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The 1st Experts’ Meeting to Develop an Innovation Scoreboard 
for the MENA Region 

 
    

 

On November 19th and 20th, 2014, the European Investment Bank (EIB), through the Marseille Centre for 
Mediterranean Integration (CMI), co-organised with the Islamic Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (ISESCO), and the United Nations ESCWA Technology Center, an experts’ meeting in 
collaboration with the League of The Arab States (LAS) in Cairo, Egypt.  
The experts’ meeting aimed to initiate and develop a MENA Innovation Scoreboard that is more adapted to 
the region particularities. Very few data is available on MENA countries’ innovation capacities and 
performances, whereas innovation scoreboards have proved to be important tools to monitor the progress 
of a country innovation process, as well as feed the policy dialogue with data and information serving as a 
reference point for policy-makers.  
The two intensive working-days, gathered national delegates from Egypt, Jordon, Lebanon, Morocco, 
Palestine, Tunisia, Iraq, Sudan, Yemen, Bahrain and Qatar. The delegates concluded the meeting by 
discussing the roadmap to establish the innovation scoreboard, selecting a first set of relevant indicators 
and agreed to elect National coordinators who will be responsible to follow-up on the project. 
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You can't manage what you don't measure 
While all countries in the MENA region recognize that fostering innovation, entrepreneurship 
and creativity translates into economic progress, well-being and jobs, an articulated 
understanding of National Innovation Systems (NIS) is lacking as few data are available on 
the countries’ capabilities and performance on innovation. Platforms such as the Global 
Innovation Index, the OECD STI Scoreboard, or the Innovation Union Scoreboard have 
proved to offer policymakers tools to measure progress in nurturing innovation, the ultimate 
driver of sustainable long-term economic growth. Establishing similar platforms for the 
MENA countries will not only allow national innovation system actors to monitor and assess 
their innovation capabilities and innovation policies but will also:   
 Better identify of systemic shortcomings that impede a country’s innovation performance; 
 Present a comparative assessment of the relative strengths and weaknesses of a 

country innovation systems; 
 Monitor innovation trends across the countries in the MENA; 
 Allow for cross-country and regional comparison; 
 Provide examples of good practices on national innovation policies; 
 Facilitate the policy dialogue with data and information and support evidence-based 

policy-making process; 
 Improve the transparency and accountability of the policy-making process; 
 Allow for better-articulated resource allocations, investments and innovation policies. 

 
 
Example of innovation scoreboards:  
 
 Innovation Union Scoreboard: http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/innovation-

scoreboard/index_en.htm 
 
 Global Innovation Index: https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.aspx?page=GII-Home  
 
 Asian Development Bank/EIU Creative Productivity Index: 

http://www.adb.org/publications/creative-productivity-index-analysing-creativity-and-innovation-
asia 
 

 World Bank Knowledge Economy Index: http://info.worldbank.org/etools/kam2/KAM_page5.asp 
 
 
Advancing the knowledge-based economy 
The primary objective of the experts’ meeting was to discuss, define and agree on a series 
of 20 to 25 metrics to use for the MENA Innovation Scoreboard. Roundtable discussions 
took place on the first day where the project objectives and relevance to the MENA and its 
policymakers were discussed. Five working groups were formed on the second day to define 
and work on a set of indicators: a working group for ‘Finance and Investment’ indicators, 
another one for ‘Human resources and Research’, a third one on ‘Private Sector’ indicators, 
and a forth on ‘Intellectual Property’. A fifth working group tackled governance issues in 
relation to the scoreboard project. The shortlisted 61 indicators are listed in annex I. 
 
“Indicators should be there to help the policy-makers take decisions in relation to 
their respective national priorities’’ UNESCO Regional Office in Cairo 
 

https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.aspx?page=GII-Home
https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.aspx?page=GII-Home
http://www.oecd.org/sti/scoreboard.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/innovation-scoreboard/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/innovation-scoreboard/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/innovation-scoreboard/index_en.htm
https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/content.aspx?page=GII-Home
http://www.adb.org/publications/creative-productivity-index-analysing-creativity-and-innovation-asia
http://www.adb.org/publications/creative-productivity-index-analysing-creativity-and-innovation-asia
http://info.worldbank.org/etools/kam2/KAM_page5.asp
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Highlights of the two-days’ meeting 
1) Issues to consider prior to selecting the final indicators 
The meeting emphasised the main considerations that need to be made when developing 
the MENA Innovation Scoreboard including: 
 The desirable outcomes from an innovation scoreboard; 
 The indicators relevance to policy-making; 
 The definition of innovation; 
 The availability of indicators; 
 The sustainability of data collection and data update; 
 The necessity to use consensual taxonomies in innovation-related sectors; 
 Understanding data collection: classifications, taxonomies, manuals, types of data, 

scaling, etc. (see Annex II). 
 Understanding types of data and variables: the difference between a) Hard, objective, 

quantitative data; b) Index/composite (e.g. WB data for ease of doing business or ITU for 
ICT use and access); and c) soft subjective, qualitative, and discrete (e.g. the World 
Economic Forum Executive Opinion Survey);  

