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Introduction.

The Baltic Sea region covers the area consisting of eleven countries: Denmark,
Estonia, Finland, Germany (with the following lands: Berlin, Brandenbug, Bremen, Hamburg,
Maklenburg — West Pommerania, Schlezwig-Holstein and Low Saxony), Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Sweden, Belarus, Norway and Russia (Sankt Petersburg and Leningrad Region,
Karelia Republic, Kaliningrad, Murmansk, Novogrod and Pskov regions). European strategy
of The Baltic Sea region development created in 2009 and The Baltic Sea region financial
support show the importance of this area for the EU coherence policy.

The most important strategic objective of The Baltic Sea Region Programme is the
support of a balanced, competitive and area-integrated development of the Baltic Sea Region
by means of joining potentials across borders. This programme meets perfectly the objectives
contained in the Lisbon and Goteborg strategies. The Baltic Sea Region Programme contains
four priorities, out of which the first one is the most important for this report.

The first priority of the BSR Programme focuses on generating, supporting and
distribution of innovation in the region. It supports activities designed to help innovation
development of natural and technical sciences as well as chosen non-technical sciences such
as business services and design'. Activities in this priority should analyze and increase the
efficiency of the sources of innovation and their relationships with small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs). They should also facilitate transnational technology and scientific transfer
as well as increase the possibilities of generating knowledge and its absorption by different
social groups.

Another important form of support is constituted by activities (especially in the
context of Russia - Belarus cooperation) designed to provide a balanced socio-economical
development on the regional level.

In the light of this, all studies aiming at source analysis and innovation level of the
Baltic Sea region enterprises, their activities with scientific and research institutions, and
studies of their demand for innovation seem invaluable.

Today, it seems, it is well understood that effective and dynamic innovation processes
in economy are interactive and they require cooperation of many business subjects and

institutions from business environment.

! See more: http://www.ewt.gov.pl.



1. The aim and scope of the study.

The aim of the study is to analyze the actual demand of SMEs from the Baltic Sea
region for innovation support. The results of the conducted study can help formulate
recommendations designed to increase innovation and competitiveness of SMEs in the Baltic
Sea Region in the future.

Research activities of this study include: the evaluation of innovation level of the
Baltic Sea Region enterprises (type and intensity of implemented innovation changes,
innovation climate, barriers in innovation implementation in enterprises), the study of SMEs
cooperation with scientific subjects, R&D sphere; and the identification of the needs of
enterprises to do with the increase of their innovation capacities (demand for training,
consulting, cooperation with universities and R&D sphere, or cooperation in a cluster).

The questionnaire compiled by a research group of Hanzeatycka Szkota Zarzadzania
in Stupsk is a focal point and a rudiment of this study. It has been financed by the Hanseatic
Parliament. This institution gathers chambers of crafts, chambers of commerce and industry,
and institutions and organizations supporting SMEs coming from the Baltic Sea region
countries: Germany, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Russia, Finland, Norway, Sweden
and Denmark.

The questionnaire contained 29 questions (together with metrics) and included 1 open
question, 10 multiple choice questions with 1 possible answer, 13 multiple choice questions
with many possible answers, and 5 matrix questions. It was translated into 8 languages of the
Hanseatic Parliament country members: German, Lithuanian, Latvian, Estonian, Finnish,
Norwegian, Swedish and Danish. Then it was posted on the professional website ankieta.biz
from March 4, 2011 to April 30, 2011.

The research group of Hanzeatycka Szkola Zarzadzania in Stupsk undertook intense
information activities designed to encourage enterprises to fill in the questionnaire on-line.
However, the vast majority of completed questionnaires were gathered by personal interviews
which took place in enterprises. 370 out of 446 questionnaires were gathered this way.

Enterprises from 9 Baltic Sea Region countries took part in the study. However, the
sample of enterprises chosen for the study was not representative. Moreover, the research
group did not define a desired structure of such a sample. The conducted research was then of
a tentative type only and its conclusions should be interpreted in this light.

As a result of the study 542 filled-in questionnaires were gathered, among which 2

came from Latvia, 3 from Sweden, 11 from Estonia, 4 from Finland, 25 from Norway, 24



from Latvia, 16 from Germany, 11 from Russia and 446 from Poland. The questionnaires
completed by Polish entrepreneurs amounted to 82,3% of the total number of all gathered
questionnaires. For this reason, the analysis contained in this report concerning the need of
enterprises for innovation support is based mainly on the answers given by the Polish
entrepreneurs. These results were compared, where possible, with the results obtained from
enterprises coming from chosen Baltic Sea Region countries (Norway, Lithuania, Germany,
Russia) where the biggest number of completed questionnaires were gathered during the
study.

The analysis from this report was based on questionnaires gathered on ankieta.biz

website.



2. Description of the analyzed enterprises.
The aim of this chapter is to characterize the analyzed enterprises from the point of
view of the following criteria: sector, employment, size, age and market scope of their

activity.

2.1 Types of activity of the analyzed enterprises.

446 Polish enterprises took part in the study. Service enterprises constitute the biggest
share (44%) in the analyzed group. They are followed by trade companies (36%). 8 out of
each 10 analyzed Polish enterprises are from trade and service sectors. Predominantly they
come from the following sectors: food, clothing, shoe and automobile industries, and cosmetic

(hairdresser's) services.

Chart 1. The structure of the analyzed Polish enterprises according to the sector (in %).
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Data: N= 446 enterprises.

The structure of the analyzed enterprises according to the sectors they come from is
quite similar in the remaining Baltic Sea region countries (see table 1). In all the analyzed

countries, enterprises from service and trade sectors constituted 3/4 of the group.

Table 1. The structure of the analyzed enterprises from Norway, Lithuania, Germany and Russia,
according to the sector (in %).

sector Norway Lithuania | Germany Russia
services 52 42 38 66
trade 28 35 33 21
production 14 16 19 7
mixed 6 6 10 7

Data: N for Norway =25, N for Lithuania=24, N for Germany=16, N for Russia =11.

The sector structure of the analyzed Polish enterprises is consistent with general sectoral

characteristics of SMEs. SMEs in Poland are to be found in all sectors of economy, but they
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dominate in service sector. The market share of microenterprises is especially big in the
following sectors: real estate (98%), transportation (98%), trade (97%), construction (96%)
hotel and gastronomy (95%) and fishing (95%).2

2.2. Employment in the analyzed enterprises.

Microenterprises employing from 1 to 9 people yearly account for (67%) of all
enterprises in the analyzed sample of Polish enterprises. Small enterprises, employing from 10
to 49 people amount to 20% of this number and medium-sized enterprises constitute only 7%

of all the analyzed enterprises.

Chart 2. The structure of the analyzed Polish enterprises according to employment ( in %).
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Data: N= 446 enterprises.

Predominance of microenterprises over small and medium-sized enterprises in the analyzed
sample of the Polish SME:s is evident, yet it is a typical phenomenon for Polish economy, for
according to GUS and PARP, microenterprises (employing maximum 9 people) amount to
about 95% of all private enterprises in Poland (3,6 million).> Small and medium-sized
enterprises account for the remaining 5 %. Mean employment in a Polish enterprise amounts
to 5 employees”. Polish SMEs are dominated by microenterprises more than other SMEs from
the Baltic Sea region countries

Microenterprises are also dominant in the remaining Baltic Sea region countries of the
analyzed group. In Norway and Germany they constitute '/, of the analyzed enterprises, and
more than '/3 in Lithuania and Russia. In Norway and Germany 8 out of 10 analyzed
enterprises employed up to 49 people, whereas in Lithuania and Russia 7 out of 10

enterprises belong to micro and small enterprises. In these countries a larger representation of

% Srednie przedsigbiorstwa w Polsce, Deutsche Bank Research, 05.08.
? GUS is the Central Statistical Office of Poland; PARP is Polish Agency for Enterprise Development.
4 GUS,www.stat.gov.pl; Polskiej Agencji Rozwoju Przedsigbiorczosci, www.parp.gov.pl.
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medium-sized enterprises is to be found in the analyzed group, compared to the group of the

Polish enterprises.

Table 2. Structure of the analyzed enterprises from Norway, Lithuania, Latvia, Germany and Russia

according to the sector (in %).

Employment Norway Lithuania | Germany Russia
1t09 52 33,33 50 36,36
10-49 32 33,33 31,25 27,27
50-249 16 29,16 18,75 27,27
over 250 0 4,18 0 9,1

Data: N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

2.3 Age of the analyzed companies.

Since the analyzed group in all countries in this study is composed mainly of micro
and small enterprises, their age is an important factor. Start-ups and new enterprises, whose
main problem is the survival on the market look at the issue of support and development of
innovation differently compared to a mature, stable enterprise whose task is to gain its
competitive edge on the market. According to data by PARP, the ratio of the first year
survival for SMEs amounts to 76% (in 2008)°, but five years after the start-up only 30% of
enterprises remain on the market. In the analyzed group of the Polish enterprises, 7 out of 10
are stable companies, which have been on the market for more than 5 years (see chart 3). A
similar ratio is to be found for the analyzed group of the Lithuanian, German and Russian
enterprises. The group of the Norwegian enterprises stands out in this respect since 96% of
them have been on the market for more than 10 years. To sum up, the analyzed group of the

enterprises from all the countries is composed mainly of mature and stable companies.

Chart 3. Structure of the analyzed enterprises according to their age (in %).
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> Data for SMEs established in the years 2001-2008.



Data: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

2.4 Markets of operation of the analyzed enterprises.

For statistical goals of empirical research, the scope of operation of the analyzed
enterprises has been divided into 3 basic fields of operation (identifiers): local market,
domestic market, and international market. Among the analyzed Polish enterprises the biggest
fraction (54,3%) have pointed to the local market as being the main field of their operation.
Half of this number (23,9%) operate all across Poland, and 21,8% of the totality of the

analyzed Polish enterprises operate internationally (chart 4).

Chart 4. The structure of the analyzed Polish enterprises according to the scope of their operation (in %).
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Data: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

German enterprises are main foreign business partners for the analyzed group of the Polish
enterprises. This data confirm the thesis that Polish SMEs have a low ratio of
internationalization. According to PARP data, only '/5 of all commodities and services
exported in 2009 had been produced by SMEs. Low international competitiveness of the
Polish SMEs sector, deficiency of qualified work force in SMEs, and the lack of financing of
internationalization processes in SMEs are thought to be the main reasons for it. This is why
Polish SMEs are satisfied with being suppliers for larger exporters.°

Norwegian companies had a similar structure of the scope of operation in the analyzed
group. As much as 64% of the analyzed Norwegian exporters have pointed at their domestic
market as being their main target, and the remaining 36% have operated on the domestic

market only. The analyzed companies from Lithuania, Germany and Russia have a totally

® Bass i Gostomski (2007), Mate i $rednie przedsigbiorstwa w Polsce i Niemczech. Fundacja Rozwoju
Uniwersytetu Gdanskiego.



different structure of their markets. As many as */3 of the entrepreneurs from these countries
have pointed at the international market as being their market of operation.

The markets of the Baltic Sea region countries have a dominating position among all foreign
markets for the analyzed countries; i.e. for Lithuanian enterprises importers from Russia and
Belarus are most important; for Russian exporters Belarusian business partners are vital, and
for the analyzed German enterprises partners from Lithuania, Finland and Estonia are

particularly important.



3. Characteristics of implemented innovations.
3.1 Intensity of the implemented innovation changes.

To identify the state of innovation of SMEs from the Baltic Sea Region, the type of
innovation implemented in the last three years has been analyzed in the first place. For
research goals, the implemented innovations have been divided according to a classical
division found in literature i.e. into product, process, organization and marketing innovations.

Product innovation is understood as launching a commodity or service, which is new
or refined in its features or applications. Process innovation is defined as implementing new
or substantially refined production methods, distribution methods and supporting operation in
goods manufacturing and services. Organization innovation denotes implementing new
organizational methods in the company's rules of operation (knowledge management), in the
organization of the workplace or the rapport with the environment, which have not been used
so far in the enterprise. Finally, marketing innovation relies on implementing a new concept
or strategy substantially standing out from past marketing methods applied in the company. It
comprises important changes in the project/construction of products, packaging, product
distribution and promotion as well as influencing product prices. It does not comprise,
however, seasonal changes or regular and routine changes in marketing methods.

The analyzed enterprises of the Baltic Sea region implement mostly marketing and
product innovation. In the last three years, 6 out of 10 Polish enterprises have launched at
least one new product or service onto the market. According to PARP research, about a half
of product innovations introduced by Polish SMEs have been totally new market products

(not only products new to the company).’

Table 3. Type of implemented innovation in the analyzed enterprises in the last 3 years (in %).

innovation type Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany Russia
product 62,33 48 62,5 43,75 54,54
process 35,42 44 59,2 56,25 36,36
organization 48,2 40 58,33 56,25 44 .45
marketing 50,22 52 62,5 31,26 54,54

Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

Moreover, every second Polish enterprise has launched a marketing innovation in the
analyzed period. In SMEs this has typically been a new product look, i.e. new packaging, a
new promotion strategy or a new sales method. Likewise Norwegian, Lithuanian and Russian

SMEs have introduced product and marketing innovations most frequently in the last 3 years.

7 Raport ,, Innowacyjnos¢ 2008”, PARP.
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When inquired which of innovations are most important for them, SMEs have pointed to

product and marketing innovations.

Table 4. Most important types of implemented innovations according to enterprises (%).

Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany Russia
product 52,91 40 58,33 43,75 45,45
process 27,35 24 50 56,25 18,18
organization 32,28 28 33,33 56,25 27,27
marketing 38,56 36 62,5 31,25 45,48

Dane: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway= 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N For Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.
Note: enterprises could choose up to 4 answers.
As much as 52,9 % of the analyzed Polish SMEs have pointed to product innovations as being
most important from the point of view of enterprise growth and development. This number
was even higher for the Lithuanian enterprises and amounted to 58,33 %. Marketing
innovations have been as important for the Baltic Sea Region SMEs. 38,6% of the Polish
enterprises have indicated this kind of innovation as being most important for them. The same
number of the Russian SMEs have chosen product and marketing innovations as the most
important innovation type introduced in the last three years. By contrast marketing

innovations have been indicated as key innovations by 62,5 % of the Lithuanian SME:s.

