stagnant 

recent 

increase, 

but 

going 

stagnant 

recent 

increase, 

turning 

into 

decrease 

foreseen 

increase, 

but 

recently 

stagnant/ 

decrease 

other / 

DK 

High-& medium-high-tech 7 5 23 20 12 7 25 

Low- & medium-low-tech 7 5 24 17 14 5 29 

Knowledge-intensive service 7 3 33 22 8 4 23 

Less knowledge-intensive 

service 5 4 27 17 9 7 32 

COMPANY SIZE 

       small (20-49 empl.) 6 4 26 17 9 5 33 

medium (50-249 empl.) 6 4 32 19 10 7 22 

medium-large (250-449 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 

é primary source of income 12 4 24 26 10 6 18 

é significant source of inc. 7 4 28 24 11 4 23 

é non-significant source of inc. 5 4 27 16 10 7 30 

POSSIBILITY TO SELL INNOVATION ON PROCUREMENT 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 abroad 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 

Catching-up countries 8 4 15 15 13 6 39 

 

 

A ñnegative turnaroundò (i.e. innovation spending forecasted to decrease in 2009, despite an increase 

between 2006 and 2008) was seen most often in the low-tech (and medium-low-tech) manufacturing 

sector (14%), in the largest enterprise segment (13%) and in countries classified as ñcatching-up
8
ò 

(13%) by the 2008 European Innovation Scoreboard (EIS) publication. It is noteworthy that 13% of 

companies that increased their sales revenue between 2006 and 2008 reported a similar ñnegative 

                                                      
8
 Such EU Member States are: Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovakia  
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turnaroundò. This figure was roughly double that of companies that either maintained their sales 

revenue or saw a decrease (6% and 7%, respectively) in the three-year period.   

 

13 12 11 11 11 11 10 9 8 7 7 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 3 2 1 1
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Innovation spending trends , 2006 -2009
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Considering individual Member States, the highest proportion of enterprises that indicated that they 

had recently increased innovation spending and projected that this would continue to do so was found 

in Sweden (13%), Malta (12%), Finland, Portugal, Romania and Cyprus (all 11%). On the other hand, 

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

in 2009 ï 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 in 10 (11%) enterprises in 

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

foresaw an increase in innovation spending for 2009.  

 

2.1.2b Direct effects of the economic downturn  

 
The above results already shed light on 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 from mid-2008 onwards: 

 

In the last six months, has your 

company taken one of the following 

actions as a direct result of the 

economic downturn: 

1 - Increased the total amount of 

innovation expenditures? 

2 - Decreased the total amount of 

innovation expenditures? 

3 - Maintained the total amount of 

innovation expenditures? 

(Not applicable and Donôt know / 

refused answers were also recorded if 

spontaneously provided) 

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

9

22

59

8

2

Increased total amount of innovation 
expenditures

Decreased total amount of innovation 
expenditures

Maintained total amount of innovation 
expenditures at the same level

Not applicable/no innovation

DK/NA

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 EU27 enterprises
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As the chart shows, most enterprises did 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 innovation-related spending (22%) compared to 9% that have 

increased their innovation budget. 

Such a ñforward-lookingò attitude was particularly characteristic of high-tech manufacturing firms 

(13%) but this segment was also ï however marginally ï the most likely to have cut their innovation 

budgets (24%). As Table 5 (and in a more detailed way Annex 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 be 

using it as a means of surviving. 

The gap between such defensive 

and offensive innovation 

strategies is the lowest in 

countries that the EIS classifies as 

ñinnovation leaders
9
ò; in this 

grouping, 10% indicated that they 

have put more emphasis on 

innovation and 16% reported that 

their innovation budget has been 

cut back to cope with the 

economic downturn.  

It is remarkable that enterprises 

whose primary source of income 

comes from innovations were 

also much more likely to have 

decreased their spending on 

innovation (24%) than to have 

boosted it (11%). In fact, those 

enterprises that are a little less 

reliant on income from innovative 

products and services but where 

innovation does contribute 

significantly to sales revenue 

were being less defensive: 20% 

took the cost-cutting path, while 

13% chose a ñforward-lookingò 

strategy.   

