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ACRONYMS 
 

CIS Community Innovation Survey 

FB-2013 Managing open innovation in large firms, survey by Fraunhofer Institute 

for Industrial Engineering and UC Berkeley, 2013 

FTE Full-time equivalente 

GOIS-2014 Global Open Innovation Survey, survey by Arthur D. Little and Bluenove, 
2014 

ICT Information and telecommunication technologies 

MIPA-2015 Monitoring of Innovation Process Actors, survey by National Research 
University – Higher School of Economics, 2015 

NSO National Statistical Office 

OI Open innovation 

OM Oslo Manual 

OM2005 Oslo Manual, 2005 (3rd edition) 

TPP Technological product and process 

UK-IRC 2010 New Modes of Innovation: Managerial and Strategic Business Practice 
and Open Innovation, survey by UK-Innovation Research Centre, 2010-
2012 
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1. Introduction  
 

Global competition, the growing complexity of products and services, reconfigurations of 

global value and knowledge chains, shortening of product lifecycles, as well as the 

opportunities granted by advances in information and telecommunication technologies (ICT) 

have led to increasingly sophisticated innovation strategies. Companies pursue new ways of 

leveraging intramural and extramural competences and resources, accessing the most 

advanced knowledge base and benefiting from ideas developed in-house.  

Cooperative innovation strategies and firms’ abilities to absorb and adopt external 

knowledge to drive in-house innovation development processes have been an integral part 

of the existing Oslo Manual (OM) framework since its most recent versions. However, this 

framework is somewhat limited in its ability to address the emerging portfolio of innovation-

related practices, such as omni-directional networking within the value chain and with 

competitors (e.g. joint ventures), engagement of consumers and users (user-driven 

innovation), new knowledge base (open science; data-driven innovation) and new business 

models that profit from intellectual property and technologies as opposed to finished 

products. 

Open innovation (OI) proposes a new perspective of firms’ innovation activities. Specifically, 

OI aims to capture the combined effects of these drivers, describing more distributed, 

multidisciplinary, trans-border, cross-institutional, and inter-temporal innovation processes.  

This paper presents the main features of the OI concept, focusing on the implications for 

measurement by indicators. Section 2 provides the theoretical background for the ensuing 

discussion. Section 3 outlines the existing empirical evidence on OI derived from the 

Community Innovation Surveys (CIS). Section 4 explores the non-CIS experiences on 

measuring OI. The last section concludes. 

2. Features of Open Innovation 
 

Chesbrough (2003) introduces the OI concept as an extension of the existing models for the 

innovation processes, particularly the non-linear (chain-link) model (Kline, Rosenberg, 1986). 

Although these frameworks already acknowledge the importance of networking and 

external knowledge acquisition, OI proposes a different perception of the scope and role of 

the innovation activities that cross firm boundaries. One of the original definitions 

(Chesbrough, 2003) states:  
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 “open innovation is a paradigm that assumes that firms can and should use external ideas as 

well as internal ideas, and internal and external paths to market, as firms look to advance their 

technology” 

Thus, Chesbrough (2003) indicates that OI accounts for both the inbound and outbound 

flows of knowledge and technology, on the one hand allowing the company to utilize various 

external sources and on the other leveraging the benefits from ideas developed in-house and 

not immediately intended for being launched to market. While the radical novelty of the 

concept is debated (see e.g. Trott & Hartmann, 2009) it proves to be a useful umbrella for 

generalizing the existing and prospective forms of knowledge flows through the porous 

boundaries of the firm. 

Dahlander and Gann (2010) proposed one of the most sought after systematizations of the 

OI components. They distinguish two key dimensions: direction of the knowledge flow with 

regard to firm (inbound vs. outbound) and the involvement of monetary exchange (pecuniary 

vs. non-pecuniary). Accordingly, four major types of openness are considered: acquiring, 

sourcing, selling and revealing (Table 1). Sourcing (inbound, non-pecuniary) implies a synergy 

between in-house processes and open information available without strict financial liabilities. 

While on the positive side, this type of channeling is cost saving, the literature provides some 

evidence on the possible harmful blurring of in-house development activities in an attempt 

to incorporate all the existing information. Acquiring (inbound, pecuniary) encompasses all 

forms of purchase of technologies and R&D efforts. The advantage of this channel is the 

accumulation of competences. The disadvantage is the need for a resource endowment and 

proper governance models of incorporating (co-creating) new knowledge into the in-house 

processes. Selling (outbound, pecuniary) allows for full leverage of investment in R&D 

partnering with actors capable of bringing these results to the market. However, this channel 

suffers from all the imperfections of the knowledge markets and IP protection mechanisms. 

Revealing (outbound, non-money) implies sharing the knowledge with the network of 

partners without immediate financial benefit. This channel is efficient when the company 

faces certain appropriability regimes and it is too expensive to protect innovation. However, 

capturing the benefit is subject to clever strategic design.  

Table 1. Classification of activities with a company 

 Inbound Outbound 

Pecuniary Acquiring  
Acquiring inventions and input to the 
innovative process through informal 
and formal yet money-based 
relationships  

Selling 
Out-licensing or selling 
products in the market place 

Non-
pecuniary 

Sourcing 
Sourcing external ideas and 
knowledge from suppliers, customers, 
competitors, consultants, universities, 
public research organizations, etc. 

Revealing 
Revealing internal resources to 
the external environment 

Source: Dahlander and Gann (2010) 
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This framework provides a backbone for further classifying the existing and emerging 

strategies and innovation activities associated with openness. Chesbrough and 

Brunswicker (2013) use these dimensions to explicitly classify a state-of-the art scope of the 

OI activities observed within the sample of multinational companies (Figure 1). Some of these 

activities (such as R&D outcontracting or user innovation) have been extensively studied 

within the core innovation literature. Other activities either lack systemic empirical evidence 

or are completely beyond existing research (e.g. crowdsourcing). 

One of the key features of OI is the proposed multidimensionality of the openness. There is 

no unique scale to determine how ‘open’ the company’s innovation strategy is. On the 

contrary, the framework implies a complementarity between various forms of inbound and 

outbound knowledge forms, allowing the company to engage (or not) in different open 

activities simultaneously. As discussed in (Alexy, Dahlander, 2013), a number of studies 

explored particular types of open relationships. However, research on linking the coupled 

models remains scarce. According to Alexy and Dahlander (2013), one of the reasons for this 

is a non-unified understanding of the OI concept. 

Figure 1. Classification of open innovation activities 

 

Source: Chesbrough, Brunswicker (2013) 

The success of OI practice is usually associated with increased efficiency of the overall 

innovation performance of the company. The mechanics of this performance gain includes 
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leveraging the intramural and extramural competences and skills; saving time and resources 

by accessing knowledge developed externally; getting extra profit with the intellectual 

property developed in-house but not directly incorporated into market products. All these 

activities are not universally benefiting.  

Since 2002, OI has been one of the most debated topics in innovation management. The 

academic literature on OI comprises more than 400 articles addressing diverse aspects of 

openness from various perspectives. The genesis of this research area can be observed 

through a series of systemic literature reviews. 