3.2 Innovation climate in enterprises and in the economy.

Internal conditions i.e. human resources, innovation encouraging organization
structure and innovation climate are some of crucial factors influencing the intensity of
innovation activities in the enterprise. Innovative enterprises focus first and foremost on new
know-how creation, and a favourable climate is its necessary condition. Innovation climate is
understood as atmosphere in the enterprise resulting from employees' and management's
attitude towards innovation implementation.

Research conducted among the most innovative enterprises shows how important this
factor is for innovation implementation, company's growth and increasing its competitiveness.
A common feature of those companies is, it turns out, a flexible structure and a good
innovation climate, and not the amount of investments in R&D or a number of registered
patents. ® This is why one of the objectives of this study has been the analysis of innovation

climate in SMEs in the Baltic Sea Region.

& Global Innovation 1000, Booz Allen Hamilton, 2005.
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In the first place the influence of the organizational structure on the innovation activity
of Polish SMEs (chart 5) has been analyzed.

Chart 5. Organizational structure vs innovation ratio of Polish SMEs (in %).
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Data: N for Poland = 446.
It occurs that a majority (57,73%) of SMEs believe that their structure (definitely yes or

rather yes) fosters innovation. This ratio has been even higher for German (81,25%),
Lithuanian (70,84%), Norwegian (68%), and Russian (63,64%) enterprises.

However, it would be too much of exaggeration to believe that a structuralized innovation, or
the organizational structure designed to permanently offer new and/or better products for
customers, exists in the analyzed SMEs, for as much as 28% of the Polish companies have
difficulty deciding whether their organizational structure fosters innovation or not. This ratio
amounts to about 20% for the analyzed German, Lithuanian and Russian enterprises.

The analysis of factors fostering innovation climate indicates that the majority of them
substantially encourage innovation in the Baltic Sea Region SMEs (chart 6). On average 75%
of the analyzed Polish enterprises claim there is some openness and flexibility in their
organizational culture inciting both the number and the quality of implemented innovations;
the employees can submit their own ideas, question management's ideas if they believe they
are wrong, and moreover, the executives of different departments frequently and eagerly
cooperate with one another. Moreover, in the vast majority of the analyzed Polish SMEs
(76,1%) their managements declare substantial support of innovative ideas submitted by the
employees and any activities destined to increase innovation. Innovation climate is even better
appraised by SMEs from the remaining Baltic Sea Region countries. In Norway, as much as
94,5 % of enterprises on average (89,75% in Germany, 87,25% in Lithuania, 71,15% in
Russia), declare that the analyzed factors have promoted an innovation-friendly climate in

their companies.
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Chart 6. Factors influencing innovation climate in Polish SMEs.
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Data: N for Poland= 446.

However, these SMEs believe that the innovation climate in the country they operate
in is not good. Polish SMEs believe that the reason for a poor innovation climate in Poland
can be accounted for in terms of lack of financing of innovation activity from financial
institutions (59,64% of enterprises), unsatisfactory transparency of laws governing innovation
implementation (53,07%), and unsatisfactory access to adequately qualified and innovation-
experienced employees (46,8%). It turns out that according to the Polish SMEs, local

authorities encourage innovation climate quite satisfactorily both locally and across the

country.

Chart 7. Factors influencing innovation climate in the country according to Polish SMEs.
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Data: N for Poland = 446.
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Interestingly, SMEs from the other analyzed countries negatively assess the innovation
climate in the economy. Building a favourable climate for innovations is a common problem
in all the analyzed countries. It is due to a difficult access to innovation financing from
financial institutions. As much as 75%, 83% and 43,75% of Norwegian, Lithuanian and
German enterprises respectively express this opinion. Moreover, a factor that deteriorates the
climate for innovation implementation in SMEs in Norway is a difficult access to experienced
employees qualified in innovative sectors (opinion expressed by 64% of the analyzed
enterprises). 70% of the Lithuanian SMEs and 37,5% of German SMEs believe that a

difficulty in receiving financing from the EU is a major obstacle.

3. 3 Barriers in innovations implementation.

An important issue for the assessment of innovation potential of the Baltic Sea Region
SME:s is specifying factors which influence the increase of innovation activity. Identification
and abolishment of barriers which restrict the implementation of innovations onto the market
seem important. When asked about barriers they encounter when implementing innovations,
the enterprises have mentioned problems that can be found in the literature devoted to
innovations in SMEs. For more than a half of the Polish SMEs insufficient funds are the

major difficulty in innovation activities (chart 8).

Chart 8. Barriers in implementation of innovations according to Polish SMEs (in %).
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Data: N for Poland = 446.
Note: enterprises could choose up to 8 answers.
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According to GUS research, the main source of financing innovations in SMEs is their own
financial means (74,75%), and bank loans amount to 22% only in this respect. For '/3 of the
Polish SMEs risk of investment failure in innovations, and uncertain demand for new
products constitute a major problem. A smaller fraction of the analyzed Polish SMEs (32%
enterprises) have pointed at too complicated legal regulations as a major obstacle in their
innovation activity.

Similarly, the analyzed SMEs in Norway, Germany, Lithuania and Russia claimed
insufficient financial means was a major barrier for them (table 5). This was a problem for
64% of the Norwegian companies, 66,7% of the Lithuanian companies, 68,7% of the German
companies and 46,7% SMEs from Russia. Complicated procedures in innovations
implementation, lack of qualified employees and existing market competition have also been
an issue.

The conducted research have allowed to bring to light some specific barriers in
innovations implementation in each of the analyzed countries. These barriers are important for
one specific country and are not for others; i.e. for the Polish and Lithuanian SMEs it is
uncertainty of investments in innovations, for the Norwegian enterprises competition and for

the German SMEs lack of properly qualified staff.

Table 5. Barriers in implementing innovations according to SMEs from Norway, Lithuania, Germany and

Russia (in %).

NOR LT GER RUS
huge costs, lack of financial means 64 66,7 68,7 46,7
risk of failure/uncertain demand for
these products 12 58,3 12,5 27,3
complicated legal regulations 40 29,2 43,7 45,6
competition 40 25 18 18
ignorance of new technologies 16 16,6 25 0
lack of adequately skilled employees 24 16,6 37,5 18,2
difficult to say 12 4,2 9
other 8 4,2 18,7 0

Date: N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.
Note: enterprises could choose up to 8 answers.
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4. The Baltic Sea Region SMEs cooperation with other enterprises and institutions.

4.1 SMEs contacts with scientific, R&D, and other institutions.

In modern highly competitive economy the ability and intensity of cooperation on
innovations has taken on a particular importance. This cooperation is vital especially for
SMEs, which have fewer employees and a smaller financial potential. This analysis of SME:s,
as far as innovations are concerned, indicates that a role of a leading partner is played by local
authorities, chambers of commerce, chambers of crafts and entrepreneurs’ associations (table
6).

Table 6. The Baltic Sea Region SMEs cooperation on innovations until present (in %).

Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany Russia

local authorities 12,6 44 37,5 56,3 36,4
local administration 9,8 24 25,8 25 18,6
R&D institutions 2,2 24 25 12,5 18,2
Financial institutions 9,6 4 58,3 25 0
Business support institutions 7,8 4 12,5 12,5 36,4
Universities 5,8 8 33,3 31,3 27,3
Consulting companies 9,8 0 25 27,3
Other entrepreneurs 26,2 16 16,6 37,5 9,1

Data: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

As much as 56,3% of the German, 44% of the Norwegian, 37,5% of the Lithuanian and
36,4% of the Russian SMEs have cooperated with local authorities. As for the Polish SMEs,
only 12,6% have done it. A cooperation with other enterprises is a common denominator for
the Polish and German SMEs. 26,2% of the Polish and 37,5% of the German SMEs have
declared such a cooperation. It is worth mentioning that a cooperation between enterprises is
especially important, since according to numerous studies, a number of enterprises which
have permanent business contacts with other companies is strongly correlated with their
innovation activity. In the analyzed SMEs, the SMEs from Lithuania, Germany and Russia
stand out in this respect. In these countries a substantial fraction of SMEs have cooperated on
innovations with different institutions. In Lithuania 58,3 % of the SMEs have cooperated with
financial institutions, and 36,4% of the SMEs in Russia have cooperated with business
support institutions.

Contacts with R&D institutions are a particularly important type of cooperation from

the point of view of innovation potential increase. It is due to the fact that SMEs seldom
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engage in R&D on account of high costs of such an ventures, lack of qualified staff, and lack
of necessary equipment.

Only 16,37% of the Polish SMEs could boast of a current cooperation with scientific
and R&D institutions (table 7). It can be inferred than that the majority of implemented
innovative solutions in the Polish SME:s is a result of their own effort, without resorting to
cooperation with scientific centres and R&D institutions. However, the fraction of companies
which have been cooperating with scientific centres and R&D institutions when this research
was done, has been much biggger and amounted to 50%, 64%, 75% and 90,9% for the

German, Norwegian, Lithuanian and Russian SMEs respectively.

Table 7. Current cooperation of the analyzed SMEs with R&D institutions (in %).

Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany Russia
universities 5,6 16 54,16 43,75 36,4
scientific and R&D institutions 3,36 16 33,33 25 27,3
technology transfer centres 3,13 12 12,5 18,75 27,3
technological incubators 4,7 12 16,66 12,5 9,1
cluster initiative 2,02 40 20,83 18,75 18,2

Data: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

The conducted research shows that universities are the most frequently chosen R&D
partner by the Baltic Sea Region SMEs. More than a half of the Lithuanian SMEs, 44% of the
German SMEs and more than a third of the Russian SMEs have permanently cooperated with
universities when this research was done. Poland is no exception in this respect even though
only 5,6% of the analyzed Polish SMEs have cooperated with universities. Generally, Polish
SMEs cooperate much less intensely with R&D institutions in comparison with SMEs from
the remaining countries. Apart from cooperation with universities, a specific type of
specialization of the Baltic Sea Region SMEs and R&D institutions looms large. As much as
40% of the Norwegian SMEs have cooperated with a cluster, 33,3% of the Lithuanian and
25% of the German SMEs have cooperated with scientific and R&D institutions, and 27,3%
of the Russian SMEs have cooperated with technology transfer centres when this research was

done.

4.2. Types of conducted R&D activities.

As it has already been mentioned SMEs rarely engage in R&D activities. In Poland
SMEs which occasionally conduct R&D research account for 3,8% of all SMEs, and only
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1,85% of the Polish SMEs can boast of a permanent activity of this type’. In the analyzed
Polish SMEs, a fraction of companies which have not been engaged in R&D is very high and

amounts to 62,5% of all analyzed Polish SMEs (chart 9.)
Chart 9. A number of the analyzed SMEs which are not engaged in R&D (in%).

Russia
Germany
Lithuania

Norway

Poland 62,5

Data: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway= 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

Similarly, a half of the analyzed Norwegian and German enterprises have not been engaged in
any R&D activity when this study was conducted. The only exception to this rule are the
Russian and Lithuanian SMEs where 9 out of 10 enterprises have been engaged in R&D
activities.

A predominant kind of R&D conducted by the Baltic Sea Region SMEs concerns
enhancements in production and services (table 8). This kind of activity has been conducted
by 1/4 of the Polish SMEs, over 1/3 of the Lithuanian and German SMEs, 44% of the
Norwegian SMEs, and more than a half of the Russian SMEs.

Table 8. Types of R&D activities conducted by SMEs (in %).

Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany | Russia
possible enhancements in 21,5 44 375 375 545
products and services
market research 10,5 4 37,5 12,5 36,4
analyses of offers of competitive 9.4 3 12,5 6.3 545
markets
analyses qf accessible 6.7 3 25 18,7 18,18
technologies
other X X 4,16 6,25 X

Data: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway= 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.
4.3. Barriers in cooperation between SMEs and scientific institutions.

On account of a relatively poor cooperation of the Baltic Sea Region SMEs with R&D
institutions, the authors of this report have undertaken a task of identifying problems in SMEs

and R&D institutions cooperation. A majority of the analyzed SMEs have come across a

° A. Zohierski, Innowacyjno$¢ 2008, WWW .parp.pl
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proposal of cooperation on behalf of a scientific institution (89% of the Polish SMEs, about
72% of the Norwegian SMEs, and about 66% of the German and Russian SMEs). Lithuania
stands out as an exception with only 50% of the companies declaring such contacts.

It turns out, however, that 9 out of 10 of all the analyzed SMEs can see barriers in
cooperation with scientific institutions. Basing on the completed questionnaires, it can be
inferred that the main barrier preventing such a cooperation is a limited financial potential of

the SMEs (table 9).

Table 9. Barriers preventing cooperation between SMEs and R&D institutions. (in %).

Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany | Russia
Substantial costs, financial barriers 41 76 50 37,5 54,5
difficulties with starting a cooperation 28,5 32 33,3 31,2 36,3
lack of interest of R&D institutions to
start a cooperation 19,7 28 41,7 18,7 18,8
legal barriers 17,9 4 8,3 X X
R&D representatives do not
understand the issue 18,4 64 45,8 25 273
communication problems with R&D
representatives 10,3 36 29,16 12,5 X
no barriers 11,4 8 X 6,3 18,2
other (if so, what kind of barriers) 2,2 X 8.3 X

Data: N for Poland = 446, N for Norway= 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

This problem is due to limited financial resources of the enterprises for joint research
as well as a difficult access to external financing of R&D projects carried out together with
R&D institutions. It should be noticed, however, that SMEs believe that a low intensity of
cooperation with R&D institutions is caused by R&D institutions themselves. About '/3 of the
analyzed SMEs have encountered problems with starting a cooperation with scientific
institutions. On average 1 in 5 of the analyzed SMEs has shown a lack of interest on behalf of
the scientific institution to initiate a cooperation with enterprises on R&D projects. Moreover,
a substantial fraction of the analyzed companies (64% from Norway, 46% from Lithuania,
25% from Germany and Russia, and 4% from Poland) have declared that representatives from

R&D institutions ignore economic matters, which prevents or limits a possible cooperation.
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5. Demand for innovation support in the analyzed SMEs.
5.1 Demand for R&D in SMEs.