  

  

                                                      
9
 Such Member States are: Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK 

Table 5. Response to the global economic downturn  

(EU27, row %) 

 

The total amount of 

innovation expenditures 

ACTIVITY  increased decreased 

High- & medium-high-tech 13 24 

Low- & medium-low-tech 9 23 

Knowledge-intensive service 9 17 

Less knowledge-intensive service 8 23 

COMPANY SIZE 

  Small  (20-49 empl) 9 22 

Medium  (50-249 empl) 10 23 

Medium-large  (250-499 empl) 7 21 

Large (500+ empl) 9 27 

CHANGE IN SALES (2006-2008) 

 Decreased 10 32 

Increased 10 20 

Did not change 6 18 

 INNOVATIONé 

  é is a primary source of income 11 24 

é is a significant source of income 13 20 

é is a non-significant source of income 8 25 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY  

  Manufactures or sells abroad 11 23 

Only domestic activities 8 22 

EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY 

  Innovation leaders 10 16 

Innovation followers 8 21 

Moderate innovators 9 26 

Catching-up countries 8 29 



Flash EB No 267 ï 2009 Innobarometer  Analytical report  

 

  

  page 28 

Considering individual countries, the strategies taken were less homogenous. For example, cost 

cutting has been very widespread in Greece (44%), Lithuania and Latvia (both 42%) ï in these 

countries the number of enterprises that have taken a defensive path are more or less equal in their 

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). 
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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

As a direct result of the economic downturn , enterprises have ...
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 At the same time, in several countries as many - or even more - enterprises considered the crisis to be 

an opportunity for further innovations than those who have reacted defensively in the six-month 

period. Such a forward-looking 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, Germany and Austria. In the rest of the 

Member States, those who chose to cut back on innovation outnumber those who chose an opposite 

(forward-looking) strategy.  

 

2.1.2c Spending on specific innovative activities, 2006-2008  

 
The Innobarometer survey asked managers 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 and 2008
10

:  

 
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) Acquisition of new or significantly improved machinery, equipment and software 

d) Purchase or licensing of patents, inventions, know-how, and other types of  knowledge 

e) Training to support innovative activities 

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

 

g) Application for a patent or registration of a design 

                                                      
10

 For specific wording please refer to Q1 and Q1a in the annexed questionnaire 
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An EU27 level overview of the various investments on innovation reveals that acquisition of 

machinery, equipment or software was the most widespread form of innovative investment (76% 

reported making such expenditures during 2006-2008).  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, see chart below). 

Innovation investment and its evolution , 2006 -2008

76

50

36

30

23

15

10

Acquisition of new or sign. 
improved machinery, equip. and é

Training to support innovative 
activities

R&D within your company

Design (graphic, packaging, process, 
etc.)

R&D for your company by other 
enterprises or by research é

Purchase or licensing of patents, etc.

Application for a patent or 
registration of a design

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 EU27 enterprises, % of òYesò 

EU27 változott

65

63

55

57

49

46

51

49

31

20

17

11

7

5

Those who had expenditures

All enterprises

INVESTMENT
2006-2008

INCREASED
2006-2008

Another non-technological innovation support activity ï training with the goal of supporting 

innovation ï was the second-most widespread investment that enterprises reported: 50% had such 

expenditure and 63% of these enterprises increased the amount spent when comparing  2008 to 2006. 

 

In-house R&D was conducted in support of innovation by 36% of enterprises, and slightly over half 

(55%) of them also confirmed that the 2008 in-house R&D investment surpassed the 2006 level.  

Three in 10 (30%) of companies New designs (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 under a quarter 

(23%) of enterprises spent money on outsourced R&D in the 2006-2008 timeframe, and a half (49%) 

indicated that such contracts grew between 2006 and 2008. Roughly one in seven firms (15%) 

purchased or licensed knowledge (46% of them spent more in 2008 than in 2006) and just 10% of 

firms budgeted for patent or design registration (51% increased such spending between 2006 and 

2008.) Annex Tables 8a-b provide descriptive results by country and company segments for each of 

the aspects mentioned individually. The analysis shown below gives an overview focusing on two 

broad classes of innovation investments: technological and non-technological.  

 

Table 6. shows a complex picture about the prevalence of technological (R&D-based
11

) and non-

technological
12

 innovation 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 2006-2008 period. Slightly over half (55%) of surveyed enterprises 

saw an increased technological budget and just over two-thirds (68%) had an augmentation in non-

technological innovation activities.  

                                                      
11

 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, know-how, and other types of knowledge; Training to support innovative activities; Design 

(graphic, packaging, process, product, service or industrial design). These are items c, d, e, f and h in 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 

widespread across the 

spectrum with just over 8 

in 10 enterprises 

reporting that they have 

spent on any of the four 

types listed (i.e. 

acquisition, licensing, 

training or design). 

Almost all large 

enterprises (94% of those 

with at least 500 

employees) have spent 

money on non-

technological innovation, 

but an overwhelming 

majority (82%) did so in 

the small enterprise 

segment as well.  

