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Development of the Kuwaiti Private Sector’s
Scientific and Technological Capabilities; Review
and Assessment of KFAS Strategic Initiatives and
Programs - Implementation of Phase II

Executive Summary

This report provides comprehensive summary information on the fact finding project
undertaken by the Innovation & Enterprise Directorate (I&ED) at the Kuwait Foundation for
the Advancement of Science (KFAS) titled: “Development of the Kuwaiti Private Sector’s
Scientific and Technological Capabilities; Review and Assessment of KFAS Strategic
Initiatives and Programs - Implementation of Phase II”. The study’s main objectives are to
measure progress vis-à-vis benchmarks as developed in the PSA Phase I. The study is based
partly on desk research of written material on the subject of STI in the context of the Kuwait
private sector, and mainly on a field study consisting of gathering and analyzing relevant
feedback from a number of top executives in private sector companies. Results of this
investigation are contrasted with the findings of the PSA phase I study to track down
evolutions compared to past performances of key indicators. This approach is amenable to
highlighting possible gaps (as perceived by the private sector executives), in terms of the
inner capacity of the private sector to innovate, and in relation to the track record of
achievements by I&ED on STI capacity building and the promotion of the culture of
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innovation within the private sector. This would allow the I&ED to perform a scientific
assessment of the status-quo of the practice of STI in private sector companies at the
aftermath the PSA phase I, as it aspires to adopt a forward strategic approach drawing-on: i)
replicating and scaling-up any identified current strengths and accomplishments, ii)
addressing any detected weaknesses and shortcomings through proposing corrective
courses of actions, iii) designing ways by which identified opportunities and prospects can
be optimally capitalized on, and iv) taking steps towards mitigating identified risks and
threats. Beyond the dimension of absorptive STI capacity assessment, this report
emphasizes the necessity to enhance incentives for innovations, and the need to foster
closer fruitful strategic partnerships between private sector companies and KFAS in terms of
what ought to be the country’s future STI programs and initiatives as part of a proactive
contribution towards building a knowledge economy.

The field study designed to serve the purpose of this investigation is performed on a random
sample of private sector companies. The survey questionnaire distributed to companies in
the selected sample was designed primarily to collect revealing information about the
current capacity of STI and innovation management at the company level. One of the
interesting findings is that companies with larger capital sizes tend to be relatively more
prone to innovation, and possibly more receptive to KFAS initiatives. Most companies
consider strategic planning as an important tool of effective management. More relevantly
for the context of this investigation, nearly three quarters of them seem to be aware of the
need to embed the innovation dimension within goals of their strategic plans. Yet, and
despite the overall positive attitude, the track records of actions and achievements in this
regard is not as impressive. This result is indicating implicitly that these companies are not
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in much need for further persuasion about the merits of investing in innovation. Rather,
what these companies are in need for is mostly progress in their capacities to be able to
produce/adapt/utilize knowledge to innovate and produce higher value added and globally
competitive goods and services.

To this end, I&ED must persevere in identifying technical assistance programs to help
companies focus on two major intersecting tracks. First and foremost, it should aspire to
help companies develop, implement, and indeed fully embrace the culture of strategic
planning as an approach to modern management. At the same time, I&ED must support
these companies develop and embed the “strategy-component-for-STI” within their
strategic plans.

This would obviously include programs aiming at reshaping the

organizational culture at companies to be innovative and able to implement processes
relevant to managing innovations. This could be managed through gradual courses of
actions defined by specific targets, taking into consideration distinct institutional features of
companies or sectors. In this regard, I&ED needs to follow a methodological framework
comprising a set of building blocks to help companies deal with the challenges of STI
advancement, i.e., i) establishing the STI tag into company strategic planning processes,
with a need for programs to provide capacity building activities on how to make strategic
planning at the company level inclusive systematically of realistic and practical plans for STI;
ii) establishing mechanisms to ensure effective implementation of strategic plans, in which
case I&ED programs would be geared towards providing companies with assistance in terms
of management approaches that allow for effective implementation of their strategic plans,
in particular those components relevant to STI; and iii) establishing the adequate human
capital infrastructure within companies, with a need for I&ED programs to target upgrading
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skilled and empowered professionals at companies to allow them to implement effectively
and sustainably strategic plans, in particular those components relevant to STI.

In terms of assessing the extent of awareness of KFAS’ roles and its Key STI initiatives and
programs, overall the findings are not indicative of positive trends. The perception by a
significant segment of private sector companies reveals a lack of conviction that KFAS is
doing an effective job in relation to providing them with the necessary help to develop their
science, technology, and innovation and management capacities. The overall sense is that
KFAS should step-up its efforts towards raising awareness about STI initiatives and providing
adequate technical innovation enhancing support services.