One of the fundamental objectives of this report is to estimate the demand for
innovation of the Baltic Sea Region SMEs. To do this, a potential demand for R&D in SMEs
has been analyzed in the first place. It turns out that %/ of the Lithuanian and Russian SMEs,
over '/, of the Norwegian SMEs and 43,7% of the analyzed German enterprises need R&D
(chart 10 ). Polish SMEs do not do well in this respect, because only 1 in 3 of them declares a

demand for R&D in their company.

Chart 10. Demand for innovation support in the analyzed SMEs (in %).
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Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

Moreover, 1/4 of the German, Lithuanian, Norwegian and Polish enterprises on
average, do not have any opinion about possible demand for R&D in the future. It probably
indicates that the analyzed SMEs do not quite understand what underlies innovative solutions
creation in company, because they do not understand the importance of R&D.

It is obvious that understanding and verbalizing a demand for R&D is only a first step
in planning innovation processes in the company. A company can understand the necessity of
R&D to increase the level of innovation, yet on account of some restricting conditions, it will
not intend to engage in any R&D activity. This is why, the next step in this research was to
analyze the Baltic Sea Region SMEs' intentions to engage in and order R&D or to buy their

results in the future (chart 11).
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Chart 11. SMEs' intentions to engage in or order R&D or to buy their results (in %).
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Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

It turns out that a number of the Lithuanian, Norwegian, and Russian enterprises
declaring readiness to engage in, order or buy R&D is twice smaller than a number of the
SME:s in these countries, which declare a demand for R&D. Only in Poland and Germany a
demand for and a potential supply of R&D go hand in hand.

A substantial number of the analyzed companies which do not have any specific plans
to engage in, order or buy R&D indicates that SMEs in all the analyzed countries are hesitant
about incorporation of potential R&D projects. As '/, of the Lithuanian and Russian SMEs
and over /3 of the SMEs from Germany, Norway and Poland do not have any opinion about
running, ordering or buying R&D projects. It is probably due to barriers in R&D

implementation in SMEs mentioned before.
5.2 SMEs demand for innovation support from universities.

In this study an attempt has been made to identify the scope and type of innovation
support SMEs require from scientific institutions. A demand for a specific sort of support
from universities is much smaller than the analyzed demand for R&D (table 10). In the
majority of the analyzed countries an interest in a specific kind of support has been declared
on average by '/3 of the total number of the SMEs. The entrepreneurs have been mostly
interested in periodical trainings and workshops for companies preparing and realizing
innovative projects. A demand for this kind of support has been declared by more than a half
of the Norwegian and Lithuanian enterprises, about 1/3 of the Polish and Russian companies

and '/5 of the German SMEs. 1 in 3 SMEs from Poland, Lithuania and Germany, 42% of the
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Norwegian SMEs and close to 3/4 of the Russian SMEs have shown interest in information

meetings concerning a specific types and kinds of innovations.

Table 10. SMEs demand for innovation support from universities (in %).

Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany | Russia
information meetings on types and kinds of
innovations 30,7 41,6 37,5 33,3 72,3
periodical trainings and workshops for
persons preparing and realizing innovative
projects 35,5 58,3 50 20 36,6
allowing access to practical training and
didactical materials 22,6 16,7 16,7 20 36,4
individual consulting directly in the
company 22,6 37,5 62,5 26,7 18,2
individual consulting by phone 7.3 20,8 16,7 X X
individual consulting via e-mail 11,5 16,7 16,7 X X
other 2,94 X 4,2 X X

Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

Moreover, entrepreneurs have shown a potential interest in individual consulting services
directly in their companies. This form of support has been of interest to %/ of the Lithuanian
SMEs, over '/3 of the Norwegian enterprises and to every fifth company form Poland,
Germany and Russia.

The analysis of potential benefits which SMEs can expect from the cooperation with
scientific institutions (table 11) can lead to interesting conclusions. Only few analyzed SMEs
can see potential benefits which can result from such a cooperation. The smallest number of
SMEs which have a positive opinion on a cooperation with universities is to be found in
Poland (22% on average), and the biggest in Lithuania (48% on average). Generally,
according to the opinion expressed by the majority of SMEs, benefits from the analyzed
cooperation are different in each country. The only common benefit coming from the
cooperation with universities that a substantial number of SMEs from all the countries have
agreed upon is "launching new products and services". This is the most important benefit for
the Polish, German and Russian SMEs. It is also highly valued in Lithuania (62,5%) and in
Norway (44%).

Moreover, the Polish SMEs look at a cooperation with universities as a means of
boosting sales, getting new customers and increasing their market share. The Norwegian
SMEs expect this cooperation to result in enhancing the quality of their products and reducing
costs. The Lithuanian SMEs emphasize cost reduction and new technology implementation as
a potential benefit from such a cooperation, whereas the German SMEs expect to improve the

quality of their products and services and to get access to the latest know-how. Finally, the
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Russian SMEs expect to improve the quality of their products and services and to enhance

organization in the company.

Table 11. Expected benefits SMEs can get as a result of their R&D cooperation with universities (in %).

Poland | Norway | Lithuania | Germany | Russia

launching new products/services 38,1 44 62,5 50 81,8
enhancing products/services quality 21,3 60 54,1 50 63,6
optimalization of organization operations 20,1 20 37,5 43,7 45,4
improvement of cooperation with suppliers and

customers 30,7 48 25 31,2 27,3
sales increase 33,8 52 58,3 25 27,3
improvement of competitive position 17,7 28 58,3 32,5 454
costs lowering 27,1 56 75 31,2 27,3
increase of ecological activity 7,8 24 41,6 18,7 X
increase of company's prestige 27,3 52 45,8 37,5 36,3
access to latest know-how 17,9 44 25 50 27,3
possibilities of new innovations implementations 16,1 16 62,5 31,2 27,3
possibilities of HR development 9,6 16 33,3 25 9,09
gaining new customers/increasing market share 30,2 40 45,8 25 45,4
increase of company's profitability 17,2 52 45,8 25 27,3
other X X X X X

Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

Apart from the demand for R&D, the authors of this report have analyzed the Baltic

Sea Region SMEs in terms of their demand for training and consulting services from

scientific circles. Moreover, the authors have tried to specify which barriers impede a possible

cooperation between entrepreneurs and scientists. It turns out that a substantial number of the

Baltic Sea Region SMEs are interested in this kind of support (chart 12).

Chart 12. SMEs demand for training and consulting on possible cooperation (in %).
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Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

As many as 9 out of 10 of the analyzed Polish and Russian SMEs, 3/, of the Lithuanian

companies and over */3 of the Norwegian and German SMEs have declared readiness to
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participate in trainings and a demand for consulting services on cooperation from scientific
circles.

Moreover, the enterprises taking part in this study, have been asked to specify what
they would like to cooperate with universities on? It turns out, that in all the analyzed
countries the SMEs have pointed at 3 common subjects that are of interest to them in view of
a possible cooperation: services, products and new technologies. Almost %/5 of the Lithuanian
SMEs, about 48% of the Russian SMEs, 40% of the Polish and Norwegian SMEs and 1 in 3
German SMEs have declared a need for such a cooperation. Only 1 in 5 SMEs from Poland
and Russia and 1 in 4 SMEs from Lithuania, Norway and Germany has been interested in
cooperation concerning the improvement of internal process in the company and staff

development.

5.3 SMEs demand for cluster participation.

Cluster is defined as a ‘geographical concentration of reciprocally interrelated
companies, specialized suppliers, service suppliers, companies operating in related sectors and
relevant institutions (i.e. universities, normalization organizations and sectoral associations)
which cooperate and compete with one another in particular fields” '°. The research on
clusters carried out so far has shown that there are substantial economic benefits resulting
from cluster activities, both for the economy and companies operating in the cluster. From a
micro-scale point of view, companies operating in a cluster can inexpensively get information
about the environment, properly assess their capacities, get a better access to suppliers and
companies providing specialized services and specialized work market.'' More importantly,
however, the existence of clusters fosters intellectual capital growth in companies which are
gathered in them. Consequently this growth spurs technological transfer and facilitates
innovation implementation in companies in a cluster.'? This is why, companies operating in
clusters have a higher level of innovation than enterprises which do not belong to any cluster
organization.

In the light of this, the authors of this report have decided to analyze to which extent

the Baltic Sea Region SMEs are engaged in cluster cooperation concerning innovation. It

" M.E. Porter (ed.), Competition in Global Industries, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, 1986.

1 Wykorzystanie koncepcji klastréw dla ksztattowania polityki innowacyjnej i technologicznej panstwa, Instytut
Badan nad gospodarka rynkowa, 2009.

2 T. Brodzicki, P. Tamowicz, Propozycja instrumentu stuzacego zwigkszeniu stopnia transferu wiedzy i
technologii w ramach inicjatyw klastrowych, Radom, 2008
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turns out that the majority of the analyzed companies could not boast of any cluster
membership (chart 12). This is true for 96,3 % of the Polish companies, about 1/2 of the
Russian and Norwegian SMEs, 1/3 of the Lithuanian SMEs and 14,8% of the German SME:s.
The above results show a relatively low level of SMEs involvement in this kind of

cooperation.

Chart 13. SMEs membership in innovation clusters (in %).
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Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

As competitiveness increases in all sectors of the economy in the Baltic Sea Region,
different forms of associations and cooperation loom large as a means of SMEs growth and
survival. Cluster organizations have become vital in this respect. For this reason SMEs have
been analyzed in view of a potential cluster cooperation in the future. The results of this study
are not optimistic (chart 14). As much as 81% of the Polish, 73% of the German and 58,4% of
the Norwegian SMEs have declared no intention to cooperate in a cluster. The Lithuanian and
Russian SMEs are an exception in this respect, since 70,8% of the Lithuanian companies and
88,8% of the Russian SMEs have declared interest in cluster ventures as a means of
improving their innovation and competitiveness.

Generally, these results indicate that it is necessary to undertake intense activity to

increase SMEs' understanding of benefits flowing from mutual cooperation in a cluster.

Chart 14. SMEs' willingness to cooperate in cluster ventures (%).
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Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.
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When inquired about potential activities, that they could undertake in cluster ventures,

the SMEs point to different possible activities (table12)

Table 12. Kinds of intended SMEs activities in cluster ventures (in %).

Poland Norway | Lithuania | Germany | Russia
joint R&D 8,9 8 41,6 6,25 36,3
knowledge and technology 11,9 16 208 12,5 9,09
acquisition
equipment acquisition 19,9 16 16,6 6,25 X
joint initiatives in innovations 13,7 24 50 X 45,4
joint market offer/joint marketing 152 39 20.8 12,5 273
operations
training and consulting services 13.9 24 333 12,5 36.3
for cluster members
joint market analyses and studies 14,1 20 20,8 12,5 72,7
initiating cooperation and regional 9.1 7 333 37,5 182
experience sharing
starting a cooperation and sharing
experience on the international 7,6 4 37,5 18,75 27,3
level

Data: N for Poland= 446, N for Norway = 25, N for Lithuania = 24, N for Germany = 16, N for Russia = 11.

Very few Polish SMEs have declared an intention to undertake well-defined activities in a
cluster. 72% of the Norwegian and 37,5% of the German SMEs have been keen to initiate a
cooperation and to exchange experience in the region. 50% of the Lithuanian SMEs have
declared readiness to conduct joint innovation ventures, 41,6% of the SMEs have been
interested in R&D ventures and 37,5% of the SMEs have shown interest to initiate a
cooperation and exchange experience internationally. The Russian SMEs have been willing to
participate in joint market analyses (72,7%), joint innovative initiatives (45,4%), and joint
R&D ventures (36,3%). Generally, the more willing SMEs are to participate in a cluster
venture (i.e. the Russian, Lithuanian, Norwegian SMEs) , the higher intensity of intended

ventures in a cluster is.
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Conclusions and summary.

The role which SMEs play in the economy of the Baltic Sea Region makes creating
adequate conditions for their innovation and competitiveness growth a key challenge. For this
reason it is vital to broaden our knowledge of the level of SMEs innovation and to gather data
on a demand for innovation support in SMEs - the task that the authors of this report have
undertaken.

The sample of the analyzed SMEs consisted of 542 companies from 9 Baltic Region
countries and had a large overrepresentation of commercial and service companies as well as
mature small and medium-size enterprises (which have been on the market for over 10 years).
On account of the fact that the sample of the enterprises used in the study was not
representative, the results are not representative either.

In the study, the Baltic Sea region entrepreneurs have been asked to specify a kind and
a degree of intensity of innovation changes implemented in their companies. It turns out that
marketing and product innovations are most frequent. Moreover, an innovation climate based
on openness in organization culture in these companies has proved to be an important factor
in innovation implementation in the majority of the analyzed SMEs. SMEs in general have a
bad opinion about the innovation climate in the country in which they operate. A difficult
access to financing innovation activities by financial institutions is a common problem with
building a friendly innovation climate in all the analyzed countries. Major problems which
SMEs struggle with in innovation implementation are: lack of financial resources,
complicated legal procedures, and a deficiency of adequately qualified staff.

A cooperation with scientific and R&D circles and other institutions designed to
increase SMEs innovation level is vital on the account of the specificity of SMEs, which
generally have limited human resources and a low financial potential. The results of the
analysis indicate that local authorities including chambers of crafts and commerce and
entrepreneurs associations are major partners in innovation cooperation for SMEs.

As far as an SMEs cooperation with R&D institutions is concerned, a leader-role is
generally played by universities. Moreover, the intensity of this cooperation is quite high. The
percentage of SMEs cooperating with R&D centers amounts to 50% in the Germany, 64% in
Norway, 75% in Lithuania and 90,9% in Russia. Only the Polish SMEs declare a very low
intensity of contacts with R&D sphere (only 16,37% of the Polish SMEs can boast of such
contacts). The intensity of cooperation with R&D institutions does not translate into R&D

projects in the Baltic Sea Region SMEs, however.

27



In the majority of the Polish, German and Norwegian SMEs, there have not been any
R&D activities, when this study was conducted. The Russian and Lithuanian SMEs are
exceptions to this rule, because 9 out of 10 analyzed enterprises have been involved in R&D
projects. A predominant type of R&D activities present in the Baltic Sea Region SMEs are
product and service enhancements.