Concept development 

The first systematic review (Elmquist et al., 2009) traces the development of the concept 

through 49 peer-reviewed articles published between 2003-2008 and identifies the key topics 

of the early discussions. The studies mainly focus on discussing the new ways to understand 

the locus of innovation process and to conceptualize the extent of collaboration. Based on 

150 papers on OI (derived from the Web of Science, or WoS), Dahlander and Gann (2010) 

propose the two-dimensional classification of core open innovation activities (discussed in 

the previous section). 

The object of the research 

Van de Vrande et al. (2009) considered 88 papers and identified that the majority of studies 

are firm-centric, while the remainder examine individuals, innovation projects, sector 

specifics, and geographical boundaries. The authors indicate the absence of links to adjacent 

managerial fields, such as marketing, human resource management, change management. 

Outbound vs. inbound 

West and Bogers (2014) stockpiles 165 articles based on the SCOPUS citation index. They 

found that the most common research question is ‘How and why do firms commercialize 

external sources of information?' From the selected papers, 118 focus on inbound channels, 

47 on either form of outbound channeling and 70 consider coupled modes. The authors state 

that, contrary to the original positioning of OI, most of the studies neglect the integration of 

openness within business models. 

Key topics 

Giannopolou et al. (2010) review 134 papers and identify the following topics: the 

development of the OI concept; organizational design and boundaries of the firm; 

management of open innovation, including open strategy (match between OI practices and 

general strategy), leveraging leadership to motivate employees and culture change, creating 

value from external linkages, IPR management; the human factor in open innovation, culture 

and leadership (particularly, the fear of in-house employees that they will lose their jobs 

facing the opening-up of the innovation development processes); communities for 

distributing co-creation among customers and other network members; intellectual 
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property, patenting and appropriation; innovation intermediaries; and industry-academia-

government relations.  

Developing countries 

Su and Lee (2012) consider 62 papers (from the WoS) and identify the research focus of OI 

studies in developing countries as: idea generation, technology transfer, intellectual 

property, and commercialization. One of the highlights of the study is the lack of 

sophisticated OI strategies pursued by companies within the less developed innovation 

systems. 

Clouds of relevant concepts 

Several studies apply the text-mining tools to reveal clusters of the OI-relevant concepts: 

Hossain et al. (2016) on 293 OI papers from the WoS; and Randhawa et al. (2016) on 321 papers 

derived from SCOPUS.  

• Firm-centric aspects of open innovation: firms, technologies, R&D, knowledge, 
capacity, search, collaboration, development, resources, capabilities, strategy 
performance. Related research areas: absorptive capacity and knowledge base, 
search strategies and R&D co-operation, resource-based view and dynamic 
capabilities, technological opportunities; 

• Management of OI networks: networks, IP, patent, venture, public policy, 
government, social impact, learning, customers. Relevant research area: networks 
and alliances; 

• Roles of users and communities in OI: individuals, users, participants, community, 
members, open source software. Relevant research area: user innovation and co-
creation. 

Avenues for future research 

Lichtenthaler (2011), Hossain (2013), and Hossain et al. (2016) generalize the papers they 

surveyed to derive avenues for further research: 

▪ need for clear understanding of the characteristics of open innovation; 
o developing a more comprehensive understanding of OI by including diverse 

perspectives (networking, user, community); 
▪ need to develop typologies of innovation activities to identify approaches to opening 

up innovation process: 
o direct increased attention to open strategy formulation and implementation 
o enhance service focus and conceptualize “open service innovation”. 

▪ need to explore the performance effects of open innovation at multiple levels 
(ranging from project-based to sectoral/national); 

▪ need to identify the determinants of successful open innovation; 
▪ need to acquire the evidence from different sectors (beyond high tech) and countries 

(beyond developed); 
▪ need to study certain literature streams such as technology transactions, user 

innovation, business models and innovation markets; 
▪ better theoretical foundations, further development of the OI as a framework model 

for the innovation- and technology-related firms’ behaviour. 
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3. Innovation Survey-based measures 

for Open Innovation 
 
 

Almost all Innovation Surveys carried out at international level provide a number of measures 

for capturing dimensions of Open Innovation (see, in Table 2, the OI-related questions which 

can be found in the 2016 questionnaire of the EU Community Innovation Survey). However, 

most of these indicators focus only on the inbound dimension.  

For instance, questions 2.2 and 3.2 of the CIS 2016 (Who developed these product/process 

innovation) reflect the distribution of in-house and external effort and to some extent the 

primary objective of inbound activities (product, process or both). On the other hand, 

questions 5.1 and 5.2 of the same survey shed light on the specific inbound activities (and 

provide certain measures of the intensity of these activities). Finally, in the CIS 2016, 

questions 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 focus on the particular inbound channels and types of cooperation 

partners, thus capturing the diversity and extensiveness of cooperative networks. This is 

quite clear evidence that in the CIS, like in most innovation surveys, little has been done to 

develop direct metrics for the outbound flows of knowledge. 

Table 2. Community Innovation Survey questions used to capture Open Innovation 

CIS-2016 Question Open 
Innovation 
Dimension 

2.2. Who developed these product innovations? (separately for goods and 
services innovations) 
▪ Your enterprise by itself  
▪ Your enterprise together with other enterprises or organisations*  
▪ Your enterprise by adapting or modifying goods or services originally 

developed by other enterprises or organisations*  
▪ Other enterprises or organisations*  
*: Include independent enterprises plus other parts of your enterprise group 
(subsidiaries, sister enterprises, head office, etc.). 
Organisations include universities, research institutes, non-profits, etc. 

Inbound 
flows/objectives 
of open 
innovation 

3.2. Who developed these process innovations?  
▪ Your enterprise by itself  
▪ Your enterprise together with other enterprises or organisations*  
▪ Your enterprise by adapting or modifying processes originally developed by 

other enterprises or organisations*  
▪ Other enterprises or organisations*  
*: Include independent enterprises plus other parts of your enterprise group 
(subsidiaries, sister enterprises, head office, etc.). 
Organisations include universities, research institutes, non-profits, etc. 

Inbound 
flows/objectives 
of open 
innovation 
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CIS-2016 Question Open 
Innovation 
Dimension 

5.1. During the three years 2014 to 2016, did your enterprise engage in the 
following innovation 
activities: 
▪ External R&D Your enterprise contracted-out R&D to other enterprises 

(include enterprises in your own group) or to public or private research 
▪ Organisations 
▪ Acquisition of machinery, equipment, software & buildings - Acquisition of 

advanced machinery, equipment, software and buildings to be used for new 
or significantly improved products or processes 

▪ Acquisition of existing knowledge from other enterprises or organisations - 
Acquisition of existing know-how, copyrighted works, patented and 
nonpatented inventions, etc. from other enterprises or organisations for 
the development of new or significantly improved products and processes 

 

Inbound 
flows/types of 
activities 

5.2 How much did your enterprise spend on each of the following innovation 
activities in  
2016 only? 
▪ External R&D 
▪ Acquisition of machinery, equipment, software & buildings         
▪ Acquisition of existing knowledge from other enterprises or organisations 

Inbound flows / 
intensity of 
open 
innovation 

7.1 During the three years 2014 to 2016, how important to your enterprise’s 
innovation 
activities were each of the following information sources?   
Include information sources that provided information for new innovation 
projects or contributed to the completion of existing projects. 
Internal 
▪ Within your enterprise or enterprise group    
Market sources 
▪ Suppliers of equipment, materials, components, or software 
▪ Clients or customers from the private sector 
▪ Clients or customers from the public sector* 
▪ Competitors or other enterprises in your sector 
▪ Consultants or commercial labs  
Education & research  
▪ Universities or other higher education institutes  
▪ Government or public research institutes 
▪ Private research institutes  
Other sources  
▪ Conferences, trade fairs, exhibitions 
▪ Scientific/technical journals or trade publications  
▪ Professional or industry associations 
*The public sector includes government owned organisations such as local, 
regional and national administrations and agencies, schools, hospitals, and 
government providers of services such as security, transport, housing, energy, etc. 