 Understanding the scaling factor: the choice of denominator to ensure comparability is 
crucial (e.g. per capita; per GDP; or per R&D expenditure); 
 
 

 

 

 
   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

During the working sessions  
 
 
 
 
 



4 
 

‘Missing data is an issue in the MENA region’ 
 
 
2) Challenges to collecting or compiling data: 
 
i.  Countries’ point of view: 
 Communicating data: Private companies are averse to sharing their information as they 

associate it with tax matters;   
 Accuracy of data:  some data do not reflect the reality and are provided by companies or 

public institutions to avoid accountability or auditing on performance; 
 Collecting data involves many stakeholders who have different perceptions and 

interpretations with no strong central leadership; 
 Lack of appropriate human and financial resources; 
 Lack of technical capacity. 

 
 
Case: The Tunisian innovation Scoreboard 
 

 
Box 1: Tunisia innovation scoreboard 
indicators  

 
Since 2010 Tunisia has been developing a 
national innovation scoreboard with 97 
indicators (box 1). A first report was 
completed in 2010 but only 52% of the 
indicators were collected. The reasons lie in 
the challenges mentioned beforehand in 
addition to the following hurdles: 
 6% of the indicators were not available in 

databases and needed surveys, which in 
turn required financial commitments*. 

 The large number of indicators (97) did not facilitate the stakeholders’ work but rather 
contributed to their demotivation;  

 A large number of innovation stakeholders were involved: Science and Technology 
Parks, incubators, technical centers, universities, the agency for industrial promotion, 
private consultants, etc.);  

 Furthermore, too many resources were provided to support innovation at different levels 
without real return on investment; 

 The government and especially the Ministry of Industry lacked a monitoring tool to 
manage its innovation policy. 
 

*In 2013 GIZ launched an annual innovation survey to provide the Tunisian Scoreboard with some indicators. 
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ii. UNESCO regional office in Cairo point of view:  
Since 1999 the UNESCO Institute of statistics has been trying to collect data in the MENA 
region, but this has been very difficult for a number of reasons including:  
 The right infrastructure and system to collect the statistics has been missing in the 

countries;  
 ‘’Real time data’’ is difficult to obtain. In fact it takes the institute three years to get data 

for a single year; 
 National Innovation Systems (NIS) are either non-existent or weak and fragile and the 

level of priority for indicators is not at the required level; 
 A national autonomous entity dedicated to sustaining the collection of data is often 

absent; 
 A high turnover of staff  collecting statistics  hampers countries   technical capacity; 
 Funding for collecting or compiling data is missing and the incentive to allocate a budget 

is weak; (e.g. Surveys cost between EUR 70000 and 100.000)  
 And in general, the availability of hard data is problematic in repositories of institutions 

with outdated, unreliable or missing data. Box 2 shows the main sources of statistics. 
 

Box 2: Sources of data and statistics 

 
UNESCO statistics 

 
http://www.uis.unesco.org/DataCentre/Pages/BrowseScience.aspx 
 

 
 
WIPO statistics 
 
 

 
IP statistics data center: http://ipstats.wipo.int/ipstatv2/ 
 
IP statistical country profiles: 
http://www.wipo.int/ipstats/en/statistics/country_profile/  
 

 
IMF for credit and finance 
statistics  
 

 
http://www.imf.org/external/data.htm 
 

 
WTO for trade statistics 

 
http://stat.wto.org/Home/WSDBHome.aspx?Language=E 
 

 
IMF for trade statistics 

 
http://www.imf.org/external/data.htm#exchange 
 

 

UNIDO for output/value added 
data 

 
 
http://www.unido.org/Data1/Statistics/Databases/ISAV.cfm?dig=4 
 

 
International Telecommunication 
Union (ITU) for ICT infrastructure, 
access and use 
 

 
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-
D/Statistics/Documents/statistics/2014/ITU_Key_2005-2014_ICT_data.xls 
 

 
The World Bank for policy 
statistics 
 

 
http://data.worldbank.org/region/MNA 

 
The Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor GEM database 

 
http://www.gemconsortium.org/Data 

 

 

http://www.uis.unesco.org/DataCentre/Pages/BrowseScience.aspx
http://ipstats.wipo.int/ipstatv2/
http://ipstats.wipo.int/ipstatv2/
http://www.wipo.int/ipstats/en/statistics/country_profile/
http://www.wipo.int/ipstats/en/statistics/country_profile/
http://www.imf.org/external/data.htm
http://stat.wto.org/Home/WSDBHome.aspx?Language=E
http://www.imf.org/external/data.htm#exchange
http://www.unido.org/Data1/Statistics/Databases/ISAV.cfm?dig=4
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Documents/statistics/2014/ITU_Key_2005-2014_ICT_data.xls
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Documents/statistics/2014/ITU_Key_2005-2014_ICT_data.xls
http://data.worldbank.org/region/MNA
http://www.gemconsortium.org/Data
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3) Mitigating these challenges  