Moreover, the study has shown that about 90% of the analyzed SMEs can see barriers
impeding cooperation with scientific institutions. The major barrier SMEs encounter is
insufficient proper funds to finance R&D and difficulties with access to external financing.
However, according to the SMEs, the reasons for low intensity of cooperation with R&D
sphere are scientific institutions themselves - SMEs report difficulties with initiating a
cooperation with scientific institutions, a lack of interest of these institutions to involve in
such a cooperation, and ignorance of the economic subject matter on behalf of these
institutions' representatives.

An attempt has been made to assess the demand for innovation in SMEs when
analyzing the Baltic Sea Region SMEs' innovation potential and their cooperation with R&D
sphere.

It turns out that SMEs from all the countries indicate a high demand for R&D
activities. Polish SMEs are an exception in this respect, because only 1 in 3 of the analyzed
enterprises shows interest in R&D activities. Unfortunately, a high demand for R&D is not
accompanied by SMEs’ intentions to conduct such research in the future. The study shows a
high degree of uncertainty among SMEs as to satisfaction of their R&D needs.

The authors of the study have intended to assess SMEs needs for innovation support
from scientific institutions. The demand for specific types of support from universities has
been much lower than the analyzed above demand for periodical R&D. The entrepreneurs
have been mostly interested in periodical trainings and workshops for enterprises which were
preparing or which were involved in innovative projects, as well as information meetings on
specific types of and kinds of innovations. Such a low level of demand for support from
universities is due to the fact that most analyzed SMEs cannot see any potential benefits
resulting from a cooperation with scientific institutions.

The only positive effect of such a cooperation, which a majority of the analyzed SMEs
from all the countries have agreed upon is "launching new products and services". However,
the analyzed SMEs have declared a very high demand for trainings and consulting services
from scientific environment. Services, products and new technologies are desired fields of a

possible cooperation
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Finally, cluster involvement in innovative projects of the Baltic Sea Region SMEs as
well as their intentions to engage in future cluster cooperation have been analyzed. It turns out
that the majority of the analyzed companies have not been involved in a cluster so far.
Unfortunately, the majority of the analyzed SMEs do not have any intention to start a
cooperation with any cluster.

The above results show that it is necessary to start intense activities destined to
increase the Baltic Sea Region SMEs’ understanding of benefits resulting from a cooperation
with scientific institutions, and the involvement in a cluster venture. Moreover, abolishment
of the barriers identified in this study (mainly financial barriers) limiting both innovation

implementation processes and SMEs' cooperation with scientific sphere is recommended.
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Attachments.

Attachment no 1. Questionnaire in Polish.

1. Szanowni Panstwo!

Postawiliimy sobie za zadanie wspieranie innowacyjnosci i konkurencyjnosci malych i $rednich
przedsiebiorstw w regionie nadbaltyckim. W celu realizacji tego zadania konieczne jest zbadanie
rzeczywistego zapotrzebowania przedsiebiorstw na wsparcie innowacyjnosci. Uprzejmie prosimy o
wypelnienie ponizszej ankiety i podzielenie si¢ z nami Panstwa przemysleniami. Wsrod oséb, ktére
wypelnia ankiete rozlosujemy dwie nagrody w postaci prawa do uczestniczenia w Sesji Hanzeatyckiej
,Efektywnos¢ energetyczna dniach 11.-14.05.2011 w Hamburgu (facznie z pokryciem kosztow podrozy i
pobytu w Hamburgu). Jesli chcg Panstwo uczestniczy¢é w losowaniu prosimy o podanie danych
kontaktowych (Nazwisko, Imig, firma, Tel., E-Mail).

3 o
5
[ | f

2. Prosze zaznaczy¢ profil dziatalnos$ci oraz wpisa¢ branze, w ktérym dziata Pani/Pana firma:
| © | ©

) I produkeyjny |
2) [ handlowy |
3) [ ustugowy |

4) | mieszany |

3. Ile 0s6b zatrudnia Pana/Pani firma:

| 0 | 0 0
nE 19

2) B2 1049

3) 2 50-249

4 2 pow. 250

4. Jak dlugo firma istnieje na rynku?
| 0 0 | 0

1) [ krécej niz rok
2) B2 1-51at
3) (2 69lat

4) 2 pow. 101at
5. Kraj prowadzenia dzialalnos$ci gospodarczej:
| | 0

—

6. Zasieg rynkowy dzialalnoSci
| 0 | 0 0
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1) 2 lokalny
2) [ krajowy

3) 2 migdzynarodowy

7. Prosze okresli¢, ktory rodzaj innowacji jest w Pana/Pani firmie najwazniejszy:

1 0
| bardzo wazny wazny mato wazny niewazny zupelnie niewazny
1) Produktowe 0 i C C e
2) Procesowe 0 i C C e
3) Organizacyjne i i C C i
4) Marketingowe i e C e C

8. Czy w ciagu ostatnich 3 lat wprowadzono w Pana/Pani organizacji innowacje:
E | ©
Tak Nie

1) Produktowe i i
2) Procesowe i i
3) Organizacyjne [5 [

4) Marketingowe [3 [

9. Czy struktura organizacyjna w Pana/Pani przedsiebiorstwie sprzyja innowacyjnosci ?
| © | © | ©

1) i zdecydowanie nie
2) [2 raczejnie
3) [2  trudno powiedzie¢
4) 2 raczej tak

5) E2  zdecydowanie tak

10. Prosze oceni¢ klimat innowacyjny w Pana/Pani organizacji:
| 1 0

zdecydowanie si¢
nie zgadzam

zdecydowanie zgadzam nie mam

n
si¢ zgadzam si¢ zdania zgaollzam

si¢
Pracownicy moga zgtasza¢ swoje

1) pomysty niezaleznie od tego, na jakim i i i i i
szczeblu organizacyjnym si¢ znajduja

Kierownictwo organizacji dostrzega

2) wszelkie przejawy innowacyjnosci i i i i i
swoich pracownikéw
3) W organizacji popiera si¢ nowe O E E E E

pomysty pracownikéw

Pracownicy r6znych komérek
4 wspoélpracuja ze sobg > C e C i
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Podwladni majg prawo do

kwestionowania pomystow
3) kierownictwa, jesli si¢ z nimi nie > C C C C
zgadzaja
11. Prosze oceni¢ klimat innowacyjny w Pana/Pani kraju ?
1 0
zdecydowanie si¢ zgadzam nie mam , ;gzam zdecydowanie si¢
zgadzam si¢ zdania & sic nie zgadzam
lokalne samorzady silnie wspieraja
innowacyjne firmy > > > C >
2) tatwy dostep do pozyskania §rodkéw O O O E O

unijnych na wsparcie innowacyjnosci

fatwy dostep do pracownikéw o

3) odpowiednich kwalifikacjach i Ej Ej Ej C Ej
do$wiadczeniu w innowacjach

tatwy dostep do finansowania

4) dziatalnoéci innowacyjnej z instytucji i i i i i
finansowych
5) przejrzyste przepisy regulujace [ [ [ [ [

dziatalno$¢ wprowadzenia innowacji
12. Jakie sg Pana/Pani zdaniem najwi¢ksze bariery ograniczajace Pana/Pani przedsiebiorstwo przed
wprowadzeniem innowacji:

6 0

1) I Duze koszty, brak srodkéw

2) [ Skomplikowane regulacje prawne

3) [ Konkurencja

4) | Brak wiedzy na temat nowych technologii

5) I Ryzyko niepowodzenia/niepewny popyt na nowe produkty
6) [ Brak odpowiednio wyszkolonej kadry

7) [ Trudno powiedzie¢

8) | Inne, jesli tak to jakie

13. Z jakimi instytucjami badawczo-rozwojowymi wspoétpracuje Pana/Pani organizacja obecnie?
6 | 0

1) [T wyzsze uczelnie

2) [ instytuty naukowo-badawcze

3) | CTT - Centra Transferu Technologii
4) | Inkubatory Technologiczne

5) [ udzial w inicjatywie klastrowej

6) [ inng, jaka

7) | nie wspélpracuje

14. Jakie rodzaje prac badawczych prowadzone s obecnie w Pana/Pani organizacji ?
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0

1) ' mozliwoséci usprawnien w zakresie wytwarzania produktow i ustug
2) [ analizy ofert dostepnych technologii

3) | analizy ofert konkurencyjnych rynkéw

4) | badania rynkéw zbytu

5) [ inne, jakie

6) [ nie prowadzimy zadnych prac badawczych

15. Czy w Pana/Pani firmie istnieje zapotrzebowanie na prowadzenie prac badawczo-rozwojowych?
| 0 0 0

D 2 tak

2) [2 nie

3) £ nie mam zdania

16. Czy zamierza Pan/Pani w przyszlo$ci prowadzi¢, zleci¢ lub zakupié¢ wyniki jakichkolwiek prac
badawczo-rozwojowych ?

0

D E
2 B2
3)

17. Jakiego typu wsparcie ze strony uniwersytetow/szkot wyzszych jest najbardziej pozadane dla
zwiekszenia zdolnosci innowacyjnych w Pana/Pani przedsiebiorstwie ?

| 0 0
zamierzam
nie zamierzam

nie wiem/trudno powiedzieé¢

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7

6

1 1 1 1 1

=

0

spotkania informacyjne na temat konkretnych typéw i rodzajéw innowacji

cykliczne szkolenia i warsztaty dla os6b przygotowujacych i realizujacych projekty
innowacyjne

udostgpnianie praktycznych materialéw szkoleniowych i dydaktycznych
indywidualne konsultacje bezposrednio w zaktadzie przedsigbiorcy
indywidualne konsultacje telefoniczne

indywidualne konsultacje e-mail

inne, jakie

—

18. Jakich korzysci ze wspolpracy z oSrodkiem naukowym w ramach prowadzonych prac badawczo-
rozwojowych oczekuje Pan/Pani dla swojego przedsiebiorstwa:

1)
2)
3)

4)

6

1 1 1 T

| 0
wprowadzenia nowych produktéw/ustug
poprawy jakosci produktéw/ustug
usprawnienia dziatan organizacji

polepszenia wspotpracy z dostawcami i klientami

33



5) [ wazrostu sprzedazy

6) [ poprawy pozycji konkurencyjnej

7) | obnizki kosztéw

8) | zwigkszenia dziatalno$ci ekologicznej

9) [ wazrost prestizu firmy

10) [ dostepu do najnowszej wiedzy specjalistycznej

1) | mozliwosci wdrazania nowych technologii

12) | mozliwosci rozwoju zasobéw ludzkich

13) [ zdobycia nowych klientéw/zwigkszenia udziatu w rynku
14) [ poprawy rentownos$ci dziatania firmy

15) | inne, jakie

19. Jakie, Pana/Pani zdaniem, bariery utrudniaja wspélprace z instytucjami naukowymi:
6 0

1) [T przedstawiciele instytucji naukowych nie znajg problematyki
2) [ trudno$ci w nawigzaniu wspélpracy

3) I bariery finansowe

4) | brak zainteresowania ze strony instytucji naukowych nawigzaniem wspétpracy
5) [ trudno$ci w porozumiewaniu si¢ z przedstawicielami takich instytucji

6) [ bariery prawne

7) | nie zauwazam zadnych barier

8) | inne, jakie

20. Jakie czynniki w Pana/Pani opinii maja najwiekszy wplyw na powodzenie procesu rozwijania i
wdrazania innowacji na rynek (kazda odpowiedz w skali 1-5, gdzie 1 oznacza nie ma wplywu, a 5 oznacza

bardzo duzy wplywu):
1 | 0
1 2 3 5
1) wladciwe rozpoznanie rynku [
2) cele firmy zbiezne z ideg innowacji E

3) poparcie idei innowacji przez zarzad i whascicieli firmy — [3

4) wsparcie oraz doradztwo pozostatych pracownikéw firmy [

oooooo0on
oOoooooonoan
oooooononon.
oOoooooonoan

5) posiadanie odpowiednio wykwalifikowanej kadry [
6) innowacyjna kadra zarzadzajaca E
7) posiadanie odpowiednich zasobéw finansowych E
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8) przygotowanie wlasciwej strategii zarzadzania innowacja £ [2 [ [ [2

9) innowacyjny klimat pracy w przedsiebiorstwie E E E E B

21. Prosze¢ zaznaczy¢, ktory z przedstawionych kanalow komunikacji z potencjalnymi partnerami w
zakresie innowacji najlepiej odpowiada Pana/Pani organizacji?

6 0
1) | telefon
2) [ poczta tradycyjna
3) [ poczta elektroniczna (e-mail)
4) | rozmowa bezposrednia
5) | komunikatory internetowe (Skype, Gadu-gadu, inne)
6) [ systemy informatyczne umozliwiajace tatwy dostep do informacji przez Internet
7) [ wspdlne eventy-imprezy okolicznosciowe
8) | szkolenia/warsztaty/seminaria

9) | prezentacja przyktadéw dobrej praktyki

10) ' wydawnictwa prowadzonych badan i analiz rynku

1) [ inny, jaki

22. Czy Pana/Pani firma otrzymata kiedykolwiek propozycje wspélpracy od jednostki naukowej ?
| 0 0 | 0

D 2 tak

2) £ nie

23. Czy jest Pan/Pani zainteresowana szkoleniami lub doradztwem na temat wspoétpracy ze srodowiskiem
naukowym?

| 0 0 0

D 2 tak

2) [2 nie

24. W jakich obszarach tematycznych wspélpraca z jednostka naukowg miataby w Pana/Pani firmie
najwieksze zastosowanie:

| 6 0
1) [ technologia
2) [ produkty
3) I ushuga
4) | wewnetrzne procesy firmy
5) [ rozwdj personalny
25. Czy podejmowal Pan/Pani w przeszlosci wspolprace w zakresie innowacji z wymienionymi
instytucjami?
6 0
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1) ' Samorzad gospodarczy (Izby, stowarzyszenia)

2) [ Administracja samorzadowa (urzedy, jednostki wspierania gospodarki)
3) I Instytucje B+R

4) | Instytucje finansujace

5) [ Instytucje wsparcia biznesu

6) [ Uczelnie wyzsze

7) I Firmy doradcze

8) | Inni przedsigbiorcy

26. Czy jest Pan/Pani czlonkiem inicjatywy klastrowej o tematyce innowacyjnej?
| 0 0 | 0

D 2 tak
2) E2  nie

27. Czy rozwaza Pan/Pani podjecie wspolpracy w ramach inicjatywy klastrowej?
| 0 0 | 0

D 2 tak
2) £ nie

28. Ktore z ponizszych dzialan Pana/Pani organizacja chcialaby podjaé¢ w ramach inicjatywy klastrowej?
| 6 0

1) I wspélne prace badawcze i rozwojowe
2) | zakup wiedzy i technologii

3) [ zakup maszyn i urzadzen

4) wspdlne inicjatywy innowacyjne
5)

wspolne przygotowanie oferty rynkowej/wspdlne dziatania marketingowe

6) ustugi szkoleniowe i doradcze dla cztonkéw klastra

8)

-
-
-

7) [ wspdlne badania rynku i analizy
[ nawigzanie wspétpracy i wymiana do$wiadczen w regionie
-

9)

29. Co sadzi Pan/Pani o prowadzeniu takiego rodzaju badan jak powyzsza ankieta?

nawigzanie wspotpracy i wymiana doswiadczen na plaszczyznie migedzynarodowej

Attachment no 2. Questionnaire in Norwegian.