Inbound flows / 
types of actors 

7.2 During the three years 2014 to 2016, did your enterprise co-operate on any 
of your innovation activities with other enterprises or organisations? Innovation 
co-operation is active participation with other enterprises or organisations on 
innovation activities. Both partners do not need to commercially benefit. 
Exclude pure contracting out of work with no active co-operation. 

Types of actors/ 
cooperation 
and co-creation 
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CIS-2016 Question Open 
Innovation 
Dimension 

7.3 Please indicate the type of innovation co-operation partner by location: 
Your country/Other Europe/All other countries (Tick all that apply)  
▪ Type of co-operation partner  
▪ Other enterprises within your enterprise group 
▪ Suppliers of equipment, materials, components, or software  
▪ Clients or customers from the private sector 
▪ Clients or customers from the public sector* 
▪ Competitors or other enterprises in your sector 
▪ Consultants or commercial labs 
▪ Universities or other higher education institutes  
▪ Government or public research institutes 
▪ Private research institutes  

Geographical 
proximity 

 

The limited commitment to the OI paradigm which emerges from the analysis of innovation 

surveys can also be found – although in different forms – in the empirical economic studies 

based on innovation data collected by surveys based on the OM. 1 Nevertheless, there is 

increasing interest among economists on this subject and two composite metrics for 

evaluating firms’ open innovation strategies can be found in the empirical studies based on 

innovation survey data: external search breadth and depth. 

Breadth  

is the number of external source types that firms use for their innovation activities – either 

as an independent set of binomial variables (for each type of sources/cooperative partners, 

or in the form of clustering of source portfolios) or as a composition of these indicators (e.g. 

additive composition resulting in a scale from 0 to maximum number of channels 

Depth  

is the importance of the particular sources, usually using a 4-point scale. Additionally, one can 

distinguish between the inbound cooperating activities and inbound acquisition activities 

using the provided metrics. 

The innovation survey-based evidence helps to understand the intensity of the existing 

networks for innovation sourcing and to model the impact of particular factors on the 

                                                             
 

1  A large number of these studies have used CIS data because of its high level of international 
harmonization. Stocktaking reviews of the CIS-based empirical studies on open innovation include: 
Laursen and Salter (2006) – UK Innovation Suvey, UK; van der Meer (2007) – Dutch National Innovation 
Survey, Netherlands; Acha (2008) – UK Innovation Survey, UK; De Backer et al. (2008) – CIS-4, 26 EU 
countries; Batterink (2009) – CIS, Netherlands; Barge-Gil (2010) – Innovation Panel in the Spanish 
Institute of Statistics (PITEC), Spain; Faems et al. (2010) – CIS-4, Belgium; Mention (2011) – CIS-4, 
Luxembourg; Filippetti (2011) – Innovation Barometer Survey 2009, 27 EU Members, Switzerland and 
Norway; Drechsler, Natter (2012) – CIS-4, Germany. 
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adoption of OI strategies, including market- and industry-relevant characteristics; 

organizational factors, including the complementarity between in-house and external effort, 

R&D capabilities; geographical proximity (limited to foreign/domestic dimension); and 

appropriability regimes. The harmonized methodology fosters cross-country comparative 

studies that can control for national specificities. These studies are closely linked with the 

research on cooperative linkages within innovation processes that emerged before the 

development of the OI concept (see e.g. Cassiman, Veugelers, 2002; Srholec, 2015). 

At the same time, OI studies face the obvious limitations of the CIS framework, particularly, 

the absence of any means to capture the outbound dimension and the lack of information 

on the organization and objectives for the open innovation strategy.  

4. Specialized surveys on Open 

Innovation  
Broader empirical evidence on OI have been collected by specialized surveys, which are 

mostly aimed at complementing the information produced by the OM innovation surveys and 

are usually implemented by researchers rather than by national statistical institutes or other 

official agencies. A considerable share of these studies follows the Oslo Manual framework 

to define innovation and provides a limited set of new indicators, mainly introducing an 

explicit list of outbound practices (e.g. Scroll and Mild, 2012), in line with the innovation 

sourcing questions of the OM innovation surveys. Even this minor extension of the ‘standard’ 

innovation surveys’ questionnaires results in a considerably more advanced perception of 

firm-level openness in innovation activities. 

There are some remarkable examples of ad-hoc surveys that aim to capture a broader range 

of dimensions of firms’ open innovation efforts, including: 

• ‘New Modes of Innovation: Managerial and Strategic Business Practice and Open 
Innovation’ executed by the UK-Innovation Research Centre in 2010-2012 2 
(further referred to as the UK-IRC 2010) – this was a large-scale survey of 1202 
completed interviews with representatives of small, medium and large UK 
companies. The questionnaire combined general questions on the firms’ 
innovation performance with broader indicators tailored to capture the key 
dimensions of OI. 

• ‘Managing open innovation in large firms’ by the Fraunhofer Institute for 
Industrial Engineering and UC Berkeley3 in 2013 (further referred to as the FB-
2013) surveyed 68 executives of larger firms in both Europe and the US with 

                                                             
 

2 http://www.uk-irc.org/research/open-innovation/  
3 http://corporateinnovation.berkeley.edu/research-report-on-managing-open-innovation-in-large-
firms/  

http://www.uk-irc.org/research/open-innovation/
http://corporateinnovation.berkeley.edu/research-report-on-managing-open-innovation-in-large-firms/
http://corporateinnovation.berkeley.edu/research-report-on-managing-open-innovation-in-large-firms/
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annual sales exceeding US$ 250 million. The survey (as presented in Chesbrough, 
Brunswicker, 2013) captures the broader penetration of OI practice within 
multinationals. The survey proposes a number of metrics for OI dimensions. This 
project continued in 2016 with a novel survey aimed at small and medium 
enterprises (referred to as the FB-2016). 

• Global Open Innovation Survey – 2014 (GOIS-2014) by Arthur D. Little and 
Bluenove4 collected insights from more than 600 innovation and R&D executives 
worldwide regarding their awareness of OI concepts and actual practices within 
the companies. 

• Monitoring of Innovation Process Actors – 2015 (MIPA-2015) by the National 
Research University – Higher School of Economics 5  in the framework of the 
European Manufacturing Survey.6 The data encompass results from structured 
interviews of more than 1200 executives of Russian manufacturing and service 
firms. The questionnaire introduces a number of OI-relevant indicators, 
particularly regarding the internal openness of innovation processes. 