 

There is a more 

significant variance 

regarding investment 

trends. Somewhat 

remarkably, enterprises 

with a different level of 

importance of innovative 

products/ services in their 

sales revenue did not 

differ in the extent to 

which they made non-

technological 

investments, but the 

dynamics were different: 

the more a company 

relied on sales income 

from innovative products 

or services, the more 

likely it was to have 

boosted its budget for 

non-technological 

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). 

 

Generally, the typical 

pattern is that in those 

segments where more enterprises actually reported non-technological investments (or technological 

investments, for that matter), there was also a higher rate of increased spending on innovation. 

Table 6. Innovation investment and its evolution, 2006-2008  
(EU27, row %) 

 

Technological 

investment 

Non-

technological 

innovation 

 

Have 

spent 

since 

2006 

Increased 

between 

2006-

2008 

Have 

spent 

since 

2006 

Increased 

between 

2006-

2008 

EU27 43 55 84 68 

ACTIVITY  

    High- & medium-high-tech 55 62 89 68 

Low- & medium-low-tech 50 59 86 73 

Knowledge-intensive service 47 52 85 67 

Less knowledge-intensive service 37 52 81 68 

COMPANY SIZE 

   small (20-49 empl.) 37 57 82 68 

medium (50-249 empl.) 50 51 88 67 

medium-large (250-449 empl.) 61 54 92 70 

large (500+ empl.) 74 60 94 73 

LAST YEAR TURNOVER 

  Increased 47 61 88 75 

Did not change 36 48 80 62 

Decreased 41 46 81 60 

EXPENDITURE ON INNOVATION 

  Increased 55 79 94 90 

Did not change 37 37 82 58 

Decreased 45 26 88 45 

INNOVATION IS A é 

  é primary source of income 67 63 90 82 

é significant source of income 50 63 93 75 

é non-significant source of income 42 48 91 63 

PRODUCT OR SERVICE INNOVATION 

 Introduced such innovation 54 58 93 74 

Did not introduce such innovation 21 38 68 52 

PUBLIC POLICY ASSISTANCE 

 A policy change contributed to 

innovation 50 59 90 73 

None of those listed contributed 33 47 77 61 

POSSIBILITY TO SELL INNOVATION ON PROCUREMENT TENDERS 

yes, there is such a possibility 65 67 91 80 

No, no possibility exists 40 52 83 67 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITY  

  Manufacturing or sales abroad 58 60 86 68 

Primary activities are domestic 34 49 83 68 

EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY 

  Innovation leaders 41 47 84 66 

Innovation followers 40 49 83 62 

Moderate innovators 51 64 89 73 

Catching-up countries 37 61 81 72 
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It is interesting to see that enterprises that did not find any of the surveyed public policy initiatives to 

be supporting or boosting their innovation activities (for details see section 3.1) were much less likely 

than EU companies on average to have invested in non-technological 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 demand-side public policy changes in the 2006-2008 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 three years were significantly more likely to have invested in non-technological innovation as 

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

 

In contrast to non-technological improvements, technological innovation (i.e. in-house or outsourced 

R&D) shows a much more marked variance across the surveyed business segments. Essentially, in all 

of the breakdowns illustrated in Table 6., the engagement in such activities shows a remarkable 

disparity across the different groups.  

 

Starting with business sectors: manufacturers (high- and low-tech) were more likely than (knowledge-

intensive) service providers to invest in technological innovation: enterprises in high-tech industries 

were most likely to report such expenditure (55%) as well as having the highest proportion of 

increased R&D budgets (62%). The firms that were the least likely to have invested in technological 

innovation were those in the less knowledge-intensive service segment (37%, while 52% had 

increased spending).  

 

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 the proportion 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 medium-size firms and 57% of the smallest).  

 

The financial success 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 timeframe (while 

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 increased this investment 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 about non-technological investments, the pattern was 

clear when it came 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 

ñsignificantò (50%) or ñinsignificantò (42%) revenues from such products. On the other hand, the first 

two categories reported an identical increase in spending on R&D (63%), compared to 48% of those 

enterprises that have a non-significant income from innovative products or services. This correlates 

with the finding that those enterprises 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 innovation 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 focus were 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 innovation-intensive segment in Member States regarded 

as ñmoderate innovators
13
ò were typically the most likely to invest in both non-technological and 

technological innovations (51% invested in the latter vs. 41% of firms in ñinnovation leaderò 

countries) and were the most liable of all groups to increase their budgets supporting these activities 

(64% increased technological expenditure vs. 47% of companies in ñinnovation leaderò countries).  

 

The country-by-country results, see 

Table 7., show that enterprises 

interviewed in Finland were the most 

likely to invest in technological 

innovation (77%), but above-average 

proportions were reported by 

enterprises in the innovation-intensive 

sectors of some ñmoderate innovatorò 

countries: Cyprus (62%), Greece 

(62%) and Slovenia (61%). Investing 

in such innovations was also 

significantly above-average in 

Sweden (59%), the Netherlands, 

Denmark and Spain (all 54%). 