SPARRESKJEMA ,,Behov for innovasjon stgtte”
1. Kjeere Dere!

Vart formal er stgtte av innovasjon og konkurranseevne av sma og mellomstore bedrift i det baltiske omradet. For a
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oppna dette er det ngdvendig a undersgke faktisk behov for innovasjon stgtte. Vennligst fyll ut dette skjema og si sin
mening. Mellom de som utfyller skjemaet skal vi trekke to pris i form av retten til 4 delta i Hanseat Sesjon
,,Energetisk effektivitet’” den 11.-14. mai 2011 i Hamburg (kostnader til reise og losji inkludert). Hvis Dere vil delta i
utlodning, vennligst skriv inn sine kontaktopplysninger (navn, etternavn, firma, telefon, e-post).

o
4 | o

2. Kryss av foretaksprofil og tast inn bransje din bedrift virker i:

1) [ produksjon
2) | handel

3) [ tenester
4) [~ blandet

3. Hvor mange personer er ansatt i din bedrift?

Do 19
2 o 1049
3) [ 50249

4 [3 over104r

4. Hvor lenge finnes bedriften pa markedet?

) [3  mindre enn ett &r
2) (2 154
3 (2 694

4 [2 over104r

5. Landet hvor naeringsvirksomhet er drevet:

—

6. Dens markedsomrade:

D [ lokal
2) E nasjonal

3) E internasjonal

7. Vennligst spesifiser hva slags innovasjon er den viktigste i din bedrift:
veldig viktig viktig lite viktig uviktig helt viktig

1) Produktbaserte [ e i 0 i

2) Prosessbaserte E E E E E

3) Organisasjonsbaserte e E E [ i
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4) Markedsfgringbaserte i e [ 0 C

8. I de siste 3 arene har det veert innfgrt fglgende innovasjoner i din bedrift:

Ja Nei
1) Produktbaserte E E
2) Prosessbaserte E E

3) Organisasjonsbaserte [ i

4) Markedsfgringbaserte E E

9. Er organisasjon struktur i din bedrift innovasjonsvennlig?

1) 2 absolutt ikke
2) [2  hellerikke
3) 2 vanskelig & si
4) [ hellerja

5) [ absoluttja

10. Vennligst vurder innovasjonsklima i din organisasjon:

Ansatte kan melde sine ideer, uavhengig av organisasjonsniva de star

1) pa

2) Organisasjonsstyret anerkjenner alle innovasjon ideer av sine ansatte
3) I organisasjonen er ansattes nye ideer stgttet

4) Ansatte fra forskjellige seksjoner samarbeider med hverandre

Underordnete har rett til a trekke til tvil styrets ideer hvis de er uenige
i disse ideer

5)

11. Hvordan vurderer du innovasjonsklima i ditt land?

1) kommunale myndigheter stgtter nyskapende bedrifter

lett til & erverve penger fra Den europeiske union for
innovasjonsstgtte

2)

lett tilgang til arbeidere med passende kvalifikasjoner og erfaring i
innovasjoner

3)

lett tilgang til finansiering av nyskapende virksomhet fra finansielle
institusjoner

4)

gjennomsiktige bestemmelser som regulerer implementasjon av
innovasjoner

5)

helt
enig

0O n0nan

helt
enig

£
£

O nOonnan

enig
C
C
C
C

C

har ingen
mening

C

0O 0 noon

har ingen

mening

C

O 0 00

12. Hva er, etter din mening, de stgrste barrierer som forhindrer din bedrift fra innovasjoner:

1) [ Hgye kostnader, mangel pa pengemidler

2 I Kompliserte lovbestemmelser
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3) [ Konkurranse

4) [ Mangel pd kunnskap om nye teknologier

5) | Risiko av mislykkethet/usikkert krav for nye produkter
6) | Mangel pa velkvalifiserte arbeidere

7y I Vanskelig 4 si

8) | Andre, hvis ja, hvilke

13. Hvilke forskning og utvikling institusjoner samarbeider din bedrift med pa dette tidspunkt?

)

universiteter og hgyskoler

2) vitenskapelig og forskning institutter

3) CTT - Teknologioverfgring Sentre

5) deltakelse i initiativgrupper

andre, hvilke

samarbeider ikke

r
r

r
4) [ Teknologiske Inkubatorer
[
6) |

r

7)
14. Hvilke slags forskningsarbeid er utfgrt i din bedrift na?

1) [T mulighet av forbedringer innenfor produksjon av produkter og tjenester
2) [ analyser av tilgjengelige teknologier ofrer

3) | analyser av konkurrerende markeder ofrer

4) [ forskning av etterspgrsel

5 [ andre, hvilke

6) [ viutfgrer ikke noe forskningsarbeid

15. Er det behov for forskning og utvikling arbeid i din bedrift ?

HE

2) [ nei

3) 2 jeghar ingen mening

16. Har du i hensikt i framtiden til a utfgre, bestille eller kjgpe noe forskning og utvikling arbeid?
D 2  ja jeghar det

2) [2  nei jeg har ikke det

3) 2 vet ikke/vanskelig & si

17. Hvilken slags stgtte fra universiteter/hgyskoler er mest gnsket til a forsterke innovasjonsevne i din bedrift?

1) [ informasjonsmgter om spesielle typer og slags av innovasjon
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2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7

11 1 T

-
-

periodisk fagutdanning og verksteder for personer som forbereder og utfgrer nyskapende

prosjekter

frigjgrelse av praktiske utdanning og didaktisk materialler

individuelle konsultasjoner direkte hos entreprengren
individuelle konsultasjoner pa telefon
individuelle konsultasjoner via e-post

andre, hvilke

—

18. Hvilke fordel for din bedrift forventer du fra samarbeid med vitenskapelig senter under forskning og utvikling
arbeid

1))
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
)
9
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
19.
)]
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7)

-

T 1 1 7 7 71 1 1 1 1 O

-
-

171 71 1 711 T

introduksjon av nye produkter/tjenester
forbedring av kvalitet pa produkter/tjenester
utvikling av organisasjons handling

forbedring av samarbeid med leverandgrer og kunder
salgs gkning

forbedring av konkurransedyktig posisjon
kostnaderreduksjoner

gkning av gkologisk aktivitet

forsterkning av bedrifts anseelse

tilgang til den nyeste spesialkunnskaper
mulighet for implementering av nye teknologier
mulighet for utvikling av egne presonalressurser
tiltrekke nye kunder/gke andel i markedet
forbedring av bedriftens lgnnsomhet

andre, hvilke

representantene av vitenskapelige institusjoner kjenner ikke problematikk

vannskeligheter med 4 etablere samarbeid

gkonomiske barrierer

vitenskapelige institusjoner er ikke interesserte i etablering samarbeid

det er vanskelig 8 kommunisere med representantete av slike institusjoner (vitenskapelig

spréak)

rettslig barrierer

jeg ser ingen barrierer
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Hyvilke barrierer, etter din mening, vanskeliggjor samarbeid med vitenskapelige institusjoner:



8) | andre, hvilke

20. Hvilke faktorene har, etter din mening, den stgrste pavirkning pautvikling og implementering av innovasjoner i
markedet (hvert svar i skala mellom 1-5, hvor 1 betyr
ingen pavirkning og 5 betyr veldig stor pavirkning):

,_.
&)
w
~
(o)

1) korrekt markedsanerkjennelse

2) bedriftens mal sammenfallende med innovasjon ideen
3) innovasjon ideen stgtte fra bedriftsstyret og eiere

4) stgtte og radgiving fra andre ansatte i bedriften

5) velkvalifiserte ansatte

6) nyskapende bedriftsstyret

oOoooonnan

7) besittelse av passende pengeressurser

oooo0ononanan
ooooonnan
oooo0ononanan
ooooonnan

8) preparasjon av passende strategien pa innovasjonshandtering e

9) nyskapende arbeidsmiljg i bedriften L C e C e

21. Kryss ut kommunikasjonskanalene med potensielle partnere i innovasjon som passer best din bedrift?

1) [ telefon

2) [ tradisjonell post

3 | elektronisk post (e-post)

4 | direkt samtale

5) [ direktemeldingstjenester (Skype, Gadu-Gadu, andre)

6) [ informasjonssystemer for fri tilgang til informasjon via Internett
7y | felles tilfeldige hendleser

8 | opplaring/arbeidsgrupper/seminarer

9) [ fremstilling av eksempler pa beste praksis
10) [ publikasjoner i form av marked forskning og analyser

1 I andre, hvilke

22. Har din bedrift fatt tilbud fra en vitenskapelig enhet om a starte samarbeid?

e ja
2) E nei

23. Er du interessert i opplaering eller radgiving vedrgrende samarbeid med det vitenskapelige miljg?

D ja
2) [ nei

24. I hvilke fagomrader kunne samarbeidet med en vitenskapelig enhet ha best bruk i din bedrift:
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D
2)
3)
4)

5)

25.

)
2)
3)
4)
5)
0)
7)

8)

26.

)

2)

27.

)

2)

28.

)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7
8)

9)

29.

teknologi
produkter

bedriftens indre prosesser

r
r
| tjeneste
-
r

personal utvikling

Har du prgvd a starte samarbeid i innovasjon omradet med fglgende institusjoner?

@konomisk selvstyret (Kamre, foreninger)
Kommunal forvaltning (embete, gkonomi stgtte enheter)

R+D Institusjoner

Foretningsstgtte institusjoner
Universiteter og hgyskoler
Handelskamre

r
r
-
[ Finansiering institusjoner
r
r
-
-

Andre forretningsmenn

Er du et medlem av initiativgruppe for innovasjon?
£
E nei

Har du tenkt om 4 starte samarbeid innenfor initiativgruppe?
C i
E nei

Hyvilke fra de aktivitetene nedenfor ville din bedrift starte innenfor initiativgruppe?

felles forskning og utvikling arbeider

innkjgp av kunnskap og teknologi

innkjgp av maskiner og utstyr

felles innovasjon i initiativer

felles preparasjon av markedstilbudet/felles markedsfgring aktiviteter
opplering og radgiving tjenester for medlemer av en gruppe

felles markedsundersgkelse og analyser

samarbeid og utveksling av erfaring i omradet

1 1 1 71 71 71 1 71 T

samarbeid og utveksling av erfaring pa internasjonalt niva

Hva synes du om undersgkelser som dette spgrreskjema?
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Attachment no 3. Questionnaire in Lithuanian.

Tiriamasis klausimynas ,,Inovatyvumo rémimo poreikis”
1. Gerbiamieji!

Masy tikslas yra remti Baltijos regiono mazyjy ir vidutiniy imoniy inovatyvuma ir konkurencinguma. Siam tikslui
igyvendinti biitina iStirti tikraja jmoniy paklausa, susijusig su inovatyvumo rémimu. Maloniai praSome uZzpildyti $i
klausimyng ir pasidalyti su mumis savo mintimis. Asmenys, uzpilde klausimyna, dalyvaus loterijoje, kurioje bus
galima laiméti du prizus - teis¢ dalyvauti Hanzos sesijoje ,,Energetinis efektyvumas, kuri vyks 2011 metuy geguzés
11-14 dienomis Hamburge (bus padengtos ir kelionés bei apgyvendinimo Hamburge iSlaidos). Jeigu pageidaujate
dalyvauti loterijoje, praSome nurodyti Jiisy kontaktinius duomenis (varda, pavarde, imonés pavadinima, telefona, el.
pasta)

=]
|

=]
[ | ]

2. Prasome pazZyméti Jisy jmonés veiklos profilj ir jrasyti veiklos sritj:

1) [ gamybinis |
2) [ prekybinis |
3) [ paslaugy teikimo |

4 | miSrusis |

3. Kiek asmeny dirba Juisy jmonéje:

D2 19

2) [2 1049

3) [2 50-249

4 B2 virg250

4. Kiek laiko Jiisy jmoné veikia rinkoje?
1) [2  Maziau nei vienerius metus

2 1-5 metus

3) E 6-9 metus

4 [2 Virs 10 mety

5. Ukinés veiklos vykdymo $alis:

—

6. Dalyvavimas rinkose
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1) [2  Vietos rinka
2) E Nacionaliné rinka

3) 2 Tarptautiné rinka

7. Prasome nurodyti, kuri inovacijy rasis Jiisy jmonéje yra svarbiausia:

itin svarbi svarbi maZai svarbi nesvarbi visai nesvarbi

1) Produkty inovacijy i e C e e
2) Procesy inovacijy C [ C e e
3) Organizaciniy inovacijy i E C i i
4) Rinkodaros inovacijy i i E i i

8. Ar per pastaruosius 3 metus Jiisy organizacijoje buvo jdiegta inovacijuy:

Taip Ne
1) Produkty B 6B
2) Procesy E E
3) Organizaciniy i i
4) Rinkodaros E E
9. Ar Jusy jmonés organizaciné struktiira yra palanki inovatyvumui?
1) [3  Vienareikimiskai ne
2) [o  Greidiausiai ne
3) [2  Sunku pasakyti
4) [ Greidiausiai taip

5) [2  Vienareik¥miskai taip
10. Prasome jvertinti inovacinj laukg Jusy jmonéje:
vienareikSmiskai neturiu vienareikS§miskai

. sutinku . nesutinku .
sutinku nuomoneés nesutinku

Darbuotojai gali teikti savo idéjas
1) nepriklausomai nuo jy organizacijoje [ E e i L
uZimamos padéties

iR BN o B > B o B o
3) dOarrgba;loif(z)lijjioiéej gslaikomos naujos [ [ [ [ [
?akri)rltlisr;gvl;;arq darbuotojai bendradarbiauja [ i [ [ [
5) Pavaldiis darbuotojai gali uzgincyti [ i [ [ [

vadovybés idéjas, jeigu su jomis nesutinka
11. PraSome jvertinti inovacinj lauka Jisu Salyje

vienareikSmiskai . neturiu . vienareikSmiskai
. sutinku . nesutinku .
sutinku nuomoneés nesutinku
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)

Vietos savivaldybes labai remia inovacines
jmones

2) Lengva gauti ES 18y inovatyvumui remti

3)

4)

5)

Lengva rasti inovacijy srityje patirties
turin¢iy kvalifikuoty darbuotojy
Lengva gauti finansiniy institucijy
finansavimg inovacinei veiklai vykdyti
Skaidrus teisés aktai, reglamentuojantys
inovacijy diegimo veikla

0O 0 o0

£

0O 0 o0

£

0O 0 oo

C

O 0O n0naao

12. Ivardykite Jisu nuomone didZiausias kliiitis, trukdan¢ias Jiisu jmonei diegti inovacijas:

D
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7

8)

13.