The four survey projects mentioned above all found evidence of a broad utilization of the 

practices associated with OI in all types of companies (more intense for the larger firms). A 

comparative review of the questionnaires used in the four projects emphasizes ten major 

groups of OI indicators: 

▪ Recognition of the OI concept 
▪ Inbound activities 
▪ Outbound activities 
▪ Stakeholders of Open Innovation 
▪ Focus and objectives of Open Innovation 
▪ Management of Open Innovation 
▪ Intensity of Open Innovation practice 
▪ Obstacles to Open Innovation 
▪ Open Innovation Success and Impact 
▪ Role of Public Support and the Environment 

Two out of the four studies (the exceptions are the UK IRC-2010 and MIPA-2015) explored the 

issue about how firms understand the OI paradigm and related practices (Table 3 shows the 

questions asked in the respective questionnaires). These studies usually referred to the OI as 

a managerial concept, also identifying the time horizon of the deliberate engagement into 

an OI strategy. FB-2013 identifies that for a number of companies this practice was launched 

even before the popularization of the term in 2003. The UK IRC-2010 and MIPA-2015 never refer 

to the OI concept explicitly, rather focusing on asking about the actual implementation of OI-

related practices. 

  

                                                             
 

4 http://www.adlittle.com/oib_home.html  
5 https://www.hse.ru/en/monitoring/innproc/  
6 http://www.isi.fraunhofer.de/isi-en/i/projekte/fems.php  

http://www.adlittle.com/oib_home.html
https://www.hse.ru/en/monitoring/innproc/
http://www.isi.fraunhofer.de/isi-en/i/projekte/fems.php
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Table 3. Recognition of the Open Innovation concept 

Survey Questions 

FB-2013 Does your company practice open innovation defined as: “… the purposive use of inflows and 
outflows of knowledge to accelerate innovation in one’s own market, and expand the use of 
internal knowledge in external markets, respectively"? 

How many years has your company been practicing open innovation?  

Have you ever decided to abandon the open innovation practice?  

Change in the intensity of open innovation practice 

Little-
2014 

Have you heard about open innovation? 
  Not at all / Not really / Partially / Mostly / Fully 

Have you already or do you plan to launch and implement open innovation projects? (open 
innovation project is any innovation project involving significant collaboration with an external 
partner) 
▪ Already done or on going 
▪ Not yet, but planned on the short term (within 2 years) 
▪ Not yet, but planned on the long term (in more than 2 years) 
▪ Not yet, nothing is planned 

Do you think that your company is well informed about open innovation topics? (tick one box 
only) 
  Very  badly / Rather low / Rather well / Highly / No opinion 

FB-2016 Was Open Innovation (any kind of cooperation in the innovation process) used in your company? 
(Yes, No, Planned) 

Were your company collaborations in R&D called open innovation? (Yes, No) 

Since what year has your company started to implement open innovation? (Year) 

What words and terms are known to you in the context of open innovation and are used in your 
company? 
▪ Open innovation 
▪ Crowd-Sourcing 
▪ Network 
▪ Web 2.0 
▪ Think Tank and Do Tank 
▪ Community 
▪ Wisdom of the Crowd 
▪ Lead User 
▪ Design Thinking 
▪ Open Innovation Platforms 
▪ Co-Creation 
▪ Social media 
▪ Knowledge management platforms 

UK-2010 n/a 

MIPA-
2015 

n/a 

 

In order to identify the ‘openness’ of firms’ strategies, the concerned studies consistently 

follow the classification of the OI inbound/outbound activities described in section 2. The 

questionnaires present explicit lists of the activities associated with inbound (Table 4) and 

outbound (Table 5) flows of knowledge. All the studies, except GOIS-2014, explicitly 

distinguish between informal and formal (or pecuniary/non-pecuniary) activities.  
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Table 4. Inbound activities 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

How would you assess your company’s ability to utilise external knowledge and 
technology in the following activities? (Poor…Excellent) 
▪ Scanning the environment for new technologies and ideas 
▪ Identifying new technologies and ideas from diverse external sources 
▪ Discussing new ideas and technologies with diverse external parties 
▪ Acquiring new technologies and ideas from external sources 
▪ Storing new technological knowledge and ideas for future reference 
▪ Applying technologies and knowledge from external sources in new products and 

services 

In the last three years, has your company engaged in informal and/or formal activities 
with external parties in any of the following forms to accelerate innovation, and has 
the use of any of these forms changed? (degree of importance and change of use) 
Informal (non-contractual) activities 
▪ Engaging directly with lead users and early adopters 
▪ Participating in open source software development 
▪ Exchanging ideas through submission websites and idea “jams”, idea competitions 
▪ Participating in or setting up innovation networks/hubs with other firms 
▪ Sharing facilities with other organisations, inventors, researchers etc. 
▪ Others: (please specify) 
Formal (contractual) activities 
▪ Joint R&D 
▪ Joint purchasing of materials or inputs 
▪ Joint production of goods or services 
▪ Joint marketing/co-branding 
▪ Participating in research consortia 
▪ Joint university research 
▪ Licensing in externally developed technologies 
▪ Outsourcing or contracting out R&D projects 
▪ Providing contract research to others 
▪ Joint ventures, acquisitions and incubations 
▪ Others: (please specify) 

FB-2013 

How important were the following inbound practices: 
▪ Customer and consumer co-creation 
▪ Informal networking 
▪ University research grants 
▪ Publically funded R&D consortia 
▪ Contracting of external R&D service providers 
▪ Idea and start-up competitions 
▪ IP in-licensing 
▪ Supplier innovation awards 
▪ Crowdsourcing (unknown problem solvers) 
▪ Specialized services open innovation intermediaries 

Non-pecuniary inbound activities - during the last two years how frequently you 
engaged in: 
▪ User innovation/consumer co-creation 
▪ Crowdsourcing 
▪ Publically funded R&D consortia 
▪ Informal Networking 
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Survey Questions 

GOIS-
2014 

How often do you use these open innovation approaches (inbound)? 
▪ Problem solving with experts 
▪ Design of a new product thanks to crowdsourcing 
▪ Internal idea challenges 
▪ Enterprise social network or continuous suggestion box 
▪ Product test/service test in a client community (beta testers) 
▪ Start-ups scouting and partnerships 
▪ Open data & Data sharing 

MIPA-
2015 

How important are the following sources of information for the innovation activities of 
your company? (5-point scale) 
Internal sources 
▪ Own research and development 
▪ Manufacturing departments 
▪ Marketing departments 
▪ Units engaged in the analysis of trends in technological development 
▪ Client service 
▪ Company’s management team 
▪ Owners and shareholders 
External sources 
▪ Market agents 
▪ Consumers 
▪ Suppliers 
▪ Sub-contracted enterprises 
▪ Competitors 
▪ Research and development sector 
▪ Russian scientific organizations 
▪ Russian institutions of higher education, universities 
▪ Foreign research centers 
Other sources 
▪ Consulting agencies 
▪ Engineering companies 
▪ Scientific and technical literature, patent information, conferences, trade fairs and 

other professional events 
▪ Communication platforms, initiated / supported by the state (for example, 

technology platforms) 
▪ Other (specify, what):  
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Survey Questions 