 

Considering non-technological 

innovation investment, the highest 

proportions were seen in Switzerland 

(95%), Spain (94%), Sweden, Malta, 

Latvia (92% each) and Greece (91%). 

 

Both rankings placed Hungary at the 

bottom, but Bulgaria also made the 

bottom three in both aspects. It is, 

however, remarkable that these 

countries were the only ones where 

the (well) below-average recent 

investment was linked to an above-

average (e.g. at least five points 

above the EU27 average) proportion 

of enterprises that reported an 

increase in spending during the 2006-

2008 period, for both types of 

innovation investment. (For 

technological investments, Slovakia 

and for non-technological 

investments Norway showed a similar 

pattern).  

 

Optimistic readers might perceive this 

as a sign or a promise of future improvement, but in fact both Hungary and Bulgaria (as well as 

Slovakia and Norway) were among those where enterprises responded in a predominantly defensive 

way to the current global economic crisis ï by cutting their innovation budgets.   

                                                      
13

 Moderate innovators: Cyprus, Estonia, Slovenia, Czech Republic, Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain 

Table 7. Innovation investment and its evolution, 2006-

2008, by country (row %) 

 

Technological 

investment 

 

Non-technological 

innovation 

 

spent 

since 

2006 

increased 

between 

2006-

2008 

 

spent 

since 

2006 

increased 

between 

2006-

2008 

FI 77 53 CH 95 64 

CY 62 53 ES 94 78 

EL 62 61 SE 92 70 

SI 61 57 MT 92 73 

SE 59 57 LV 92 67 

NL 54 48 EL 91 77 

DK 54 68 LU 90 58 

ES 54 63 FI 90 71 

BE 52 62 CY 90 87 

UK 51 46 PT 89 75 

IT 51 65 LT 89 76 

NO 49 58 RO 88 83 

CH 49 54 AT 88 66 

MT 48 56 SI 88 72 

IE 46 53 IT 86 69 

EE 45 53 DE 86 66 

PT 45 65 EE 85 67 

EU27 43 55 FR 85 61 

PL 42 62 EU27 84 68 

RO 42 59 SK 84 67 

LU 41 58 IE 81 70 

AT 40 46 DK 81 69 

CZ 39 63 UK 80 64 

LV 34 42 PL 79 66 

SK 33 71 CZ 79 65 

LT 33 50 NO 78 78 

FR 32 45 NL 77 59 

BG 30 64 BG 77 78 

DE 29 40 BE 75 62 

HU 25 61 HU 66 75 
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2.2 Strategic trends  

 

This section looks at various activities 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 innovation-driven international activities. 

 

2.2.1 Strategic initiatives to support innovation  

 

2.2.1a Strategic recruitment to support innovation 

 

Having staff with the correct balance of skills is one the keys to successful innovation. The 

Innobarometer survey asked managers whether or not their human resource policies had a specific 

emphasis ï when training current or when screening prospective employees ï on specific skills that 

are often considered to be essential within an innovative organisation. The competences that the 

Innobarometer survey tested were:  

 

Q13. Since 2006, has your company targeted any of the following competences in its training or 

recruitment activities to support innovation? 

a) Team working capacity 

b) Negotiation skills 

c) Ability of successful communication with people of other cultures.  

d) General communication skills 

e) Creativity (e.g. problem-solving, originality of thought) 

 

Of the above competencies, general communication skills and a capacity for team working were the 

ones that most enterprises looked for 

(one might assume that these skills 

were sought for all projects and not 

just ones linked to innovation): 58% 

and 56%, respectively, of managers 

mentioned that these skills are 

promoted in their companyôs training 

and recruitment activities. Creativity 

and negotiation skills were in the 

focus of 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. 

 

As shown in Table 8., every competence (each one being 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 

an international 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 the technology-intensity.  

 

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). Similarly, those enterprises that increased innovation spending 

Companies t argeting competences in training or 
recruitment activities in support of innovation 

58

56

48

46

32

General communication skills 

Team working capacity

Creativity (e.g. problem-solving, 
originality of thought) 

Negotiation skills

Ability of successful communication 
with people of other cultures 

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

Base: all EU27 enterprises
% of òYesò
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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 indeed preferred to support 

innovation (e.g. creativity, cross-cultural abilities or negotiation skills were most preferred by 

enterprises in the less knowledge-intensive service sector, and less preferred in the more technology-

intensive industry segments). It is 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 óonlyô a significant portion of their revenue. The latter group, in fact, was more likely to seek 