The national delegates/ experts established a number of recommendations to overcome the 
aforementioned challenges to collect reliable, relevant, and timely statistics for a MENA 
Innovation Scoreboard: 

 In a first version of the MENA Innovation Scoreboard, the indicators should not be based 
on surveys to ensure the sustainability of data collection and reduce financial cost; 

 The indicators selected should be collected from International Organizations such as the 
UNESCO, WIPO, ITU, IMF, etc. as well as national organizations with a prerequisite of 
coherence between all MENA countries in terms of definitions, coverage fields, and 
periodicity;   

 Countries should establish sustainable and coordinated national Science, Technology 
and Innovation (STI) statistical systems involving ministries and National Statistical 
Offices;  

 Countries may consider placing a core team at the highest policy level (e.g. at the Prime 
Minister office) with the mission of seeking political support to set the right structures for 
obtaining data and sustaining its collection.  

 Countries should reinforce their National Innovation Systems (NIS) and set up NIS 
observatories, which will carry on the collection of data for the innovation scoreboard; 

 
Recommendations for a successful National Innovation Systems (NIS) (from Amman 
Meeting, November 2013): 
 
a) Take your Science, Technology and Innovation (STI) policy to the highest policy level 

and present it as a priority in the policy agenda.  
b) At the national level, you need a leader team and a well responsible organization for STI 

governance. This team should be able to set aims, take actions, and coordinate regional 
and international benchmarking exercises.  

c) Involve the private sector in your policy and decision-making. Inquire about what they 
need.  

d) Have a sustainable funding model  
e) Support policy-learning process: attend international and regional workshops, raise 

awareness of innovation, and train in strategic and operational management of 
innovation, benchmarking, and evaluation.  

 
 

 Countries or national coordinators should take stock of what data is available, or  missing 
and devise a plan on how to close the gaps, including the request for capacity building; 

 Capacity building is crucial to enhance technical capacities and innovation management 
skills. It could include:  

o Trainings in the right standards, definitions, sources of data, and variables  
o Promoting the use of STI indicators for evidence-based policy making 
o Cross-country experience sharing of good practices  

 Coordination, harmonisation and systematisation (تنسيق) of all the efforts and initiatives 
related to a national innovation scoreboard is required;  

http://beta.cmimarseille.org/highlights/national-innovation-systems-input-output-and-impact
http://beta.cmimarseille.org/highlights/national-innovation-systems-input-output-and-impact
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 Increased collaboration and cooperation between agencies to ensure correspondence 
between datasets and policy coherence is necessary; 

 Auditing, evaluating and assessing (الـمـحـاسـبـة) of all the available statistics as well as the 
public policies in place; 

 Countries should promote partnerships between NIS stakeholders both in the public and 
the private sectors; 

 Whereas both private sector and financial sector data are difficult to obtain, they are 
crucial to the MENA Innovation Scoreboard (E.g. “R&D expenditures by private sector”, 
‘’Venture Capital investment’’ ‘’micro-credits’’, ‘’seed capital’’, etc.); 

 The supervision by a regional entity of statistics (ARABSTAT, ALECSO, etc) for setting 
data consistency between the MENA countries would be desirable; 

 National coordinators in charge of the MENA innovation scoreboard should promote the 
adoption of the latest classification and consensual use of taxonomies in innovation-
related sectors; 

 Countries should multiply dissemination efforts when the choice of indicators is final. 
 

’We need to move beyond simplistic and traditional metrics towards a modern, 
holistic, and inclusive vision’’ 

                                                                                                        Daniela Benavente  

 
Example of indicators developed at a regional level 
 
Box 3: Assessment of the implementation of the Euro Mediterranean Charter for 
Enterprise, 2008 
 
In 2004, a Euro-Mediterranean Charter for Enterprise was adopted by the Industry ministers 
of 9 Mediterranean countries (Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Palestine, 
Syria and Tunisia), and provided a comprehensive picture of the development of policies that 
support and promote enterprise development and entrepreneurship in the region.  
In 2008 a report assessing the status of implementation of the Charter was initiated by the 
Mediterranean countries and was completed after an eight-month long assessment process. 
Together the countries and the partner organizations (the OECD, the EC, the ETF, and in 
consultation with the EIB,) elaborated analytic indicators for each of the 10 dimensions of the 
Charter. In total 77 indicators with 10 dimensions were developed in consultation with 
the participating countries and were used for the evaluation of the private sector 
development. Each country had a ‘national charter coordinator’ who was in charge of 
conducting a national self-assessment using inputs from key stakeholders. The partner 
organizations completed a parallel and independent assessment, based on inputs collected 
by a team of local experts and supported by interviews with experts and private sector 
representatives, combined with data from international organizations sources. The ten 
dimensions are: 
 Ease of procedures for enterprises   
 Education and training for 

entrepreneurship 
 Improved skills 
 Easier access to finance and 

 Innovative firms business 
 Strong business associations 
 Quality business support schemes and 

services 
 Strengthening Euro-Mediterranean 

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/international/files/charter_11_dimensions_en.pdf
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investment-friendly taxation 
 Better market access  

networks and partnerships 
 Clear and targeted information for 

enterprises  
According to the level of complexity, dimensions were divided in sub-dimensions. 
Assessment results are aggregated at dimension and sub-dimension level. Indicators are 
weighted according to their relative importance (see Annex 1 in The Charter implementation 
assessment grid and the weights attributed to each indicator and sub-dimension).  
 