MIPA-
2015 
(cont’d) 

Please indicate the main forms of technology acquisition (receiving from partners) 
associated with development and implementation of innovations in your company in 
2011-2013: 
Commercial agreements, including 
▪ Contract for research and development realization 
▪ patent for an invention 
▪ non-patent inventions 
▪ utility model 
▪ patent license for invention 
▪ know-how 
▪ trademark 
▪ design invention 
▪ engineering services 
Other forms of transfer 
▪ Joint operation agreement 
▪ Collaborative research projects 
▪ Cooperative research centers 
▪ Technology platforms 
▪ Sale / purchase of off the shelf equipment 
▪ Targeted exchange of trained professionals 
▪ Informal ways to transfer results (conferences, exhibitions, researchers’ personal 

communication, etc.) 
▪ Other 
 
The company did not perform technology acquisition/transfer 

FB-2016 

How important were the following open innovation activities for the last two financial 
years (in terms of an inward flow of information)? (Not important .. Very important) 
▪ Crowdsourcing for Innovation Projects 
▪ Informal networking (for example at trade fairs)  
▪ Ideas and start-up competitions 
▪ Customer and Consumer Co-Creation 
▪ Innovation award / reward for suppliers 
▪ Contract research for scientists at universities (research funding) 
▪ Publicly funded R & D projects (for example, EU or BMBF projects) 
▪ Acquisition / purchase of Intellectual Property (Intellectual Property) as Stock 

transactions 
▪ Enter into a contract with an external R & D service 
▪ Use of open innovation service providers (for example, Nine Sigma, InnoCentive, 

Hype) 
▪ More open innovation activities (specify) 

How often was 2014 and 2015 use of external knowledge or ideas of partners, without 
making a direct financial compensation? (Very rare.. Very often) 

 

The list of selected activities/practices varies among the studies but a core group of relevant 

activities can be definitely identified. The outbound set of indicators is especially valuable for 

developing improvements in the measurement framework as little of the data is collected 

within the conventional innovation surveys. 
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Table 5. Outbound activities 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

Over the last three years did your firm transfer its knowledge or technology to 
external parties? If yes, was this transfer made:  
▪ For financial payment? 
▪ In exchange for other benefits? 
▪ Free of charge? 

FB-2013 How important were the following outbound practices: 
▪ Joint venture activities with external partners 
▪ Selling of market-ready products 
▪ Participation in public standardization 
▪ Corporate business incubation and venturing 
▪ IP out-licensing & patent selling 
▪ Donations to commons or nonprofits 
▪ Spin-offs 

Non-pecuniary activities - during the last two years how frequently you engaged in: 
▪ Participation in standardization (public standards) 
▪ Donation to non-profits or commons 

GOIS-
2014 

How often do you use these open innovation approaches (outbound)? 
▪ Open Data & Data Sharing 
▪ Intrapreneurship programs 
▪ Patents valorisation 
▪ Investments in innovative companies 

MIPA-
2015 

Please indicate the main forms of technology transfer (to other partners) in 2011-2013: 
Commercial agreements, including 
▪ contract for research and development realization 
▪ patent for an invention 
▪ non-patent inventions 
▪ utility model 
▪ patent license for invention 
▪ know-how 
▪ trademark 
▪ design invention 
▪ engineering services 
Other forms of transfer 
▪ Joint operation agreement 
▪ Collaborative research projects 
▪ Cooperative research centers 
▪ Technology platforms 
▪ Sale / purchase of off the shelf equipment 
▪ Targeted exchange of trained professionals 
▪ Informal ways to transfer results (conferences, exhibitions, personal 

communication of researchers, etc.) 
▪ Other 

 
The company did not perform technology acquisition/transfer 
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Survey Questions 

FB-2016 How important were the following open innovation activities for the last two financial 
years (in terms of an outward flow of information)? (Not important ... Very important) 
▪ Sales of intellectual property and patents 
▪ Joint funding or support to start-ups and business projects (for example, incubator 

programs for start-ups) 
▪ Joint venture activities with external partners 
▪ Sales of marketable products 
▪ Spin-offs 
▪ Shaping of standards (for example, ISO, etc.) 
▪ Donations to charities 
▪ Other outbound activities 

 

A key methodological issue consistently addressed in the studies reviewed is that of defining 

a set of specific co-operation activities as well as the set of actors engaged in them (Table 6). 

To some extent, it resembles the conventional questions on sources and cooperative 

partners of the OM-based survey questionnaires. Yet, the listing of OI co-operation activities 

is usually longer than the latter. In addition, the questions are formulated in a way that 

implies the possibility of bi-directional knowledge flows to and from each of the co-operation 

actors as opposed to the ‘sourcing’ focus of the OM. The UK-IRC 2010 explicitly measures the 

broadness of cooperative networking by inquiring into the number of partners beyond the 

conventional number of partner types used in the OM-based studies. The FB-2016 proposes 

particular metrics to identify firms’ membership in persistent networks, clusters, 

associations, etc. 

Table 6. Stakeholders of Open Innovation 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

Degree of importance of sources of information for inbound innovation 
Internal Sources 
▪     within the company 
▪     within the group (if you have a parent or subsidiary companies) 
From other firms and markets 
▪     customers and users 
▪     suppliers of raw materials, components, or software 
▪     suppliers of machine, facility or equipment 
▪     distributors 
▪     competitors in your line of business 
▪     consultants (business service providers) 
From university and research centres 
▪     consultants (technology & design consultants) 
▪     commercial laboratories/ R&D enterprises 
▪     universities/higher education institutes 
▪     public sector research organisations 
From public information sources 
▪     other public sector e.g. Business links, Government Offices 
▪     professional conferences, meetings, fairs, exhibitions 
▪     professional and industry associations 
▪     technical/trade press, computer databases 
▪     technical, industry or service standards or standard setting bodies 
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Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 
(cont’d) 

In relation to the above mentioned formal activities, please indicate the number of 
external partners your company has engaged with in the last three years and whether 
such activities have changed.  
 (Type of partner, number of partners (0, 1, 2-4, 5+), change in cooperation activities) 
▪   Customer and user 
▪   Suppliers and distributors 
▪   Competitors in your line of business 
▪   Other businesses 
▪   Technology and business consultants 
▪   Innovation intermediaries 
▪   University and other HEIs 
▪   Commercial laboratoires/ R&D entreprises 
▪   Public sector organisations 

FB-2013 Importance of open innovation partners 
▪ Internal employees 
▪ Customers 
▪ Universities 
▪ Suppliers 
▪ Indirect customer or final consumer 
▪ Public research organizations 
▪ Entrepreneurs and start-ups 
▪ Contracted R&D service providers 
▪ External consultants 
▪ Competitors 
▪ Restricted communities 
▪ Unrestricted communities 

GOIS-
2014 

  How important are the following stakeholders in your open innovation projects? 
▪   Employees 
▪   Customers 
▪   Suppliers 
▪   Universities and research bodies 
▪   Entrepreneurs and start-ups 
▪   Companies from other industry sectors 
▪   Competitors 
▪   Technology providers 