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 

working 

capacity 

Negotiation 

skills 

Cross-

cultural 

abilities 

General 

comms. 

skills Creativity  

EU27 56 46 32 58 48 

ACTIVITY  

     High- & medium- high-tech 56 43 24 49 38 

Low- & medium-low-tech 50 41 30 53 45 

Knowledge-intensive service 61 47 32 62 48 

Less knowledge-intensive service 59 50 36 63 53 

COMPANY SIZE 

     Small  (20-49 empl) 53 43 30 54 46 

Medium  (50-249 empl) 59 49 35 64 50 

Medium-large  (250-499 empl) 66 56 35 68 55 

Large (500+ empl) 76 65 49 77 67 

CHANGE IN SALES (2006-2008) 

     Increased 58 47 33 59 50 

Did not change 54 45 29 57 43 

Decreased 55 44 33 56 50 

 INNOVATION IS A é 

     éprimary source of income 64 55 43 67 60 

ésignificant source of income 69 56 43 69 64 

énon-significant source of income 54 45 29 56 43 

CHANGE IN INNOVATION SPENDING (2006-2008) 

   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 with team working skills, we take a look at the preference of these capacities on a country-by-

country basis. Team working is primarily targeted by enterprises interviewed in Germany (79%), 

Switzerland (78%), Austria (75%) and Spain (74%). Regarding the first-named, German enterprises 

were the most likely  - of all the surveyed countries - to prefer that current and prospective employees 

had each of the competences, with the exception of cross-cultural skills, see below for more details. At 

the other end of the ranking, we see Sweden with 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.  

79 78 75 74 72
68 67 66 64 63 62 59 57 57 56 54 54 52 48 46 43 42 41 41 41

34
27 27 25
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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 òYesò, by country

Companies t argeting team working capacity in support of innovation 

 
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 again Sweden (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%).  

 

68

59 58 58 58 57 56 54 53 49 48 46 46 45 44 42 40 40 40 39 36 36 35 33 32 29 28 27 26
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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 òYesò, by country

Companies t argeting negotiation skills in support of innovation 

 
 

Cross-cultural skills were 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%), Portugal (44%), Slovenia and Germany (both 

42%).  
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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 òYesò, by country

Companies t argeting the ability to successfully communicate with people of 
other cultures in support of innovation 

 
General communication skills were 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. 

80 78 75
69
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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 òYesò, by country

Companies t argeting general communication skills in support of innovation 

 
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%), Lithuania (62%), Spain (61%), Belgium (60%), Slovenia and Switzerland 

(both 59%).  

71
63 62 61 60 59 59 57 56

51 49 48 48 47 45 45 45 44 44 43 41 38 37 36 34 34 31
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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 òYesò, by country

Companies t argeting c reativity (e.g. problem -solving, originality of thought) in 
support of innovation 
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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 recruiting 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.  

 

 

2.2.1b Integration of internal knowledge to support innovation 

 

The Innobarometer survey asked company managers ï again, from enterprises active in innovation-

intensive business sectors and having at least 20 employees ï the following question to clarify the 

prevalence of various strategies to integrate the various departmental activities, systems and ideas (i.e. 

internal types of knowledge) so that they are brought together to support corporate-level innovation 

goals:  

 

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? 

a) Knowledge management systems 

b) Internal mechanisms for employees to submit innovative ideas 

c) Staff rotations or secondments between different functions 

d) Creation of cross-functional or cross-departmental 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 rotations 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 

organisation and the same 

proportion indicated that they 

have sometimes created cross-

departmental or cross-

functional teams to facilitate the 

direct exchange of information 

and ideas across the various 

segments of the company ï 

these less frequent initiatives 

are probably more size-

dependent than the more 

widespread forms.  

 

Indeed, as Annex Table 20b 

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: 56%) and in the extent to which enterprises 

create cross-functional or cross-departmental teams in innovation projects (small: 28%, large: 69%). 

 

  

Actions taken by companies to i ntegrat e different 
activities in support of innovation

46

40

35

35

Internal mechanisms for employees to 
submit innovative ideas

Staff rotations or secondments between 
different functions

Creation of cross-functional or cross-
departmental teams on innovation projects

Knowledge management systems

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 EU27 enterprises

% of òYesò

EU27 változott
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Knowledge management systems (KMS - the survey did not provide any definition of such systems) 

were most often deployed among enterprises active in innovation-intensive 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 innovation.  