 
National delegates Recommendations 
The delegates’ recommendations throughout the two-days meeting can be summarized in 
the following points: 
 As a next step to the experts’ meeting in Cairo, the organizers should consider to jointly 

send out an official invitation letter to the countries to officially inquire about their 
willingness to develop a MENA Innovation Scoreboard, and if applicable to designate a 
political focal point in their respective countries (both an institution and an individual 
person). 

 Ownership and support by policy-makers, sustainability, partnership and cooperation 
between the main stakeholders of the MENA Innovation Scoreboard, as well as 
autonomy, are all necessary for the success and sustainability of the MENA Innovation 
Scoreboard. 

 
Supervisory body 
 Each country should identify one national organization that will be responsible for 

collecting the data and assigning the tasks to other national organizations. These latter 
must be assigned with a prerequisite to assure coherence between all MENA countries 
in terms of definition, coverage fields, periodicity, and methodology of data collection in 
order to avoid comparison bias among the MENA countries; 

 The involvement of National Statistical offices (NSOs) is critical to develop a 
scorecard and insure the monitoring and evaluation system that is needed for assuring 
the quality of data, integrity, and cost effectiveness. NSOs are mandated to collect 
statistics complying with international standards, regulations, principles and ethics; 

 A regional entity can be considered to supervise this project to ensure data consistency 
between the countries. Regional Governance is essential for the success of the project 
and therefore, a single body with a dedicated unit of competent experts is highly 
desirable (e.g. ALESCO, ISESCO or LAS); 

 To consider assigning a group of national statistical experts to ascertain and assure 
data integrity; 

 To consider assigning a “management team” of 5 persons that will facilitate 
operational decisions and seek technical advice when necessary. This team could 
be made up of representatives from LAS, ISESCO, ESCWA, and EIB in addition to one 
or two national coordinators from the MENA countries.  

 
 
 
 

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/international/files/2008_report_charter_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/international/files/2008_report_charter_en.pdf
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Communication: 
 The development of a website dedicated to the MENA Innovation Scoreboard project, 

where information and updates will be shared among the delegates and where 
continuous feedback will be provided to the stakeholders; 

 Sharing successful experiences and best practices among MENA countries is important 
throughout all the stages of this project; 

 
Technical capacity: 
 Providing trainings to the team that will be responsible for data collection is necessary;  
 Providing technical expertise in all areas related to developing an innovation scoreboard, 

including how to ascertain data collection in a systematic, periodic and sustainable 
manner. 
 

In substance: 
 At the start of this project, to use indicators that are mostly already available within the 

countries and that could therefore be easily collected from international organizations 
statistical repositories such as the UNESCO, WIPO, IMF, etc. 

 Consideration should be given at a later stage to creating a synthetic indicator of 
innovation (Scoring, Data envelopment analysis (DEA), Principal component analysis 
(PCA), etc.);  

 The project should be integrated into the general theme of socio-economic strategies, 
programs and development interventions at national and regional levels; 

 Furthermore, some delegates expressed the view that the following indicators should be 
reflected in the MENA Innovation Scoreboard:  
- Innovation-enabling structures and intermediates such as incubators, Science and 

Technology Parks, industrial clusters, and consultancies, which play a relatively 
important role in the innovation system (Tunisia has included 12 indicators); 

- Mobility indicators: diaspora, ease of getting visa, etc. 
- Funding for collaborative projects which has been an important incentive to 

innovation based on R&D; Public funding for RDI; Crowdfunding in the region; 
- The relations between public research and private/productive environments; 
- Indicators to evaluate innovation-enabling regulations,  
- Indicators to measure available prizes and awards for innovators.  
- ‘’E-participation and access to ICT indicators that can be considered as the closest 

indicators to social innovation indicators’’   
 Although not all the participants were convinced about the idea of including indicators 