MIPA-
2015 

Does your company collaborate with the following partner types? What is their 
location (regional, national, foreign)? What is the average duration of the collaboration 
with these partners (one-time, less than a year, 1-3 years, 3-5 years >5 years, regular 
collaboration)? 
▪ Consumers 
▪ Suppliers of raw materials, components, etc. 
▪ Sub-contracted enterprises 
▪ Service providers 
▪ Competitors 
▪ Scientific organizations 
▪ Universities  
▪ Consulting agencies 
▪ Public authorities and local government 
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Survey Questions 

FB-2016 
 

How important are the following partners for the innovation projects you have carried 
out in collaboration with external parties? (Not important ... Very important) 
▪ Indirect customer or end user 
▪ Direct customers 
▪ Suppliers 
▪ Competitor 
▪ Universities and colleges 
▪ Public research institutions 
▪ R & D services 
▪ External consultants 
▪ Open Communities (as publicly accessible platform) 
▪ Restricted Communities 
▪ Start-ups 
▪ Internal staff from non-specialist areas 
▪ Networks from industry and research 
▪ Other partners 

Are your open innovation projects open to new partners for innovation projects?  
(Yes No) 

Could you imagine with partners outside the EU innovation projects to do together? 
(Yes No) 

If the condition of the English language for a collaboration a hurdle? (Yes No) 
What are your current partner in innovation projects? Please specify the percentage of 
the joint innovation projects. 
▪ Companies with 1-50 employees 
▪ Companies with 50-250 employees 
▪ Companies with 251-500 employees 
▪ Companies with 501-2000 employees 
▪ Companies with over 2000 employees 
▪ Public platforms / communities 

Is your business in networks, clusters or associations active? (Yes, No, No, but planned 
for the future) 

 

The four surveys also provide extensive measures for identifying the objectives of the OI 

practices as well as the activities seen by the firms as most relevant/effective (Table 7). These 

questions explore the respondent’s understanding of the specific in-house competences and 

costs that are (or have to be) leveraged, as well as the particular areas (or stages) of the 

innovation processes to be facilitated by open mechanisms. 
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Table 7. Objectives of Open Innovation 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

If your company engaged in informal and/or formal activities with any external parties 
to accelerate innovation, 
 were they designed to:  
▪  Gain access to new or specialised information, equipment or facilities? 
▪  Reduce and share cost of R&D? 
▪  Reduce and share risk of R&D? 
▪  Shorten time to market? 
▪  Enter new geographic or product/service markets? 
▪  Stimulate new ways of thinking? 
▪  Improve your capability to develop new products, processes, and services? 
▪  Improve your firm's flexibility of skills? 
▪  Monitor environmental changes and opportunities? 
▪  Influence and help establish industry standards? 
▪  Guarantee freedom to operate? 
▪  Enhance the firm’s reputation? 
▪  Others? (please specify) 

Please indicate the importance of the following reasons for your company’s external 
technology transfer and commercialisation activities. 
▪   Generating licensing revenues 
▪   Realising capital gains from selling knowledge and technology 
▪   Influencing industry standards 
▪   Giving freedom to operate (e.g. by means of cross-licensing) 
▪   Gaining access to knowledge (e.g. by means of cross-licensing) 
▪   Improving your firm’s innovative capacity in the future 
▪   Gaining entry into overseas markets 
▪   Selling additional products and/or services 
▪   Enhancing the firm’s reputation 
▪   Seeking technological leadership 
▪   Fulfilling legal conditions 
▪   Making use of unused or non-core technology 
▪   Others (please specify) 

FB-2013 Strategic objectives for open innovation (how important are to your company): 
▪  Establishing new partnerships 
▪  Exploring new technological trends 
▪  Identifying new business opportunities 
▪  Accelerating time to complete R&D 
▪  Mitigating risks of innovation projects 
▪  Identifying new business opportunities 
▪  Reducing R&D costs per project 

GOIS-
2014 

According to you, at which stage of the innovation process is open innovation the 
most relevant? (Very unhelpful, Somewhat unhelpful, Useful, Very useful, No opinion) 
▪  Business intelligence 
▪  Technological watch 
▪  Idea generation 
▪  Definition of a new product or service 
▪  New product development 
▪  Pre-launch test 
▪  Launch, manufacturing and distribution 
▪  Post launch 
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Survey Questions 

GOIS-
2014 
(cont’d) 

In which fields are you going to innovate thanks to open innovation? 
▪  Product innovation 
▪  Process innovation 
▪  Organisational Innovation 
▪  Market Innovation 

What is the main reason for adopting (now or in future) an open innovation approach? 
▪   Incremental innovation 
▪   Radical innovation 

What are the motivations of your company while launching (or planning to launch) 
these open innovation projects? 
▪  Collect new development ideas 
▪  Have a better understanding of the clients' needs 
▪  and expectations 
▪  Access to new technologies or know how 
▪  Speed-up the time to market 
▪  Improve your innovation efficiency 
▪  Share the risks on a complex investment 
▪  Strengthen the relationships with your suppliers 
▪  Valorise the intellectual property and your patents 

FB-2016 How relevant are the following strategic objectives for open innovation activities of 
your company? (not relevant ... very relevant) 
▪  Acceleration of R & D processes 
▪  Reducing the cost of R & D projects 
▪  Building new partnerships for innovation projects 
▪  Minimizing the risks in innovation projects 
▪  Identification of new knowledge flows for the internal expertise 
▪  Achieving greater diversity of ideas 
▪  Identify new business opportunities 
▪  Acquire new markets 
▪  Exploration of new technology 
▪  Another strategic goal (specify) 

Please enter the focus of the open innovation activities.  Distribute the R & D expenses 
in relation to the various types of for innovation: 
▪  Further development of existing products 
▪  Development of new products 
▪  Service and Facilities 
▪  Processes 

 

Each of the four surveys we review here collected information to characterize the 

organization of open practices by firms as well as the role of OI within their overall business 

strategy (Table 8). The UK-IRC 2010 introduces indicators to capture the role of intellectual 

property management as part of the OI practice. At the same time, none of these studies 

focus on the ‘human capital’ dimension of OI. The only exception is GOIS-2014 which contains 

some metrics on personnel engagement in OI practices and MIPA-2015 which links internal 

openness with the general metrics of firms’ innovation culture (see below). 
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Table 8. Management of Open Innovation 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about your business: 
▪ Internal cooperation is an important part of innovation strategy implementation 
▪ Top managers encourage all employees to challenge the status quo 
▪ Our flat structure facilitates searching for and incorporating diverse points of view 
▪ Our CEO has personal control in both strategic and operating decisions 
▪   We are slow to detect fundamental shifts in our industry (e.g. competition, 

technology, regulation) 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements: 
▪ Our culture rewards behaviours that relate to creativity and innovation 
▪ Our employees take risks by continuously experimenting with new ways of doing 

things 
▪ Our firm is oriented more towards the present than the future 
▪ Top managers in our firm strongly support champions of ideas for new products 
▪ Our top managers actively promote external collaboration 
▪ We have a formalised process in managing external collaborations 
▪ We are not willing to adopt externally developed technologies and ideas 

Pease indicate the importance to your company of the following methods to protect 
innovations during the last three years, using the scale: not used, low, medium, high: 
Legal 
▪ Registration of design 
▪ Trademarks 
▪ Patents 
▪ Confidentiality agreements 
▪ Copyright 
Strategic 
▪ Secrecy 
▪ Complexity of design 
▪ Lead-time advantage over competitors 
▪ Others  (please specify) 

How many patents, if any, has your company been granted in the last three years? 