)
2)
3)
4)
5)
0)

7)

14.

)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

15.

-

11 1 71 1 7

-

Dideli kastai, 1¢$y truakumas
Komplikuota teisiné tvarka

Konkurencija

Ziniy apie naujas technologijas trikkumas

Nes¢kmes rizika/neZinomyb¢ dél naujy produkty paklausumo

Kvalifikuoty darbuotojy tritkumas

Sunku pasakyti

Kitos klititys (jeigu taip, prasome jvardyti)

—

Su kuriomis tyrimy ir plétros institucijomis Jiisu jmoné bendradarbiauja Siuo metu?

171 71 71 17

Aukstosios mokyklos

Moksliniy tyrimy institutai
Technologijy sklaidos centrai
Technologiniai inkubatoriai
Dalyvavimas klasterinése iniciatyvose
Kita (nurodyti)

Nebendradarbiauja

—

Kokio pobiidzio tiriamieji darbai Siuo metu vykdomi Jiisy organizacijoje?

-
-
-
-
-
-

Galimybés jdiegti patobulinimy produkty gamybos ir paslaugy teikimo srityse

Prieinamy technologijy pasiiilos analizé
Konkurenciniy rinky pasiiily analizé
Realizavimo rinky tyrimas

Kita (nurodyti)

Nevykdoma jokiy tiriamyjy darby

Ar Jusy jmonéje yra tiriamujy ir plétros darbu poreikis?
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D
2)
3)
16.
)]
2)
3)
17.
D
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
18.
)]
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)

15)

2 taip
2 ne

[>  neturiu nuomonés

Ar ateityje ketinate vykdyti, pavesti atlikti arba pirkti tam tikrus tiriamuosius ir plétros darbus?

[2 Ketinu
E Neketinu

[2  Nezinau/sunku pasakyti

Kokia universitety/auksStyjy mokykly parama yra labiausiai reikalinga Jiisy imonés inovacinei gebai didinti?

Informaciniai susitikimai konkre¢iy inovacijy tipy ir rusiy tema

Periodiniai mokymai inovacinius projektus rengiantiems ir jgyvendinantiems asmenims
Apriipinimas praktine mokomaja ir didaktine medZziaga

Individualios konsultacijos verslininko gamykloje

Individualios konsultacijos telefonu

Individualios konsultacijos el. paStu

Kita (nurodyti)

Kokios naudos savo jmonei tikités iS bendradarbiavimo tiriamyjy ir plétros darby srityje su mokslo jstaiga?

0 R R R B N B

.

Naujy produkty/paslaugy idiegimo
Produkty/paslaugy kokybés iSaugimo
Organizacijos veiklos patobulinimo
Bendradarbiavimo su tieké&jais ir klientais pageréjimo
Pardavimy iSaugimo

Konkurencinés padéties pageréjimo

Sanaudy sumazéjimo

Ekologinés veiklos plétros

Imonés prestiZo iSaugimo

Prieigos prie naujausiy specializuoty Ziniy
Galimybés diegti naujas technologijas

Galimybés plétoti turimus Zmogiskuosius iSteklius
Rasti naujy klienty/padidinti uZimama rinkos dalj

Imonés rentabilumo iSaugimo

T 1 1 71 7 71 1 71 71 1 71 1 1 71

Kita (nurodyti)

46



19. Kokios kliiitys Jiisy manymu trukdo bendradarbiauti su mokslo institucijomis?

1) [T Mokslo institucijy vadovams néra Zinoma konkreti problematika

2) [ Pradéti bendradarbiauti yra sudétinga

3) | Finansiniai trukdZiai

4) [ Mokslo institucijos néra suinteresuotos uzmegzti bendradarbiavima

5) [ Bendrauti su minéty institucijy atstovais yra sudétinga (moksliné kalba)
6) | Teisiniai trukdZiai

7) | Nepastebé&jau jokiy trukdZiy

8 | Kita (nurodyti)

20. Kurie i toliau jvardyty veiksniy Jiisy nuomone labiausiai jtakoja inovaciju plétros ir diegimo rinkoje procesa
(kiekvienas atsakymas diapazone nuo 1 iki 5, kur 1 reiSkia, kad jtakos neturi, o 5 Zymi labai didele jtaka):

1 2 3 5
1) ISsamiis rinkos tyrimai i
2) Imoneés tiksly ir inovacijy idéjos sutapimas i

3) Inovacijy idéja palaiko jmonés valdyba ir savininkai [ j

4) Likusiy jmonés darbuotojy palaikymas ir patarimai i

5) Kvalifikuotas personalas i
6) Inovatyvus valdantysis personalas i
7) Disponavimas atitinkamais finansiniais iStekliais E

oooooo0oonoan
oooooo0oonoan
oooooo0oonon.
oooooo0oonoan

8) Deramos inovacijy valdymo strategijos parengimas i

9) Inovatyvi darbo aplinka jmonéje E [ C e E

21. Prasome nurodyti, kuris i$ pristatytyju komunikavimo su potencialiais partneriais inovaciju srityje kanaly Jisu
imonei yra priimtiniausias?

n [ Telefonas

2) | Tradicinis pastas

3 [ Elektroninis pastas (el. pastas)

4) [ Tiesioginis pokalbis

5) | Internetiniai komunikatoriai (Skype, Gadu-gadu, kita)

6 I ‘Informac‘i‘nés sistemos, uztikrinancios paprastg prieiga prie internete skelbiamos
informacijos

7) | Bendri proginiai renginiai

8) [ Mokymai/dirbtuvés/seminarai

9 I Geros praktikos pavyzdZiy pristatymas
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10) [ Vykdomy tyrimy ir rinkos analizés leidiniai

11) [ Kita (nurodyti)

22.

D

2)

23.

)

2)

24,

1
2)
3)
4)

5)

25.

D
2)
3)
4)
5)
0)
7)

8)

26.

)

2)

27.

)

2)

28.

)

Ar Jiisy imoné yra sulaukusi i§ mokslo jstaigos pasiiilymo bendradarbiauti?

i taip

2 ne

Ar Jus domina mokymai ir konsultacijos bendradarbiavimo su mokslo aplinka tema?
i taip

& ne

Kuri bendradarbiavimo su mokslo jstaiga teminé sritis biity Jisy jmonei aktualiausia:

Technologijy
Produkty
Paslaugy

Imonés vidiniy procesy

171 1 17

Personalo plétros

Ar anks¢iau esate bendradarbiaves (-usi) inovacijy srityje su toliau iSvardytomis institucijomis?

Ukio savivalda (rlimai, asociacijos)

Savivaldybés administracija (jstaigos, tikio rémimo organizacijos)
Tyrimy ir plétros institucijos

Finansuojancios institucijos

Verslo paramos institucijos

Aukstosios mokyklos

Prekybos, pramonés ir amaty rimai

I I I N R BN BN B

Kiti verslininkai

Ar esate inovacinés pakraipos Kklasterinés iniciatyvos narys (-¢)?

2 taip
2 ne

Ar svarstote galimybe bendradarbiauti klasterinés iniciatyvos principu?

i taip
2 ne

Kuriy i§ toliau jvardyty veiksmu Jiisy jmoné noréty imtis klasterinés iniciatyvos ribose?

[ Bendra tiriamoji ir plétros veikla
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2) [T Ziniy ir technologijy pirkimas

3 [ Masiny ir jrengimy pirkimas

4) [ Bendros inovacinés iniciatyvos

5) | Bendras komercinio pasiiilymo rengimas / bendri rinkodaros veiksmai
6) [ Mokymai ir konsultacijos klasterio nariams

7) [ Bendririnkos tyrimai ir analizé

8) | Bendradarbiavimo uzmezgimas ir dalijimasis patirtimi regione

9) | Bendradarbiavimo uZmezgimas ir dalijimasis patirtimi tarptautiniu mastu

29. Kokia yra Jiisyu nuomoné apie tokio kaip Sis klausimyno forma vykdomus tyrimus?

=]
|

=]
[ | ]

Attachment no 4. Questionnaire in German.

,,Bedarf an Innovationsunterstiitzung”

1. Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,

wir haben uns die Aufgabe gestellt, Innovationskraft und Wettbewerbsfiahigkeit der kleinen und mittleren
Unternehmen im Ostseeraum zu fordern. Zur Erfiillung dieser Aufgaben miissen wir aber den tatsiichlichen Bedarf
der Unternehmen kennen. Deshalb bitten wir, den nachstehenden Fragebogen auszufiillen.

Unter den Personen, die den Fragebogen beantworten und iibersenden, werden zwei Reisen fiir 1 Person (Reise-,
Hotel- und Aufenthaltskosten) nach Hamburg am 11. — 14. Mai 2011 einschlieSllich der Gelegenheit zur kostenlosen
Teilnahme an der Hanse-Tagung ,,Energieeffizienz* ausgelost. Wenn Sie an der Verlosung teilnehmen wollen, dann
geben Sie bitte hier IThren Namen und Ihre E-Mailadresse an:

=]
_

L | f

2. Nennen Sie bitte den Titigkeitsbereich Ihres Unternehmens

DI Produktion
2) [ Marketing
3) [ Dienstleistungen

4) [~ Verschiedenes
3. Zahl der Beschiiftigten

D 19
2) 2 1049

3) [o 50249
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4y [3  iiber 250

4. Seit wann besteht Thr Unternehmen?

1) 2 weniger als ein Jahr
2) (2 1-57Jahre
3) [ 6-9Jahre

4) [2  iiberl0 Jahre
5. Land der Ausiibung Threr Wirtschaftst:itigkeit

—

6. Reichweite des Unternehmens auf dem Markt:

D [3  lokal

2) E national

3) E international

7. Wihlen Sie bitte die wichtigste Art der Innovation in IThrem Unternehmen:

sehr wichtig wichtig wenig wichtig nicht wichtig vollig unwichtig

1) Produktinnovationen E E E E E
2) Prozessinnovationen E E E E E
3) organisatorische Innovationen E i e € C
4) Marketinginnovationen [ e L L C

8. Wurden Innovationen innerhalb der letzten drei Jahre in Ihrem Unternehmen eingeleitet

Ja  Nein
1) Produktinnovationen i [
2) Prozessinnovationen i [

3) Organisatorische Innovationen E E

4) Marketinginnovationen E E

9. Ist die organisatorische Struktur Thres Unternehmens fiir Innovationen giinstig?

1) E bestimmt nicht
2) [  chernicht

3) 2 schwer zu sagen
4) E eher schon

5) E bestimmt ja

10. Beurteilen Sie bitte das Innovationsklima in IThrem Unternehmen:

Ich bin vollig Ich bin Ich Ich bin nicht  Ich bin tiberhaupt
einverstanden  einverstanden weiss  einverstanden nicht
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nicht

Die Mitarbeiten diirfen ihre Ideen
1) melden, es gibt dafiir Raum und E E E E
Verfahren.

Die Geschiftsleitung nimmt alle
2) Anzeichen der Innovation bei ihren E
Mitarbeitern wahr.

3) Im Unternechmen werden neue Ideen E
der Mitarbeiter unterstiitzt.

Die Mitarbeiter verschiedener
4) Abteilungen arbeiten miteinander E
zusammen.

Die Mitarbeiter konnen Vorschldge

5) einbringen und Ideen der [ [ [ [

Geschiftsleitung hinterfragen, wenn sie
anderer Auffassung sind.