related to social innovation, the debate revealed that ‘’social innovation’’ was a relatively 
new concept to be already incorporated in standard innovation scoreboards. Social 
innovation or social entrepreneurship is an innovation or a company that responds to a 
societal need, and is directly relevant to fields such a medicine, space and agriculture 
(developing a patent for curing cancer; developing a space application to broadcast 
teaching materials in remote regions; or developing weather sensing products to control 
crop production).   
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Action Plan and Timeline  
During the meeting the four working groups shortlisted 61 indicators (Annex I) deemed 
relevant to the MENA Innovation Scoreboard. The designated national coordinators with the 
support of the political focal points (see box 4) will be assigned with the task of narrowing 
down the selection and therefore will have to define and agree on a framework and a series 
of metrics of 20 to 25 statistics relevant to assess innovation capabilities and performances 
of the MENA countries. At a later stage, the coordinators will have to assess if the selected 
statistics can be readily collected or simply compiled from international statistical 
repositories, or whether they need to be surveyed. Besides, they will have to determine how 
to guarantee the data collection in a systematic and sustainable manner every year. The 
team of national coordinators and experts will be responsible for ascertaining and assuring 
data integrity as well as data consistency between the MENA countries. Further, a 
management team would lead the effort at the regional level and arrange consultations, with 
final decision authority on the final list of indicators.  
 
Based on the delegates’ recommendations and the discussions, the identified next steps can 
be summarized as follows: 
 
Date  Action 
23 DEC 2014 A summary report and the sets of indicators that have been selected by 

the participants during the experts’ meeting will be sent to all the 
participants for revision and approval.  
 

DEC 2014 Participants of each country to nominate a “coordinator” or a “contact 
person” for the follow-up correspondences. (*list of coordinators as of 
08/12/2014)  
 

DEC 2014 Each country to define a “political” focal point that provides the national 
political support in order to reach a final product (e.g. Higher Councils for 
S&T, Statistical Office, etc.) 
 

JAN 2015 National coordinators to check and report on availability of the indicators in 
national databases or surveys, in order to reach agreement on the basic 
set of indicators to retain 
 

JAN 2015 The organizers to send the selected indicators to the national political 
focal points with an official letter of support- jointly signed by ESCWA 
Technology Centre, ISESCO, the League of the Arab States, and 
ALESCO- stating the importance of the MENA Innovation Scoreboard 
project for the national innovation policies  
 

JAN-JUNE 
2015 

- Data collection and surveys in each country to update or obtain the 
missing data. 

- Identification of need for technical support and expertise 
 

MAR-JUNE 
2015 

A second experts’ meeting with national coordinators (in Amman or Rabat) 
to discuss the progress of the MENA Innovation Scoreboard 
- Agree on definitions, classifications, taxonomies, etc. relevant to each 

area (education, research, business, finance, etc.); 
- Establish procedure to standardize the data; 
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- Discuss the inclusion of a “benchmark” country (e.g. Malaysia, or 
Turkey); 

- Define procedures and responsibilities of national focal poins for 
diffusion and publication of the Scoreboard (e.g. create a website e.g. 
www.MENA-innovation-scoreboard.org), as well as monitoring and 
evaluation. 

- Establish date for presentation at a high level ministerial meeting  in 
Q4 2015. 
 

SEP-DEC 2015 Presentation of final product at a high level ministerial meeting 
(ISESCO/LAS-ALESCO/UN-ESCWA) 

 

Box 4: List of coordinators as of 19/12/2014 

Country  National coordinator National political focal point 
Egypt  
 

Mr. Rmadan rezk 
Director of The Egyptian Science, Technology 
and Innovation Observatory (ESTIO), the 
Academy of scientific research and technology 
 
In cooperating with: 
The Ministry of Communications and Information 
Technology (MCIT) 
Technology Innovation & Entrepreneurship Center 

the Academy of scientific 
research and technology 

Jordan  Mr. Mohammad Mahmoud Mohammad Khalaf 
Head of Quality Division, Jordan Department of 
Statistics 
 
In cooperation with: 
the Higher Council for Science and Technology 

Jordan Department of 
Statistics 

Morocco  Mr. Ilyes Boumahdi 
Head of Knowledge Economy and Tertiary 
Activities unit, Directorate of Studies and 
Financial Forecasts, The Moroccan Ministry of 
Economy and Finance 
 
In cooperation with: 
The ministry of higher education and the ministry of 
industry, 

The Moroccan Ministry of 
Economy and Finance  

Palestine  
 

Mr. Ibrahim Abdelrahim,  
The Higher council for Innovation and Excellence  
 
In cooperating with: 
The Palestine Central Bureau of statistics 

The Higher Council for 
Innovation and Excellence 

Sudan  Mr. Yasin Elhag Abdin 
Director of the Sudanese Bureau of statistics 

The ministry of the cabinet 
or the Central Bureau of 
Statistics 

Tunisia  TBC 
Directorate of Innovation and Technological 
Development, Ministry of Industry 

The Tunisian Ministry of 
Industry 

Qatar  Dr. Hamad Al-Ibrahim 
Director of Planning and Strategic Initiatives, 
Research and Development, Qatar Foundation 