66

56 55
49 49 48 48 47 47 45 45 41 40 38 38 35 35 34 33 33 32 32 31 30 28 28
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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 òYesò, by country

Knowledge management systems

9¦нт ǾłƭǘƻȊƻǘǘ

 
Knowledge management systems were most often in place with the largest enterprises (as indicated 

above) and those that are active in knowledge-intensive service sectors (38%). Curiously, high-tech 

manufacturers were the least likely to say they had such a platform to integrate and disseminate their 

organisational knowledge (30%) across the organisation. KMSs were utilised in well-above average 

proportions by those firms that primarily rely on innovation-related sales income (51%); the utilisation 

level decreased progressively as reliance on innovation decreased.  (See Annex Table 20b.) 

 

Internal mechanisms to support employees to submit their innovative ideas is the most ódemocraticô 

tool for integrating employeesô inputs into a companyôs activities in order to support innovation; this is  

reflected by the highest prevalence and relatively modest variation across enterprise segments, as 

shown in Annex Table 20b. Variations are more pronounced when looking at the results on a country-

by-country basis: such mechanisms were most likely to be in place at enterprises based in Slovenia 

(71%), Norway (63%), Slovakia (58%), Luxembourg (56%) and Switzerland (55%).  Less than two in 

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

(38%) and the UK (35%), and the least attention was paid to capturing employeesô ideas in Hungary 

(27%) and Latvia (29%). 
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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 òYesò, by country

Internal mechanims for employees to submit innovative ideas

9¦нт ǾłƭǘƻȊƻǘǘ

 
Such mechanisms were most often in place with the largest enterprises (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 the service sector (especially in knowledge-intensive services: 51%) were more likely 

than manufacturers (41%-42%) to operate such a scheme. Such mechanisms were significantly more 

frequent among enterprises that gain at least a significant part of their sales revenue from innovative 

products or services (primary income source: 58%, significant income source: 60%) compared to those 

where such income is ñnot significantò (42%) as well as among those enterprises that increased their 

innovation budget between 2006 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 secondments in order 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%).  
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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 òYesò, by country

Staff rotations or secondments between different functions

 
The largest enterprise segments (large: 55%, medium-large: 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 (see Annex Table 20b). Knowledge-intensive 

service firms were the least likely to rotate staff across different departments and functions (35%), 

while those in the low-tech industry segment were the most prone (44%) to such innovation-

facilitating  allocation of resources. Those who had increased their innovation spending between 2006 

and 2008 were also more likely (48%) than others (37%-38%) to implement such solutions.  
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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 òYesò, by country

Creation of cross -functional or cross -departmental teams on innovation projects

9¦нт ǾłƭǘƻȊƻǘǘ

 
Cross-departmental or cross-functional teams were assembled to support 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 support innovation projects.  

 

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

the technology-intensity of the enterprises interviewed: those in the knowledge-intensive service 

sector (42%) or high-tech manufacturing sector (41%) clearly outscored the low-tech manufacturers 

(36%) or the less knowledge-intensive service providers (31%) in this regard. Similar to KMSs, cross-

departmental or cross-functional teams were created to carry out innovations in above-average 

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

were distinctly less frequent among those firms who óonlyô gain a significant (45%) or lower 

proportion (31%) of their sales revenue from innovative products or services.  

 

Finally, such practices were most frequently adopted in countries that belong to the ñinnovation 

leaderò group (42%), in sharp contrast with the ñcatching-upò countries (26%, for more details, refer 

to Annex Table 20b.) 
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2.2.1c Integrating knowledge from the outside to support innovation 

 

The Innobarometer survey asked managers of enterprises active in innovation-intensive industry 

sectors to indicate if specific forms of channelling external information into in-house developments 

had contributed to their innovative activities since 2006: 

 

Q11. Since 2006, has your company used any of the following methods to support its innovative 

activities? 

a) Create or participate in Internet-based discussion forums 

b) Give away or allow free access to test products or services to potential users 

c) Involve potential users in your in-house innovation activities 

d) Share or exchange your intellectual property 

 

None of the above listed activities are widespread in the EU among enterprises working in innovation-

intensive business sectors. Enterprises were slightly more likely to involve potential customers or 

clients in product testing (26%) or in in-house innovation activities (24%), than in actually sharing or 

exchanging intellectual property (22%). Engaging in Internet-based discussion forums in order to 

support innovative activities was the least popular option (13%). However, the last-named form of 

information sharing might 

take place in a less strategic 

way (e.g. by being initiated 

by individuals involved in 

innovative developments) 

which might not attract the 

attention of the senior level 

managers interviewed by 

Innobarometer.  

 

The analysis of responses 

by enterprise characteristics 

confirms that each of the 

investigated elements of an 

open innovation process 

most characterise enterprises  where innovation is the primary source of income (see Table 9. or 

Annex Table 23b for more details).   