11. Beurteilen Sie bitte das Innovationsklima in IThrem Land

C s . Ich -
Ich bin vollig Ich bin weiss Ich bin nicht
einverstanden  einverstanden nicht einverstanden

lokale Selbstverwaltungen und

1) Behorden unterstiitzen stark innovative i i i
Unternehmen
leichter Zugang zu finanziellen

2) sang C C C

Forderung von Innovationen

leichter Zugang zu den Mitarbeitern
3) mit entsprechenden Qualifikationen E E
und Erfahrung im Innovationsbereich

e

O O 0O 0o

leichter Zugang zur Finanzierung von

4 Innovationen durch Kreditinstitute E E E
transparente, einfache Vorschriften zur

5) ponsp C C C C

Regelung der Innovationstitigkeit

einverstanden

e

Ich bin tiberhaupt
nicht
einverstanden

C

C

C

L
L

12. Nennen Sie bitte die grofiten Hindernisse, die Ihr Unternehmen bei der Einfiihrung von Innovationen hat:

DI hohe Kosten, keine Finanzmittel

2) [ komplizierte rechtliche Regelungen

3) [ Konkurrenz

4) [ unzureichendes Wissen iiber neue Technologien

5) | Misserfolgsrisiko/unsichere Nachfrage nach neuen Produkten
6) [ mangelnde Fachkrifte

7) [ schwer zu sagen

8 | sonstige, wenn ja, welche

13. Mit welchen Forschungs- und Entwicklungseinrichtungen arbeitet Ihr Unternehmen zusammen?

DI Hochschulen und Universititen
2 [ Forschungsanstalten

3) [ Zentren fiir Technologietransfer
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4 [ technologische Inkubatoren

5) [ Teilnahme an Clusterinitiative

6) | Sonstige, welche

7) | Ich arbeite mit keiner Organisation zusammen

14. Welche Forschungsarbeiten werden derzeit in Threm Unternehmen durchgefiihrt?

1) [T Optimierung im Bereich Herstellung von Produkten und Dienstleistungen
2) [ Analysen verfiigharer Technologien

3) | Analysen von Konkurrenzangeboten

4) [ Untersuchungen der Absatzmérkte

5 [ Sonstige, welche

6) [ Inunserem Unternehmen werden keine Forschungsarbeiten durchgefiihrt

15. Gibt es Bedarf an Durchfiihrung von Forschungs- und Entwicklungs-arbeiten in Threm Unternehmen?

Do Ja
2) [2 Nein

3) [2  Ich weiss nicht

16. Sind Sie daran interessiert, in Zukunft irgendwelche Forschungs- und Entwicklungsarbeiten durchzufiihren,
durchfiihren zu lassem oder zu erwerben?

1) [2  7Ja, ich bin daran interessiert
2) E Nein, ich bin daran nich interessiert

3) E Ich weiss nich/Schwer zu sagen

17. Welche Unterstiitzung seitens der Universititen/Hochschulen ist fiir die Steigerung der Innovationsfihigkeit in
Ihrem Unternehmen am meisten erwiinscht?

n I Informationstreffen zum Thema ,,Bedarf und Arten der Innovationen*

» regelmifBige Schulungen und Workshops fiir Mitarbeiter, die Innovationsprojekte
vorbereiten und umsetzen

3) [ Bereitstellung von praktischen Schulungs- und Didatktikmaterialien
4) | individuelle Beratung unmittelbar im Unternehmen

5) | individuelle Telefonberatung

6) [ individuelle E-Mail-Beratung

7) I Sonstige, welche

18. Welche sich aus der Zusammenarbeit mit einer Forschungseinrichtung ergebenden Vorteile erwarten Sie im
Rahmen der durchzufiihrenden Forschungs- und Entwicklungsarbeiten fiir Ihr Unternehmen:

1) [ Einfiihrung neuer Produkte/Dienstleistungen

2 I Verbesserung der Qualitit der Produkte/Dienstleistungen
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3 [ Optimierung organisatorischer Mainahmen

4H [ Verbesserung der Zusammenarbeit mit Lieferanten und Kunden
5) | Absatzforderung

6) | Verbesserung der Werttbewerbsfihigkeit

7) [ Kostensenkung

8) [ Erweiterung dkologischer Titigkeit

9 | Verbesserung des Images des Unternehmens

10) | Sicherstellung des Zugangs zum aktuellsten Fachwissen

11) [ Einarbeitung in modernen Technologien

12) [ Entwicklung, Schulung, Beratung usw. des Personals

13) | Gewinnung neuer Kunden/Steigerung seiner Prisenz auf dem Markt
14y [ Steigerung der Rentabilitit des Unternehmens

15) [ Sonstige, welche

19. Welche Hindernisse erschweren Ihrer Meinung nach die Zusammenarbeit mit den Forschungseinrichtungen:

1) [ Die Vertreter der Forschungsanstalten kennen sich in der Problematik nicht aus

2) | Schwierigkeiten bei der Kniipfung von Kontakten und Aufbau einer Zusammenarbeit
3) I mangelnde Finanzmittel

4) [ kein Interesse fiir Zusammenarbeit seitens der Forschungsanstalten

5) [ Schwierigkeiten bei der Verstiandigung mit den Vertretern der Forschungsanstalten
6) | rechtliche Hindernisse

Nl Ich bemerke keine Hindernisse

8 [ Sonstige, welche

20. Welche Faktoren haben Ihrer Meinung nach den grofiten Einfluss auf die erfolgreiche Entwicklung und
Erarbeitung von Innovation (Jede Antwort von 1-5, wobei 1 ""hat keinen Einfluss'' und 5 ""hat einen grofien Einfluss'
bedeutet):

1 2 3 5
1) Markteridentifizierung E
2) mit der Innovationsidee iibereinstimmende Ziele des Unternehmens E

3) Unterstiitzung der Innovationsidee durch Vorstand und Geschiftsfiihrung i

ooononan
ooo0onanan
oooonin.
ooo0onnan

4) Unterstiitzung und Beratung der Mitarbeiter im Unternehmen i
5) Ausreichende und qualifizierte Arbeitskrifte E
6) innovative Geschiftsfithrung E
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7) ausreichende Finanzmittel

8) Vorbereitung entsprechender Innovationsmanagement- Strategie

CE £ B E B
C £ B B B

9) Innovatives Arbeitsklima im Unternehmen i e i | e

21. Markieren Sie bitte, welcher der nachstehend dargestellten Kommunikationskaniile (in Bezug auf potentielle
Geschiiftspartner) im Bereich Innovation den Bediirfnissen Ihres Unternehmens am besten entspricht?

.

1))
2)
3)
4)
5)
0)
7
8)

9)

a1 1 1 7 O 1T

10)

1 I

Telefon

Post

E-Mail

unmittelbares Gesprich

Internetmassanger (Skype, Gadu-Gadu, sonstige)

IT-Systeme zur Gewihrleistung eines leichten Zugangs zu Informationen und Ressourcen
per Internet

gemeinsame Veranstaltungen
Schulungen/Workshops/Seminare
Prisentation erfolgreicher Beispiele aus Unternehmen

Fachzeitschriften (Marktuntersuchungen und -analysen)

Sonstiges, welches

22. Hat Thr Unternehmen schon einmal einen Vorschlag zur Zusammenarbeit von einer Forschungsinstitution
bekommen?

N
2 2

Ja

Nein

23. Sind Sie an Schulungen bzw. Beratungen im Bereich Zusammenarbeit mit den Forschungseinrichtungen
interessiert?

n
2 2

Ja

Nein

24. In welchen thematischen Bereichen konnte die Zusammenarbeit mit einer Forschungseinrichtungen in Ihrem
Unternehmen am giinstigsten sein:

n I
2) [
3 1
4 I
5 [

Technologie

Produkte
Dienstleistungen
innerbetriebliche Prozesse

personliche Entwicklung

25. Haben Sie in Vergangenheit mit den nachstehend genannten Institutionen zusammen gearbeitet?

n I

Selbstverwaltung (Kammern, Verbédnde)
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2) [ Behorden, Amter, kommunale oder regionale Wirtschaftsforderer
3) [ Forschungs- und Entwicklungsanstalten

4 | Kreditanstalten

5 | Geschiftsunterstiitzende Institutionen

6) [ Hochschulen/Universititen

7) [ Freien Beratern/Beratungsunternehmen

8 | andere Unternehmer

26. Sind Sie ein Mitglied der Clusterinitiative im Bereich Innovation?

D2 Ja

2) [T Nein

27. Ziehen Sie die Zusammenarbeit im Rahmen der Clusterinitiative in Betracht?

D[ Ja
2) [T Nein

28. Welche der nachstehend genannten Mafinahmen mochten Sie in Threm Unternehmen im Rahmen einer
Clusterinitiative ergreifen?

1) [ gemeinsame Forschungs- und Entwicklungsarbeiten
2) [ Erwerb von Know-How und Technologie

3) | Anschaffung von Maschinen und Geriten

4) | gemeinsame Innovationsinitiativen

5) [ gemeinsame Erstellung des Marktangebots/gemeinsame Marketingaktionen
6) [ Schulungen und Beratung fiir die Clustermitglieder

7 gemeinsame Marktuntersuchungen und -analysen

8) | Kontaktanbahnung und Erfahrungsaustausch in der Region

9) [ Kontaktanbahnung und Erfahrungsaustausch international

29. Was halten Sie von der Durchfiihrung solcher Untersuchungen wie dieser Fragebogen?

=]
|

=]
[ | ]

Attachment no 5. Questionnaire in Russian.

Quick - [TorpeGHOCTH B MHHOBALMOHHOM MOAIEPIKKe
1. YBaxkaemble 1aMbl U IOCIO/A,

MbI IOCTABHJIM cede 3a1a4y COAeiiCTBOBAThL PA3BUTHIO HHHOBAIIMOHHOI0 NOTEHIIHAJIA H KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH
MaJIbIX H CPeJHUX NpeANpHUATHii B 0aTuiickoM pernone. Ho 1uis ee pemenns HaMm He00X0AUMO 3HATH 0 PeasIbHBIX
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norpedHocTsaX npeanpuaTuii. lloaTomy Mbl npocum Bac 32110/ HHTH NPUBEICHHYI0O HUKE AaHKETY.

Cpenn Jul, KOTOPbIe 3aN0THAT H NEPElLTIOT AHKETY, PbI3LITPLIBAIOTCS JBe NM0e3KH (10POKHbIe PAcX0/bl, OILIaTa
TOCTHHMIBI U U3/1eP:KKH CBsI3aHHbIe ¢ npedbiBannem) B ['amOypr 11-14 mas 2011 r., BKJII04asi BO3MOKHOCTh
OecniiaTHOro yyactus B ['an3eiickoii ceccuu no teme «JHepro3gdekTuBHOCTE». Ec/iN BbI KejlaeTe IPUHATH yyacTHe
B PO3BITPhIIIeE N0E31KH, YKAXKUTE 3/1eCh, MOKATYiicTa, CBOM 3JIeKTPOHHBIN afpec:

i o

2. Ykaxure, noxkaiyiicra, chepy nesreabHoctn Bamero npexnpusitus

1) [ Tpoussoactso
2 I MapkeTuHr

3) [ Veayru

4) [~ Pasmoe

3. Kak noaro cymectByeT Bame npexnpusitue?

Do 19
2) 2 1049
3) [ 50249

4 [2 cBemme 250

4. Kak noaro cymecrsyer Bame npeanpustue?

1) E MEHEEe rojia
2) [2 1-57er
3) [2 6-9ner

4) E cepie 10 ner

5. CTpaHa, rie Bbl OCylieCTBJIsieTe X03ﬂﬁCTBeHHyl0 AeATECJIbHOCTD

—

6. Ha xakunx pbiHkax padoraer Bame npexnpusitue:

1) E Ha MECTHOM
2) E Ha HAllMOHAJILHOM

3) [ ma MEXIYHAPOIHOM

7. HoxanyiicTa, BpiOepuTe BaskHeH NI BUJ MHHOBanMii Ha Bamem npeanpusitun:

O4Y€Hb BAXXHO Ba>XXHO MCHEEC Ba)XKHO HEBAXXHO COBEPIICHHO HE BaXKHO

1) OGHOBNEHNE IPOTYKTOB 0 L C e e

2) WMHHOBanuu Npou3BOJACTBEHHBIX IPOLIECCOB Ej E Ej E Ej

3) OpraHu3alOHHbIC HHHOBALUK E C [ i i
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4) MapKeTHHrOBble HHHOBALUH e C e - C

8. HpOBO}lPUIPICL JId MHHOBANMu Ha Bamem NPEANPUATHH B TCUCHUE MOCJTCIHUX TPEX JIeT:

Ja Her

1) OOHoBaCHHE E E
2) WuHOBanuu npouss E E
3) Opranu3anvoHHbIE i i

4) MapKeTuHroBbIe E E

9. Crioco0CTBYeT JIM OPraHH3ANMOHHAS CTPYKTYpa Bamero npeanpusituss nHHOBanusiM?

1) E OTIPENIENICHHO HEeT
2) E CKOpee HeT

3) [3 TPYAHO CKa3aTh
4) E cKopee za

5) E OTIpPeNeNICHHO CIIOCOOCTBYET

10. IToxkanyiicTa, OeHUTe HHHOBAIMOHHBIN KINMaT Ha Bamewm npexnpusitiumn:

51 monHOCTEIO A S ne A 41 coBceM He
COTJIaceH COTJIACEH 3HAI0 HECOIJIaceH  COTJIaceH

CoATpyIHHKH MOTYT COOOIIATh O CBOMX UOCAX, IS

1) 3TOro ecTh BOZMOXKHOCTH H TIIPETYCMOTPCHBI i i e i C
MIPOLIETYPHL.
PykoBOACTBO peIpHATHS BOCIIPHHUMAET BCE

2 " L L e L C

POSIBJICHUS] THHOBAIINH, HCXOAIIHE OT COTPYAHHUKOB.