For the most recent invention for which you decided NOT to apply for a patent, which 
of the following contributed to the decision not to apply? 
▪ Difficulty in demonstrating the novelty of your invention 
▪ The amount of information disclosed in a patent application 
▪ The cost of applying for a patent 
▪ The cost of defending a patent in court 
▪ The ease of legally inventing around the patent 
▪ The cost of maintaining a patent 

To what extent have you experienced the following IP-related problems with your 
external collaboration and commercialisation? 
▪ IP ownership issues 
▪ Unrealistic expectations about value of IP from external partners 
▪ Difficulty of integrating and managing externally produced IP 
▪ Cost of obtaining IP 
▪ Disagreement about how IP should be utilised 
▪ Timing for introducing IP issues to the collaboration 
▪ Conflicts between publication and confidentiality 
▪ Lack of respect and appreciation of existing background IP 
▪ Others (please specify) 
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Survey Questions 

FB-2013 Change in the extent of management support for open innovation. 7-point scale 

Autonomy level of units with regard to OI: (not autonomous .. Highly autonomous) 
▪  Corporate research 
▪  Product & process development 
▪  Marketing, sales and business development 
▪  Production and operations management 
▪  Procurement 
▪  Subsidiaries 
▪  Human resource management (HRM) 

Degree of autonomy: budget of open innovation projects signed by 
lower/middle/senior ranks. 

Dedicated resources to open innovation: 
▪ Budget for open innovation projects (USD) 
▪ Human resources for open innovation (number of full-time employees) 

Formal and informal practices for Open innovation (highly disagree... highly agree) 
▪  Open innovation strategy is documented 
▪  Open innovation is driven by implicit norms and beliefs 
▪  Open innovation responsibilities are periodically reviewed 
▪  Written procedures about open innovation exist 
▪  Open innovation decisions are driven by formal metrics 
▪  Standard procedures for open innovation exist 

GOIS-
2014 

According to you, what role does open innovation play in your innovation strategy? 
(tick one box) 
  Not at all important / Not that important / Important /Very important / No opinion 

MIPA-
2015 

▪ Organisational culture: how do the following statements correspond to the 
situation in your company: 

▪ The management provides an opportunity to perform risky innovation projects 
▪ The management encourages self-organizing teams to solve non-standard 

problems 
▪ There are specific practices in the promotion of successful innovation projects 
▪ Exchange of ideas is practiced among the various units of the company without the 

direct involvement of the management 
▪ There are specifically reserved funds for risky innovation projects 
▪ Strategic decisions are mainly taken with the involvement of company specialists of 

different level (outside the narrow circle of the first persons) 
▪ Executives and the management welcomes the involvement of external partners 

and cooperation at various stages of development and implementation of 
innovations 

▪ The enterprise has developed standard procedures for interaction with the 
implementing partners of research and development (including the regulatory 
framework, the criteria for assessing the quality of results, etc.) 

▪ The company conducts a targeted search of partners - potential performers of 
research and development with the use of analysis of scientific and technical 
information (publications, conferences, seminars, etc.) 
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▪  

Survey Questions 

MIPA-
2015 
(cont’d) 

▪ The company conducts a targeted search of partners - potential performers of 
research and development with the involvement of academic (university) 
consultants, or organizations specializing in these searches 

▪ The company conducts a search of partners - potential performers of research and 
development, based on a study of the experience and success stories of other 
businesses (including direct recommendations from businesses) 

▪ The company chooses partners - potential performers of research and 
development on the basis of information obtained on specialized communications 
platform created by the initiative (supported by) the state (for example, 
technology platforms) 

▪ Specialists of the company participate in scientific events (seminars, conferences) 
in order to communicating to the scientific community of applications that are 
relevant to the enterprise 

▪ The company holds open contests related to the selection of the best performers 
of research and development 

▪ Major cooperative ties with the implementing partners of research and 
development have been established before 1990. 

FB-2016 Has the support of this practice increased since introduction of OI?  
  Strong increase, No change, Strong decrease 

How do the activities with respect to open innovation projects have changed since 
Open Innovation had been introduced in your company? 
  Strong increase, No change, Strong decrease 

 

All surveys tested some metrics to measure the intensity of Open Innovation (Table 9). The 

UK-IRC 2010 proposes the explicit measurement of the relevant financial indicators, such as 

revenues from out-licensing agreements and income from spinouts. Other surveys ask 

respondents to estimate the share of innovation projects with an ‘open’ component within 

the whole portfolio of innovation activities executed. 

Table 9. Intensity of Open Innovation 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

Over the last three years approximately what revenues has your firm received from 
the following ways of exploiting your knowledge and technology in the last financial 
year? 
▪ Out-licensing agreements £ 
▪ Contract R&D £ 
▪ Income from spinouts £ 
▪ Other revenue sources (please specify) £ 

FB-2013 Share of projects with inbound and outbound component: 
▪ Share of internal projects with an external contribution 
▪ Share of projects resulting in outbound innovation 
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Survey Questions 

GOIS-
2014 

What part of your innovation budget is allocated to open innovation projects? 
  0-5% 5-10% 10-20% 20-50% Above 50% No opinion 

What proportion of your employees is engaged in open innovation projects? 
  0-3% 3-6% 6-10% 10-15% 15-20% 20-30% Above 30%  No opinion 

Which portion of your new products or services have been supported by an open 
innovation approach (products or services launched in the past 3 years)? (tick one box 
only) 
  0-10% 10-20% 20-40% Above 40% No opinion 

FB-2016 What percentage of your own innovation projects in the last two years had an external 
review? (For example, joint developments, ideas competitions) 

For what percentage of your innovation projects in the last two years results were 
shared with other companies? (For example, engineering services, transfer of know-
how or products) 

 

Two of the surveys explicitly address the factors hampering open innovation practices (Table 

10). The list of these items follows in a logical fashion from the key issues discussed in the 

relevant literature (as presented in the previous sections). The design of the question follows 

the conventional indicator ‘innovation hampering factors’ from the OM-type surveys. 

Table 10. Obstacles to Open Innovation 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

Please indicate to what extent each of the following factors limit your company’s 
ability to make maximum use of knowledge and technology brought into the firm. 
▪ Internal cultural issues (e.g. “Not invented here"- syndrome) 
▪ Inability to absorb and harness the potential benefits 
▪ Conflict in collaboration objectives between partners 
▪ Partners may behave opportunistically to your disadvantage 
▪ Cultural difference between partners 
▪ Lack of trust between partners 
▪ Partners are located too far away geographically 
▪ IP and legal issues 
▪ Lack of financial resources 
▪ Lack of project management skills 
▪ Time constraints 
▪ Others (please specify) 

GOIS-
2014 

What are the main hurdles that you face or you anticipate while implementing open 
projects? (tick one box among the five choices for each line) 
▪ Unfamiliarity with the Open Innovation concept 
▪ Fear of losing control of the innovation process 
▪ Concerns regarding the intellectual property 
▪ Worries about resources to be allocated 
▪ Difficulties to scout potential partners 
▪ Concept too far from your corporate culture 
▪ Difficulties to measure the value creation 
▪ Convictions to have the best skills and/or tools 
▪ internally 
▪ Not enough collaboration with your partners 

FB-2013 n/a 

FB-2016 n/a 
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Most of the pilot tests were also aimed to measure the success and impact of the OI practice 

(Table 11). Generally, such issues imply evaluating the importance of the OI activities as part 

of an innovation strategy. Another way to address the performance of OI is to ask about the 

general satisfaction by managers with OI related activities. 