 

Internet-based discussion forums were ï relatively speaking ï most frequently used by firms active in 

the high-tech manufacturing (18%) and knowledge intensive service sectors (17%) and least in the 

low-tech industry segment (10%). Innobarometer found a similar pattern when it came to looping back 

user feedbacks at the innovation stage: especially enterprises in the more technology- or knowledge 

intensive sectors capitalised on such innovation support method (high tech manufacturing: 30%, 

knowledge-intensive services: 31%)while it was less utilised in low tech industry (25%) or less 

knowledge-intensive services (22%).  

 

Product testing is generally more widespread in manufacturing (regardless of technology intensity 

30% utilised this method of innovation support) than in service (where knowledge intensive services 

were less likely to invite potential users to test innovations - 22%, than other service companies - 

27%).  

 

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

widespread in the high-tech industry sector ï probably most keen on protecting their intellectual 

property ï with 16% of enterprises indicating this being a source of innovation support in the period 

Methods used by companies to support innovative activities

26

24

22

13

Give away or allow free access to test 
products or services to potential users

Involve potential users in your in -house 
innovation activities

Share or exchange your intellectual 
property

Create or participate in Internet -based 
discussion forums

Q11 Since 2006, has your company used any of the following 
methods to support its innovative activities? 

Base: all EU27 enterprises
% of òYesò
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since 2006. Almost twice as many enterprises in the knowledge intensive service sector (31%) used 

such open-sourcing 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 structural feature that directly depends on company size (while 

many of the surveyed activities seemed to be almost ónaturallyô connected to the size of the 

enterprises). While there was a tendency that larger enterprises were more likely to adopt such open 

innovation 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 dramatic (small enterprises: 22%, large 

enterprises: 47%).  

 

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

 

Internet-

based 

discussion 

forums 

Testing 

products 

by 

potential 

users 

Involve 

potential 

users in 

innovation 

activities 

Share or 

exchange 

intellectual 

property 

EU27 13 26 24 22 

ACTIVITY  

    High- & medium-high-tech 18 30 30 16 

Low- & medium-low-tech 10 30 25 22 

Knowledge-intensive service 17 24 31 31 

Less knowledge-intensive service 14 27 22 20 

COMPANY SIZE 

   Small  (20-49 employees) 12 25 22 20 

Medium  (50-249 employees) 15 28 26 26 

Medium-large  (250-499 employees) 18 25 33 27 

Large (500+ employees) 19 35 47 29 

CHANGE IN SALES (2006-2008) 

  Increased 15 27 26 23 

Did not change 12 25 22 20 

Decreased 12 28 25 24 

INNOVATION IS Aé 

   é primary source of income 18 42 43 33 

é significant source of income 18 30 29 28 

é non-significant source of income 12 25 23 20 

CHANGE IN INNOVATION SPENDING (2006-2008) 

Increased 16 32 33 31 

Did not change 13 24 21 18 

Decreased 13 32 29 22 

EIS COUNTRY TYPOLOGY 

  Innovation leaders 15 26 26 30 

Innovation followers 8 26 25 13 

Moderate innovators 14 24 24 19 

Catching-up 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 discussion forums relevant to innovative activities and to 

involve potential users in in-house development activities and were much more open to sharing or 

exchanging intellectual property with a broader development community: the last-named method was 

confirmed by 31% of companies in this group, 9 percentage points above the EU average.  

 

Patterns are seen to be mixed when considering the EIS country typology. Enterprises in the 

ñinnovation leaderò countries, however, were clearly more likely than elsewhere to exchange or share 

intellectual property to support their own innovation activities.  

 

Looking at results on a country-by-country basis, the Innobarometer survey found that participation in 

Internet-based discussion forums to support innovation activities was characteristic of less than one in 

five enterprises in 20 EU Member States and in Switzerland. Maltese managers were most likely to 

state that their developers participated in relevant online forums to exchange ideas in relation to 

ongoing development projects (37%), and over a quarter of enterprises used such resources to support 

innovation in Finland and the Czech Republic (both 27%) and Cyprus (26%). The least likely to 

participate in such online activities were companies in France (3%), Hungary and Latvia (both 5%).  
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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 òYesò, by country

Companies creating or participating in Internet -based discussion forums in 
support of innovation

  
Providing free products for testing purposes or giving free access to services to potential users were 

most widely used to support innovative activities in Slovakia (44%), Cyprus (42%), Romania (37%) 

and Switzerland (36%).  The least likely to use such means to test products and services were Maltese 

enterprises (12%), but less than one in five companies in Hungary and Luxembourg (both 17%), 

Bulgaria and Finland (both 19%) indicated using such methods.  
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Involving potential users in in-house development activities was most frequently reported to have 

taken place since 2006 in Sweden (38%), Finland (37%), the Netherlands (36%) and Slovenia (35%), 

and very rarely in Hungary (9%), Bulgaria (10%) and Cyprus (13%). 
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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 non-

existent in Hungary (where only 6% confirmed such cooperation), France (7%), Finland and Belgium 

(both 8%).  
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2.2.1d Strategic partnerships to support innovation 

 

Previously we saw that seeking  outside knowledge to support innovation is fairly rare among 

European enterprises active in innovation-intensive business sectors. Firms are more likely to create 

strategic relationships, in order to support their innovation activities, within their own supply chain. 