TBC 
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In conclusion, this first experts’ meeting to develop an Innovation Scoreboard for the MENA 
region was successful in convening, under the same roof, national experts from different 
organisations and countries. They were unanimous that sustaining growth through 
innovation is an important area of focus for policymakers in order to overcome the region 
middle-income trap. They were successful in shortlisting a series of 61 statistics that could 
be given priority in the collection and compilation efforts. These indicators will serve as a tool 
to evaluate the region’s innovation capacities, policies, resources and performances. This 
meeting was also an occasion to exchange on relevant, region specific   indicators that are 
usually discarded from innovation scoreboards but could be worth reflecting upon attentively, 
like diaspora, entrepreneurship in the education system, and social Innovation. The second 
meeting that is scheduled for mid-2015 is expected to take this important yet ambitious 
regional exercise a step further.  
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Annex I: 
The list innovation indicators discussed and selected by the working groups  
 
Indicator  Availability  Source Comments  
 
Group 1: Private sector 
 

 
The group used the Innovation Union Scoreboard structure 

Firm activities 
1. R&D expenditure in the business sector as % 

of GDP 
 

yes GCR 12.03 
 

Company spending on R&D (survey) 
 

2. Innovation expenditure as % of total turnover ?  Definition: This indicator measures innovation expenditure as percentage of total 
turnover. Several of the components of innovation expenditure, such as R&D 
activities, investment in equipment and machinery and the acquisition of patents 
and licenses, measure the diffusion of new production technology and ideas.  
Note: The Innovation Union Scoreboard included an indicator to measure Non 
R&D innovation expenditure (% of total turnover).  

Linkages and entrepreneurship    
3. SMEs innovating in-house as % of all SMEs 
 

?   

4. Innovative SMEs co-operating with others (% 
of all SMEs) 

 

?   

5. Public-private scientific co-publications per 
million population 

 

?   

6. Public-private collaboration in innovation as 
% of all firms 

Yes  
 
 
 
GCR 9.02  
GCR 12.04  
GCR 12.05 

This is a new indicator added by the group. It captures public (universities/ 
research centres)-private research linkages and active collaboration activities 
between business sector researchers and public sector researchers resulting in 
innovation.  
Firm level technology absorption (survey) 
University Industry Cooperation (survey) 
Government procurement of advanced technology (survey) 

Innovators    
7. SMEs introducing product or process 

innovations as % of SMEs 
?   

8. SMEs introducing marketing or organisational 
innovations as % of SMEs 

 
 
 

?   
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Group 2: Intellectual Property (IP) 

 
Patents 
9. Domestic resident patent applications / billion 

PPP$ GDP  
 

Yes WIPO 
 

 
Note: indicator GII N° 6.1.1 

10. Patent families filed in at least 2 countries 
/billion PPP $GDP 

 

yes WIPO 
 

This indicator is available in WIPO for ‘’patent families filed in at least 3 countries’’  
 

Trademark    
11. Domestic resident trademark applications / 

billion PPP $GDP  
 

yes WIPO  Note: indicator GII N°7.1.1 

12. Madrid trademark applications by country of 
origin /billion PPS$ GDP  

 

yes WIPO Note: indicator N°7.1.2 

Designs    
13. Domestic design applications by / billion 

PPP$ GDP 
 

Yes WIPO  

14. La Haye design applications by country of 
origin / billion PPP$ GDP 

 
 

?   

Copyright    
15. National feature films / million population 15-

69  
 

yes UNESCO Note: indicator GII N° 7.2.2 

16. Global entertainment and media output / per 
thousand, population 15–69 years old  

 
 
 

?  Note: Indicator GII 7.2.3 

 
Group 3: Human resources and scientific research 

 
17. % PhDs graduates 
 

?   

18. % Master graduates 
 

?   

19. % of a class age having secondary education  ?  The group discussed using percentage vs per capita for this indicator 
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20. Number of students abroad (or % students 
abroad as % of student inside) 

 

?   

21. The brain circulation 
 

?   

22. The brain drain 
 

?  This data may be obtained from National Databases. 

23. % of Female graduates  
 

?   

24. % graduates in Science, technology and 
engineering (as percent total graduates) 

 

?  The closest indicators are 
“science and engineering enrolment“ Source UNESCO 
“Availability Scientists and Engineers” Source GCR 12.06 
 

25. Number of graduates that are employed in 
R&D/research or S&T institutions and in the 
business sector 

?  The closest available indicator is: 
“R&D personnel (FTE)” source UNESCO 
Definition: R&D personnel are all persons employed directly on R&D, as well as 
those providing direct services such as R&D managers, administrators, and 
clerical staff. Persons providing an indirect service, such as canteen and security 
staff, should be excluded. 

26. Include Pisa tests when existing (as in GII) 
 

?   

27. Graduates for vocational/ technical schools 
 

?   

28. Access to equipment 
 

 

?  more details/ a definition of this indicator is needed   
  

29. % publications in high level journals (10% 
more cited or with higher IF) 

 

?  
 
 

Available indicators are :  
Scientific Articles published in Arab world (2008) source UNESCO 
Scientific publication per mio inhabitant (2008) source UNESCO 
International scientific publications/ mio people  
Scientific and Techical articles /bn GDP PPP$ 
 

30. % publications in engineering as % 
publications 

 

?  