Table 11. Success and impact of Open Innovation 

Survey Questions 

UK IRC-
2010 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements 
about the impact on your firm from bringing in outside knowledge and technology.  
▪  Improved decisions based on knowledge gained from outside 
▪  Improved reputation as an innovator in the marketplace 
▪  Increased ‘richness’ of our technology portfolio 
▪  Increased R&D productivity 
▪  Increased speed to market 
▪  Improved ability to find non-core competencies as needed 
▪  Others (please specify) 
▪  Entered new geographic or product/service markets 
▪  Improved your firm's flexibility of skills 
▪  Gained access to new or specialised information, equipment or 
▪  facilities 
▪  Improved your capability to develop new products, processes, 
▪  and services 
▪  Reduced and shared cost of R&D 
▪  Influenced and helped establish industry standards 

FB-2013 Satisfaction with open innovation and performance impact 
  a. Assess your satisfaction with the open innovation activities during the last two 
years (1 - highly dissatisfied... 7 - highly satisfied). 

Are you satisfied with your open innovation projects? (tick one box only) 
  Very  badly Rather low Rather well Highly No opinion 

How do you consider your maturity in open innovation compared to your competitors? 
(tick one box only) 
  In the top 25% Above average Below average In the bottom 25% No opinion 

What is the importance of the following factors in the success of your open innovation 
project? (tick one box among the five choices possible for each line) 
▪  Have a corporate culture that fosters idea-sharing 
▪  Be backed by the top management 
▪  Be supported by the middle management 
▪  Have a systematic and organised approach to capture external ideas 
▪  Manage an idea generation process (select and prioritize ideas) 
▪  Monitor properly the partnerships (select and animate the partnerships 
▪  Be able to measure the project performance 
▪  Settle an organisation open-innovation oriented 
▪  Train collaborators to open innovation concept and methods 
▪  Manage the intellectual property (protect and valorise) 
▪  Allocate enough resources (time and budget) 

FB-2016 n/a 

 

The concerned surveys emphasize the role of public support for the adoption of the OI by 

either directly inquiring about the participation in relevant policy initiatives or the general 

feasibility of such support from the state. The role of the business environment and climate 
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is not largely discussed (except for GOIS-2014 which provides very broad measures of the 

societal and environmental impacts on OI practices). 

 

Table 12. Role of Public Support and the Environment 

Survey Questions 

UK-IRC 
2010 

Please indicate whether you have heard of and used any of the following policy 
schemes over the last three years. For those schemes used, please indicate the impact 
the scheme has had on your business. 
▪  Grant for collaborative R&D 
▪  Grant for R&D (SMART) 
▪  Grant for Investigating an Innovative Idea 
▪  Knowledge Transfer Partnership (KTPs) 
▪  Knowledge Transfer Networks (KTNs) 
▪  Small Firm Loan Guarantee Scheme (SFLG) 
▪  UK High Technology Fund 
▪  Regional Venture Capital Funds (RVCF) 
▪  Early-Growth funding programme 
▪  University Challenge Seed Fund (UCSF) 
▪  Higher Education Innovation Fund (HEIF) 
▪  Enterprise Investment Scheme (EIS) 
▪  Venture Capital Trusts (VCTs) 
▪  R&D Tax Credits 
▪  Small Business Research Initiative (SBRI) 
▪  Collaborative bids to Research Councils, EU Framework Programme bids etc. 
▪  Others (please specify) 

GOIS-
2014 

Which role does the following stakeholders play in spreading open innovation 
adoption by companies: 
▪  Press and media 
▪  Public authorities and innovation agencies 
▪  Universities and lifelong professional trainers 
▪  Business and industry associations 
▪  Think tanks 
▪  Consultancies 

In your country, which measures will foster the development and adoption of open 
innovation by companies? (tick one box among the five choices possible for each line) 
▪  Norms/standards creation 
▪  Charter of “good practices” 
▪  IP management guidelines 
▪  Regulatory measures 
▪  Fiscal measures 
▪  Subsidies 

FB-2016 Is there a need for further assistance or support for open innovation per se or for open 
innovation projects from the state? (Yes No) 

FB-2013 n/a 
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5. Implications for the Oslo Manual 

Framework  
 
 

Open Innovation appears to be a useful generalization of the recent changes in how 

innovation strategies are conceptualized, addressing the most notable practices and 

emerging business approaches and emphasizing the growing sparsity of the knowledge 

base. While the potential introduction of the OI paradigm in the current OM framework for 

innovation measurement does not challenge the core definitions of innovation, at the same 

time it could broaden the scope of such measurement by covering activities or practices that 

have been largely neglected to date in OM-based innovation surveys.  

The most notable addition to the current OM approach that the OI paradigm could provide 

lies in explicitly stating the role of outbound knowledge flows (e.g. commercialization of 

technologies) as an acknowledged component of companies’ business models and 

innovation strategies. Another relevant addition could be related to distinguishing between 

pecuniary vs. non-pecuniary forms of knowledge transfer. 

Since 2003, when the OI paradigm was first described, considerable progress has been 

achieved both in terms of the theoretical advancements of the OI concept and the way the 

phenomenon is empirically measured. A significant share of the empirical studies carried out 

so far use firm-level survey data derived from OM surveys, such as the Community Innovation 

Surveys. Only in some cases have brand new surveys been tested to extend the measurement 

to OI specific issues. This proves that even in the present configuration, the Oslo Manual 

framework is able to account for the complexity of such a paradigm up to a certain extent. 

However, it lacks important dimensions and it is clear that the potential of these indicators 

has been exhausted. 

The experiences with OI-dedicated surveys and studies provides examples of complementary 

indicators which could be effectively introduced into the OM framework to keep it up to date 

with the latest trends in business innovation management: 

▪ Lists of inbound and outbound practices; 

▪ Refined lists of notable cooperation partners; 

▪ Balance between in-house and open innovation (including continuous indicators of 

intensity); 

▪ Strategic objectives for open innovation; 

▪ Innovation culture and internal openness of the innovation processes. 
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By no means can this list of indicators be treated as exhaustive at a detailed level. 

Nevertheless, the core areas for measurement appear to have been quite stable over 

approximately the ten years covered by the systemic literature reviews. This analysis can be 

extended by supplying specific examples for the measures discussed in the previous sections 

either developed from the scratch or adopted from the relevant surveys. It seems rational, 

however, to treat this list as a menu of options and subject to choice and prioritization. 

Although the challenge of new paradigms in innovation domains is serious, there should be 

a balance between the number and diversity of the indicators proposed for large-scale firm-

level surveys. 
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