 

The Innobarometer survey asked the following question from enterprises: 

 

Q12 Since 2006, has your company developed any strategic relationships in support of your 

innovation activities withé?    

a) ésome specific customers or clients 

b) ésuppliers 

c) éother companies active in your field  

d) éresearch institutes 

e) éeducational institutions 

 

Results indicate that such strategic cooperation, in support of innovation, exists particularly within the 

supply chain: with suppliers (42%) or with some specific (presumably large or important) customers 

or clients (39%). These types of 

strategic relationship are less 

frequent with external players in 

the same field of activity ( 

29%). Strategic links with 

educational (24%) and research 

organisations (15%) were less 

frequently reported.  

 

The size of the enterprises 

affects their involvement in 

strategic partnerships of all 

kinds: large enterprises stand 

out in each type of strategic link 

tested (see Table 10. for the 

most interesting highlights as 

well as Annex Table 24b for 

further breakdowns). The association is especially evident in strategic relations outside a companyôs 

supply chain, the larger the companies the more likely they were to be engaged in strategic 

relationships with other companies, research or educational organisations. In addition, the difference 

in the amount of cooperation within the supply chain between medium-sized and medium-large 

enterprises was only minimal. 

 

In the various business segments, the pattern varies by type of cooperation, e.g. strategic partnerships 

with major clients characterise manufacturing companies (43%-44% depending on technology-

intensity) than service companies. Suppliers were the least important partners in innovation support in 

the knowledge-intensive service sector (32% vs. 42% average across all sectors). In turn, these 

companies were the most likely to engage in partnerships with other companies active in their field of 

business (34%) ï knowledge-intensive service providers were the only segment where the most typical 

partners for innovation-supporting strategic cooperation were organisations outside their supply chain.  

 

Research institutes were most typical innovation partners in the high-tech manufacturing sector (26% 

vs. the 15% average across all segments). Cooperation with educational institutions was also above 

Companies d eveloping strategic relationships in support 
of innovation with ...

42
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some specific customers or clients
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Q12 Since 2006, has your company developed any strategic 
relationships in support of your innovation activities withé? 

Base: all EU27 enterprises
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average among high-tech manufacturers (27%) and especially among firms providing knowledge-

intensive services (32%).  

 

Enterprises where innovation-dependent revenue is a non-significant source 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 significant but not the primary source of the revenue, two types of 

partnerships emerge where marked differences exist: those primary reliant on innovation-driven sales 

revenue were clearly more likely than the other group to forge partnerships with key clients or 

customers in order to support innovation (59% vs., 49%, respectively) and to engage in strategic 

cooperation with research institutes (29% vs. 17%). 

 

Table 10. Strategic partnerships to support innovation  

(EU27, row %) 

 

Some 

specific 

customers 

or clients Suppliers 

Other 

companies 

active in 

their field 

Research 

institutes 

Educational 

institutions 

EU27 39 42 29 15 24 

ACTIVITY  

     High- & medium-high-tech 43 45 28 26 27 

Low- & medium-low-tech 44 43 25 20 20 

Knowledge-intensive service 37 32 34 19 32 

Less knowledge-intensive service 39 44 29 10 22 

COMPANY SIZE 

    Small  (20-49 employees) 37 39 26 12 20 

Medium  (50-249 employees) 42 45 31 19 29 

Medium-large (250-499 empl.) 45 45 38 27 34 

Large (500+ employees) 56 64 45 41 49 

INNOVATION IS Aé 

    é primary source of income 59 57 35 29 34 

ésignificant source of income 49 56 37 17 31 

énon-significant source of income 36 37 27 14 21 

CHANGE IN INNOVATION SPENDING (2006-2008) 

 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 

Catching-up countries 37 37 34 15 22 

 

The familiar pattern that enterprises with a stable expenditure related to innovation were the least 

likely to say that they have taken actions that support innovation also appears in this analysis: this 

segment (i.e. those with stable expenditures on innovation) was the least likely to confirm that they 

established strategic innovation-oriented relationships with any of the partners investigated in 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 types. The difference, however, between these 

companies and those that decreased innovation investments in the same period was rather small (from 

2 to 6 percentage points).  