31. International funding available for research in 
the country  

 

?   

32. R&D expenditure in the public sector as % of 
GDP 

 

?   
 

33. Computer software spending (% of GDP) 
 
 
 

?   
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Group 4: Finance and Trade  
The approach for the selection of indicators is based on their relevance in conjunction with the treated topic, the availability of data for the majority of Arab countries, 
regularity of data publication with the latest possible values. Therefore, we could describe the changes experienced by countries in the region lately. The indicators 
selected are related to the Global Innovation Index (GII) and the Innovation Union Scoreboard (IUS) given the selection process and debates that were upstream of the 
creation of these two sets of indicators. 
The choice of indicators has also been driven by the reliability of sources. Three main sources of information are then at the basis of the indicators chosen: EBOPS for the 
balance of payments data, the IMF and the World Bank for the national aggregates, and COMTRADE for the trade data. This approach led to the choice of indicators 
related to finance and trade declined in four subdivisions: 
 
Trade    
Trade in Goods 
 

   

34. Medium/High-tech exports % 
 

?   

35. Medium/High-tech imports % 
 

?   

36. Creative goods exports as % of GDP 
 
 
 
 

 

yes UNCTAD 
 

In case creativity and copyright-related industries are included, the source will be 
UNESCO 2009 FCS  
 

Trade in Services (based on EBOPS) 
37. Royalty and license fees payments over total 

service imports  
?  This indicator is based on EBOPS 2002, increasingly called "charges for the use 

of intellectual property n.i.e - payments" (n.i.e. stands for not included elsewhere, 
on the basis of EBOP 2010) 

38. Royalty and license fees receipts over total 
service exports 

?  Note: this indicator is based on EBOPS 2002 

39. Communication, computer and information 
service imports over total service imports 

?   

40. Communication, computer and information 
service exports over total service exports 

?   

41. Knowledge-intensive services exports over 
total service exports 

? 
 
 

 Indicators can be found in IUS 

42. Knowledge intensive service imports, % total 
imports 

 

?   
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43. Audio-visual and related services exports 
over total service exports 

?  Include this indicator in case creativity and copyright-related industries are 
included 
 

Output/Value added:    
44. Manufacturing value added Yes UNIDO  

 
45. High-tech and medium high-tech over total 

manufacturers output or value-added % 
Yes UNIDO 

 
 

 

46. Printing and publishing output over total 
manufacturing 

 

No  Include this indicator in case creativity and copyright-related industries are 
included 
 
 
 

Investment/Credit 
47. Foreign direct investment, net outflows (% of 

GDP) 
No 

 
 

  

48. Foreign direct investment, net inflows (% of 
GDP) 

Yes 
 
 

UNCTAD 
 

 
 

49. Gross capital formation (% of GDP) No 
 

 This indicator is also known as ‘gross domestic investment’ in other contexts, e.g. 
SNA 2008  

Financing    
50. Domestic credit to private sector (% of GDP) Yes WB GFDD Domestic credit to private sector %GDP 

51. Market capitalization of listed companies (% 
of GDP) 

No   

52. Stock traded, total value (% of GDP) No 
 

  

53. Microfinance Gross Loan Portfolio (% of 
GDP)  

Yes 
 

WB GFDD Check country coverage by Mix Market or find another indicator 

54. Venture Capital investment  Yes GCR 8.05 
 

Availability of another indicator  ‘’Venture Capital deals’’ Source MENA PEA 
 

Policy indicators    
55. Tariff rate, applied, weighted mean, all 

products (%) 
No   



18 
 

56. New business density (new registration per 
1000 people ages 15-64) 

 

Yes World bank  Note: GII 6.2.2.  
‘’Business start-up /the population 15-66’’ in Excel file compiled by EIB 

Ease of doing business indicators     

57. Ease of starting a business 
 

yes WB GFDD  

58. Ease of resolving insolvency 
 

No   

59. Ease of protecting investors 
 

No   

60. Ease of getting credit 
 
 

yes  
WB GFDD 
WB GFDD 
WB 
GFDD/IDB 
WB GFDD 

possible available indicators are 
‘’Firms identifying access to finance as obstacle’’ 
‘’Firms using banks to finance investments’’  
‘’Percentage Investments financed by Banks ‘’ 
‘’Small firms with bank loan or credit line %’’ 
 

61. Ease of paying taxes 
 

No   

 

Acronyms: 

GCR: Global Competitiveness Report  

GII: Global Innovation Index 

UNESCO: United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

GERD: Gross domestic expenditure on research and development 

FCS: 2009 UNESCO Framework for Cultural Statistics  

EBoBP: Extended Balance of Payments Services Classification 

ISIC: International Standard Industrial Classification of All Economic Activities 

MENA PEA: MENA Private Equity Association  

GFDD: Global Financial Development Database (GFDD)  