Ha npennpustin moaiepkuBaioTcst HOBBIE UIICH

3

) corpymmxos. L L e L C

COTpyIHHUKH PA3IUIHBIX OT/ACNIOB COTPYIHUYAIOT APYT C

4 L L e L C
JIPYTOM.
COTpyIHHKH MOTYT BHOCUTB TIPEUIOKEHHS 1 BBIPAKATh

5) COMHEHMs IT0 OBOJY U/ICH PYKOBOACTBA, €CIIM OHI i i e i e

MIPUACPIKUBAIOTCS HHOTO MHEHUS.
11. MoxanyiicTa, oneHUTe HHHOBALMOHHBIN KiIuMaT B Bameii crpane

S1 MOTHOCTHIO S Sl He S 51 coBceM He
coryiaceH corjjaceH 3HAI0  HECOIVIaceH corjaceH
MECTHBIE CAMOYTIPABJICHUS U BEJOMCTBA OKa3bIBAIOT
1) e C C C e
MOIIIHYIO MOAJIEP’KKY HHHOBAaTUBHBIM MPEATIPUSITHIM
obecriedeH JIeTKUi JOCTyN K GUHAHCOBOH MOICPIKKE
2) ” e C C C
MHHOBAILIHH

MOXXHO JIETKO HaHTH COTpYJHHKA C
3) COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH KBaMM(UKAUEH 1 OIIBITOM B i i i i
cdepe HHHOBAUH

4 obecredeH JerKuii JOCTYII K KPEIUTHOMY [ [ [ [
(bMHAHCUPOBAHMIO HHHOBALMI OaHKaM1

O 0O 0O 0

CYHIECTBYIOT IIPO3PAUHbIC U YETKHE HOPMBIL,
5) £ C C C
pEryIUpyIOIie HHHOBALHOHHYIO AESITENbHOCTh

12. IoxkanyiicTa, Ha30BUTe HAHOO/IBIINE MPENATCTBHUS, C KOTOPLIMH CTAIKHBaeTcs Bame npeanpustue npu
BBeJ¢CHUU HHHOBAIUIA:
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1) [ Bbicokue usnepxKu, oTCYTCTBHE (PUHAHCOBBIX CPEICTB
2) [ cnoxmubie npaBoBble HOPMBI

3) | xomkypenuus

4) | HemocTaTouHBIE 3HAHHS O HOBBIX TEXHOJIOTHSIX

5) [ puck Heynauu/HecTaGUIBHBIH CIIPOC HA HOBBIE MPOJLYKThI
6) | nexmaTka cremuamucToB

7) | crnoxHo ckaszaTh

8 I HMHBIE, €CIIH J1a, KaKHe

13. C xaKkuMH HCCIe0BATEILCKAMHI H Pa3padoTiyecKHMH YUpeKIeHHsIMH cOTPyAHN4YaeT Bame npeqnpusitue?

I MHCTUTYTBI U YHUBEPCUTETHI

2) [ uccnenoatenbekue yupeskaeHus

3) | uentpsl Tpancdepra TexHoMOTMIH

4H 1 TEXHOJIOTHIECKHE HHKYOATOPHI

5) [ yudactue B KIacTEpHBIX HHHLIMATHBAX

6) [ mnpoune, kaxue

7 51 He cOTPYIHMYAIO HU C KAKUMH OPraHU3aLMsIMU

14. Kakue ucciegoBarejbcKue padoThl B HACT. BpeMsi NpoBoasATces Ha Bamem npexnpustun?

n I ONTUMH3ALHS B chepe IPOU3BOACTBA MPOAYKTOB U YCIYT
2) | aHaJIN3 UMEIOIIUXCS TEXHOIOTHI

3 [ aHaJIu3 MPEUI0KEHNH KOHKYPEHTOB

4 [ HCCIIEIOBaHKE PHIHKOB COBITA

5) | npoune, kaxue

6) I_ Ha HalllEM IMPEANPUATHN HE IPOBOAUTCS HUKAKUX HUCCICA0BATCIILCKUX pa60T.

15. EcTb JiM HOTPeGHOCTH B NPOBEACHNH HCCI€10BAaTEIHLCKHX H pa3padoTuyeckux padoT Ha Bamem npexnpusitun?

I T
2) E HET

3) E S He 3HAIO0

16. 3annTepecoBansl 1 Bl B TOM, 4T00bI B OyaylIeM NpoBecTH JH00 3aKa3aTh KaKHe-TH00 UCCIeT0BAHUS U
pa3padoTku 1160 MPHOGpPecTH UX Pe3yabTATHI?

1) E [a, 1 B 3TOM 3aMHTEpecOBaH

2) E Her, 51 B 9TOM He 3auHTEpecoBaH
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3) [

17. Kakasi mofaep:KKa co CTOPOHbI YHHBEPCUTETOB/HHCTUTYTOB C e/IbI0 MOBBIIICHUS] HHHOBAIMOHHOI'0 MOTEHI[HJIA
Bamrero npeanpustus Han6oee KejaaTeabHa?

)
2)
3)
4)
5)
0)

7

-

1 1 1 71 T

-

S He 3HA0/CIIOKHO CKa3aTh

nH(}OpPMaIMOHHbIE BCTpeuH o TeMe «[1oTpeOHOCTh ¥ BUIbI HHHOBALHI»

00yueHHe U MPaKTUIECKHE CEMUHAPHI ISl COTPYIHUKOB, KOTOPBIE 3aHUMAIOTCS
MOArOTOBKOM M peanu3anueil MHHOBAllMOHHBIX IPOEKTOB

MPEAOCTaBICHHE NPAKTHYECKUX 00yUYaroniX U AUIAKTHIECKUX MaTepUaIOB
MHJMBHU1yaJIbHOE€ KOHCYJIBTUPOBAHNUE HETIOCPECTBEHHO HA NPEIIPUITUU
WHIUBUIYaJIbHOEC KOHCYJIBTUPOBAHHE 110 TEICHOHY

MHIUBHIYyalbHOE KOHCYIbTUpOBaHue 1o E-Mail

npoyre, KaKkue

18. Kakue npeumymecTBa 1,151 Bamero npegnpusitusi Bel 0:kugaeTe 0T COTPYAHMYECTBA € HCCI€J0BATENBCKIM
Yupe:KaeHHeM B PAMKax IPOBOJAMMBIX HCC/IEI0BATEIbLCKHUX H pa3padoTyecKux pador:

D
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)

15)

-

a1 1 1 = I 71 71 71 71 71 1 1 7

-

BBEICHHUE HOBBIX IPOLYKTOB/yCIIyT

yIIydIlIeHHEe Ka4ecTBa MPOILyKTOB/yCIIyT

ONITHMH3AIHS OPTaHU3AMOHHBIX MEPOIIPUSITHI

yJIy4IlIeHHEe COTPYJHUYECTBA C TOCTABIIMKAMH U KIIMEHTAMH
pas3BHUTHE COBITA

yIIydIlIeHHe KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH

CHIDKEHHE U3IEPKEK

PACLIMPEHUE FKOJIOTHYECKON NesATEIbHOCTH

yJIy4LIeHHEe UMUJDKA TPESATIPUATHS

obecriedeHne JOCTYIa K CaMbIM aKTyaJIbHBIM CHEIHATbHBIM 3HAHUSM
OCBOEHHE COBPEMEHHBIX TEXHOJIOT U

pasBuTHE, 00y4eHHE, KOHCYJILTUPOBAHHE U T.J. TIEPCOHAIIA
HpHOOpETEeHHE HOBBIX KIMEHTOB/PacIINPEHUE IPUCYTCTBHS HA PhIHKE

TIOBBIIICHUC peHTa6eHLHOCTI/I MPCAIIPpUATUA

npovune, Kakue

19. Kakue npensiTcTreus, 1mo BameMy MHEHHI0, OCIOKHAKT COTPYAHUYECTBO C HCCJIEA0BATECIbCKUMHU YUPEKIACHUAMMU:

1
2)
3)

4)

-
-
-
-

MPECTAaBUTEIH UCCICIOBATEIBCKIX YUPEKICHHN HE pa3OHparoTcs B MPOOIeMaTHKE
CJIO)KHOCTH IPU YCTAHOBJIEHHH KOHTAKTOB M Pa3BUTUH COTPYIHYECTBA
HEJO0CTAaTOK (PMHAHCOBBIX CPEICTB

OTCYTCTBUC MHTEPECA K COTPYAHUYECTBY Y UCCIIEAOBATCIBCKOI'O YUPCIKACHUS
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5

6 I

N

8 I

)
2)
3)
4)
5)

0)

MPaBOBBIE MPETIATCTBUS
s He BIDKY HPEISITCTBUH

npovune, Kakue

HCCHGZ[OBB.HI/IS[ PBIHKa

Ob6ecrieueHHOCTh KBATH(UIUPOBAHHBIMH KaJpaMU

MHHOBaTHBHOE PYKOBOACTBO

7) Hocrato4HocTh (PMHAHCOBBIX CPEICTB

8)

9)

VHHOBaTHBHBIH paboumii KJIMMAT Ha NPEATIPUITUN

CJIO)KHOCTH B TIOHKMMAaHHUH Hpe,E[CTaBI/ITCHEI\;I HCCICA0BATCIIbLCKUX yqpex(z[eﬂnﬁ

CooTBeTcTBHE 1ieel IpeAnpUsATHI HHHOBALIMOHHOH Hiee
[Nonnepkka MHHOBAIIMOHHON MJICH MIPABIEHHEM H KOMMEPUYECKUM PYKOBOJICTBOM E

Iopnepkka ¥ KOHCYIBTUPOBAHUE COTPYAHUKOB IPEAIPUATHUS

IToxaroroska COOTBETCTBYIOIIINUX CTpaTel"I/Iﬁ 110 MCHE/PKMEHTY WHHOBAIMIA

Oo0nan

—

20. Kakne dakTopsl, no Bamemy MHeHHI0, 0Ka3bIBAI0OT HAH0OIbIIIee BIMSHIE HA YCIENTHOe Pa3BHTHE H BHIPA0OTKY
HHHOBANMIi (Ka:xKablii 0TBeT - 0T 1 10 5, 1= «He 0Ka3bIBAET HUKAKOI'0 BIHSIHUSI», 5= «0Ka3bIBaeT 00JIb1I0E
BJIMSTHHE»):

[\

Oonooooo0oanan
oOooooo0oonan

e

w

ooooooonoan.
oOooooo0oonan

£

W

C B

21. OTMeTbTE, NOKANYICTBA, KAKOI U3 YKa3aHHBIX HHKe KAHAJI0B KOMMYHHKAIMHU (B OTHOIIEHHH OTEHIHAIBHbIX
NapTHepPoB Mo 6u3Hecy) B cepe HHHOBaNMii HanboIee oTBeYaeT NoTpedHocTAIM Bamero npexnpusitus?

)
2)
3)
4)
5)
0)
7
8)
9)
10)

11)

.

a1 1 1 71 1 1 1T

r

Tenepon
[Touta
E-Mail

HeHOCpeIICTBeHHaSI 6ece£[a

IIporpamms! naTepHET-cO00meHNi (Skype, mpoune)

Cuctewmsl IT s obecriedeHus JETKOTo JOCTya K HHPOPMAIHK M pecypcaM uepes

HUHTEPHET

CoBMECTHBIE MEPOTIPUATHS

OO0yueHne/IpaKkTHYeCKUe CEMUHAPBI/CEMUHAPbI

IIpe3enTanuy yCremHbIX MPUMEPOB APYTUX MPEATIPUITHI

CHCHHaJII/I?aI/IpOBaHHLIe JKypHaJibl (I/ICCJICZ[OBB.HI/IS[ W aHaJIU3bl pLIHKOB)

[Ipoune, kakue

—

22. Mosxyyano au Bame npexnpusitie Koraa-1u60 NpeiosKeHUs 0 COTPYAHHYECTBE OT HCCIe0BATEIbCKOM
opraHuzauuu?

n

Ja
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2) [ mer

23. 3annTepecoBaHbl i Bel B 00yueHnH 1160 KOHCYJbTANUAX B cepe HATAKHBAHHUS COTPY/THUIECTBA C
HCCJIeI0BATEIbCKHMH OPraHu3ausiMu?

DE
2) E HET

24. B kaKnX TeMaTHYeCKHX 00.,1aCTSX COTPYAHHYECTBO € HCCJIEA0BATEIHLCKHM yUpekaeHneM 0b110 0blI 115 Bamero
NpeANnpuATas Haubo/1ee BHITOJHO:

1) [ Texuomorum

2) [ Tpomyxtsl

3) [ Veayru

4 BHyTpHITPON3BOICTBEHHBIC TIPOLIECCHI

5) [ Jluunoe passutue

25. CoTpynnu4asu 11 Bel B nponuioM ¢ nepevncjieHHBIMA HIKe OPTaHU3aANUSIMH ?

1) [ camoynpasnstouecs opranusaiuu (IanaTsl, aCCOLUAIIHN)

2) | BeamocTBa, CITyKOBI, MECTHBIE H PETUOHATLHBIE OPTAHU3AIIMH COIEHCTBHS SKOHOMUIECKOMY Pa3BHTHIO
3) | wuccnemoBarensckue M pa3paboTUECKUE OPraHU3AIMH

4) [T KpenwuTHbIE MHCTUTYTHI

5) [ opranusauuu coneiictpus GusHecy (HaydHbIE, TEXHO- MAPKH, HHKYOATOPBI H T.JL.)

6) | WMHCTUTYTHI/YHHBEPCHUTETHI

7) | 4acTHBIe KOHCY/BTaHTHI/KOHCAITHHTOBBIE KOMIIAHUA

8) [ npyrue npeanpustus

26. SIasieTech 11 BbI 4jleHOM KiIacTepHOI HHUIUATHBEI B cepe HHHOBALMA?

DE
2) E HET

27. PaccmaTpuBaeTe Ju Bbl BO3M0OKHOCTH COTPYIHHYECTBA B PAMKAX KJIACTePHOH HHUIUATHBbI?

HDE m
2) E HET

28. Kakue u3 nepeyncjJeHHBIX HIKe Mep Bbl XoTesin ObI NpeANPUHATL Ha Bamem npeanpusTuu B paMkax
KJIACTePHOIf HHHIIMATHBBI??

1) [ coBmecTHbIE HCClEOBATENBLCKHE U Pa3pabOTUECKUE PAOOTHI
2 I pruoOpeTeHne Hoy-Xay U TeXHOJIOTHI
3 MPHOOPETEHNE CTAHKOB H MEXaHU3MOB

4) |_ COBMECTHBIC HHHOBAITHOHHBIC HHUIITUATHBBI
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5)
0)
7)
8)

9)

1 1 1 7

-

COBMECTHOE COCTABJIEHHE PHIHOUHBIX MIPEAT0KEHUH/COBMECTHBIE MAPKETUHIOBBIE AKIIUU
00yueHHe U KOHCYJIbTHPOBAHUE YJIEHOB KIIacTepa

COBMECTHBIE HCCIICAI0BAHUS U aHAIIU3 PbIHKA

YCTaHOBJIEHHE KOHTAaKTOB U 0OMEH OIIBITOM B PETHOHE

YCTaHOBJICHHE MEXKIYHAPOAHBIX KOHTAKTOB M MEKyHAPOJHBIIl OOMEH OIBITOM

29. Kak BbI oTHOCHTECH K IPOBEIEHNI0 TAKUX HCCJIe0BAHUN, KAK JaHHOe AHKeTHpOBaHue?
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