WIPO: World Intellectual Property Organization 

http://www.weforum.org/issues/global-competitiveness
http://www.menapea.com/
http://econ.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTDEC/EXTGLOBALFINREPORT/0,,contentMDK:23492070~pagePK:64168182~piPK:64168060~theSitePK:8816097,00.html
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CCoQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.wipo.int%2F&ei=mnOBVKq1McW0UZW4hNgP&usg=AFQjCNFTeF7VsBf_DH4H-W9avc_IuKZtbw&sig2=AYrsr9Z1KIxk9snCBuU2yA&bvm=bv.80642063,d.ZWU
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Annex II 
 
Data collection: Statistical manuals, Efforts to standardise definitions and indicators 
 
Frascati family 
 Handbook on Deriving Capital Measures of 

Intellectual Property Products. OECD 2010. 
 Oslo Manual 1996 and 2005. Guidelines for 

Collecting and Interpreting Innovation Data. 
OECD, Eurostat.  

 Frascati Manual 2002 (6th ed.): Proposed 
Standard Practice for Surveys of Research and 
Experimental Development. OECD. 

 Canberra Manual 1995: The Measurement of 
Human Resources Devoted to Science and 
Technology. OECD, Eurostat, GD.  

 Patent Manual 1994: Using Patent Data as 
Science and Technology Indicators. OECD, 
GD.  

 TBP Manual 1992. Proposed Standard Method 
of Compiling and Interpreting Technology 
Balance of Payments Data. OECD, GD. 

 

Trade  
 World Tariff Profiles 2006 to 2013. WTO, ITC, 

and UNCTAD.  
 IMTS 2010. International Merchandise Trade 

Statistics: Concepts and Definitions. United 
Nations Statistics Division (UNSD).  

 MSITS 2002 and 2010. Manual on Statistics of 
International Trade in Services. United Nations 
Statistical Commission (UNSC) 

 Handbook on Economic Globalisation 
Indicators 2005 and 2010. OECD.  

Others 
 A Guide for Information Society Measurements 

and Analysis. OECD 2005.  
 Measuring Productivity Manual. OECD 2001.  
 A Framework for Biotechnology Statistics. 

OECD 2005 
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Annex II 
 
Data collection: Classification and taxonomies  
 
Intellectual Property 
 IPC (1971). International Patent Classification. 

WIPO. 
 LOC (1968). Locarno Classification of goods 

for the registration of industrial designs. WIPO. 
 NCL (1957). Nice Classification of goods and 

services for the registration of marks. WIPO. 
 FOS (2007). Revised Field of Science and 

Technology classification. OECD. 
 Tariffs and trade in goods 
 HS (2012). Harmonized Commodity 

Description and Coding System. World 
Customs Organization. 

 SITC Rev.4 (2006). Standard International 
Trade Classification. United Nations. 

 
Activity/product 
 BEC Rev. 4 (2003). Classification by Broad 

Economic Categories. United Nations. 
 CPA (2008). Statistical Classification of 

Products by Activity. Eurostat. 
 NACE Rev.2 (2008). Statistical Classification of 

Economic Activities in the European 
Community. Eurostat.  

 CPC Ver.2 (2008). Central Product 
Classification (product classification for goods 
and services). United Nations. 

 ISIC Rev.4 (2008). International Standard 
Industrial Classification of All Economic 
Activities. United Nations. 

 

Balance of payments (BOP) and trade in 
services 
 AFA. Activity of Foreign Affiliates, OECD based 

on SITC Rev. (OECD Handbook on 
globalization, page 214). 

 BD4 (2008). Benchmark Definition of Foreign 
Direct Investment, 4th ed. OECD. 

 BPM6 (2009). Balance of Payments and 
International Investment Position Manual, 6th 
Edition. International Monetary Fund. 

 EBOPS (2010). 2010 Extended Balance of 
Payments Services Classification (MSTIS 
2010, Annex I). 

 FATS (2009). Foreign Affiliates Statistics. 
Eurostat recommendations manual in 2009. 

 ICFA Rev.1 (2010). ISIC Rev.4 Categories for 
Foreign Affiliates in services (MSITS 2010, 
Annex II). Also based on NACE Rev.1. 

 MTN.GNS/W/120 (1991). Services Sectoral 
Classification List at the basis of GATS 
negotiations, 10 July 1991. World Trade 
Organization, reproduced as Annex IV in 
MSITS 2010 (UNSC 2010). 

 
Taxonomies 
 2009 UNESCO Framework For Cultural 

Statistics (FCS). 
 2011 OECD ISIC Rev.3 Technology Intensity 

Definition  
 2005 OECD High technology products list 

based on SITC Rev. 3  
 2014 Eurostat High-tech aggregation by NACE 

Rev. 2 (manufacturing industries and services 
sectors); High-tech aggregation by SITC Rev. 3 
and Rev. 4; High-tech aggregation by patents; 
and Knowledge Intensive Activities by NACE 
Rev. 1.1 and Rev. 2. 

 