A careful examination of the

participant feedback reveals, by and large, that they believe that there ought to be a
stronger emphasis by KFAS on “how to actually help them build STI” rather than on “alerting
them to the benefit of STI”. This in itself is perhaps an indication on the readiness of many
of these companies to embark on technology development processes. It is also an implicit
acknowledgment by these companies of the prominence of the role that KFAS can play with
respect to promoting an STI culture. So the real challenge for I&ED is to conceive the
successful strategies that involve the following key ingredients:

1. The effective mobilization of diverse STI stakeholders: This is to say that if STI is to
serve as an instrument of economic development, all concerned Ministries, the
private sector, research institutions, Universities, etc…, must be part of a
comprehensive dialogue about the matter. I&ED can play a leadership mobilizing
role in this regard by convening professional meetings and conferences, coordinating
ad-hoc capacity building programs, etc… Work with the government in this regard
should be with an aim to propose initiatives by stakeholders to be embedded into
9

broader development plans, and within any future holistic national STI development
plan.
2. The adequate financing schemes of STI initiatives: This is an essential role in
particular to promote the culture of R&D, also inclusive of financing a wide range of
innovative capacity building activities. Indeed, allocating resources to address private
sector challenges and needs could well be a driving force to a successful adaptation
of STI.
3. The provision of long-standing relationships and access: I&ED can play a role in
fostering relationships with world-class organizations with essential scientific and
technical expertise, and top-notch experts from all over the world who could provide
the private sector with know-how knowledge on a wide range of STI issues.
4. The effective documentation of best practices: I&ED should have a process by
which it publishes and disseminates information related to STI best practices and STI
capacity building activities initiated in Kuwait.
5. The initiation of an advocacy effort for the support of SMEs development: I&ED
must advocate forcefully fostering a strong SME sector in Kuwait as a priority in the
future, in particular as the country is aspiring to enable the private sector to drive
economic growth as stipulated in the more recent development plan. Indeed,
experiences

in the more advanced economies show that SMEs operating in

competitive business environments breed innovative companies and stimulate
innovative firm behavior, and may even propel new industries. As SMEs are
potentially driven by changes in technologies and markets, they do innovate through
interactions, and as such they can play an important role in the spread of the culture
and the practice of STI.

This in itself could serve as an important conduit for
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knowledge spill-overs to all other sectors, which in turn accelerates the process of
building a knowledge economy.

In broad general terms, an effective contribution by the I&ED in these areas will
undoubtedly generate direct benefits to private sector companies, and at the larger
macroeconomic scale, through setting a solid foundation to help drive Kuwait’s
transformation towards a knowledge-based economy in which growth and development are
sustainable. To this end, the future strategic driving force for I&ED should keep its focus on
the support of the development of Kuwait’s private sector’s Scientific and technological
capabilities. This report suggests that the substance of future agendas must be on i)
building awareness and increasing demand for STI within private sector companies, ii)
enhancing management capability development programs intended to help privates sector
companies, iii) dissemination of information on STI and management best practices, iv)
identifying new ideas for future programs and enhancing existing ones, and v) articulating
directions by which the track record of implementation by I&ED is improved.

For this

purpose, in terms of the prioritization process for the next phase, this report suggests that
I&ED should engage in the following four complementary and intertwining strategic
directions, (with a number of objectives proposed under them):
Strategic Direction 1: “Raising awareness of private sector companies of the existing
initiatives and services”
Objective 1.1: Effectively disseminate Information about existing initiatives and
services
Objective 1.2: Design of an “STI Awareness and Promotion” program
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Strategic Direction 2: “Assisting companies to develop STI and management capacities”
Objective 2.1: Establish a reliable data base of sectors and companies
Objective 2.2: Develop comprehensive guidelines for an “STI and Management
Capacity Building” program for companies and their representatives
Objective 2.3: Sponsor delivery of periodic comprehensive STI enhancing programs
to different management levels of companies in relation to strategic planning
Objective 2.4: Develop more proficient mechanisms for allocating IRVs and funding
internal R&D to companies with credible STI strategic directions
Strategic Direction 3: “Building visionary strategic partnerships with stakeholders of
innovation and industrial capacity building”
Objective 3.1:

Establish coherent institutional and management procedures of

Universities and expert organizations to cooperate with I&ED in matters of STI
Capacity building
Objective 3.2: Establish coherent institutional and management procedures of
industry/sectoral unions to cooperate with the I&ED in matters of STI Capacity
building
Strategic Direction 4: “Strengthening I&ED’s commitment and leadership within the
Kuwaiti community”
Objective 4.1: Take a leadership role in the community in identifying areas of new
comparative advantage to be exploited by the private sector
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Objective 4.2: Take a leadership role in the community in advocating the need of
Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) to help develop and implement programs that
identify, evaluate, and commercialize new technologies into products or services
Objective 4.3: Take a leadership role in the community in advocating the need of the
educational and higher educational sectors to embrace innovation in curricula
Objective 4.4: Act as a catalyst to encourage partner financial institutions to provide
multiple financial sources to enable SME’s to finance STI and management capability
needed for their business growth

13

Development of the Kuwaiti Private Sector’s
Scientific and Technological Capabilities; Review
and Assessment of KFAS Strategic Initiatives and
Programs - Implementation of Phase II

Section One: Background
1.1 Introduction:
This report provides comprehensive summary information on the fact finding project
undertaken by the Innovation & Enterprise Directorate (I&ED) at the Kuwait Foundation for
the Advancement of Science (KFAS) titled: “Development of the Kuwaiti Private Sector’s
Scientific and Technological Capabilities; Review and Assessment of KFAS Strategic
Initiatives and Programs - Implementation of Phase II”. The study’s main objectives are to
measure progress vis-à-vis benchmarks as developed in the PSA Phase I. The study is based
partly on desk research of written material on the subject of STI in the context of the Kuwait
private sector, and mainly on a field study consisting of gathering and analyzing relevant
feedback from a number of top executives of private sector companies. Results of this
investigation are contrasted with the findings of the PSA phase I study to track down
evolutions compared to past performances of key indicators. This approach is amenable to
highlighting possible gaps (as perceived by the private sector executives), in terms of the
inner capacity of the private sector to innovate, and in relation to the track record of
achievements by KFAS about STI capacity building and the promotion of the culture of
innovation within the private sector. This would allow the I&ED to perform a scientific
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assessment the STI status-quo at the aftermath the PSA phase I, as it aspires to adopt a
forward strategic approach drawing-on: i) replicating and scaling-up any identified current
strengths and accomplishments, ii) addressing any detected weaknesses and shortcomings
through proposing corrective courses of actions, iii) designing ways by which identified
opportunities and prospects can be optimally capitalized on, and iv) taking steps towards
mitigating identified risks and threats.

In terms of the prioritization process for the next cycle of planning, this would provide the
I&ED with a useful current situation-type-of-analysis as a prelude to building a solid future
agenda of innovative STI policies and practical strategic initiatives aiming at helping the
private sector as a means towards building a “Knowledge-Economy”. Indeed, the search for
ways to reduce perennial barriers to STI development within the private sector can benefit
from this approach when it is well supported by new data and research. By updating the
data from PSA phase I, this report presents an analytical platform for the I&ED, and indeed
for the business community of Kuwait on how the private sector stands currently, in terms
of its prevailing STI capacity, and what main steps must be taken for STI to play a key role in
promoting economic diversification and increased competitiveness as the country aspires to
accomplish a transition to a more knowledge based economy.

There a number of further motivations for this analysis, in particular providing scientific
ground for the continued effort by the I&ED to raise awareness that STI constitutes the most
important strategic element of the competitiveness of Kuwait’s private sector companies
and economies. As such, and beyond the dimension of absorptive STI capacity assessment,
this report emphasizes the necessity to enhance incentives for business R&D, and to foster
closer fruitful strategic partnerships between private sector companies and KFAS in terms of
15

what ought to be the country’s future STI programs and initiative as part of a proactive
knowledge economy strategy. This would serve as a framework towards building a more
efficient innovation ecosystem that allows for gradual perfections of the capacity for
innovation via enhancing the system’s inner dynamic processes through more fruitful
collaboration relationships involving commercial experimentation with different ideas and
technologies between KFAS, the private sector, and research organizations.

1.2 Background on the Literature on the Impact of Technological
Change and STI on Competitiveness and Growth:
The body of the literature on technological change, in particular research with specific focus
STI management, grew considerably over the last 50 years. There are a number of reasons
for this interest, the more likely of which is the realization that innovation is of key
importance for the survival of any organization and the reinforcement of its ability to
compete. Indeed, the evidence from high-income and emerging economies is that
knowledge generated by scientific research can only drive growth and competitiveness. The
creation and application of knowledge are both critical to the ability of firms and
organizations to develop in a competitive global economy and to create employment
opportunities and economic growth. At the macro level, STI has long been regarded in the
economic literature as important determinants of productivity and economic growth, in
particular after the path-breaking work by Robert Solow in the fifties of the previous
century. Since then, Economists have been increasingly recognizing the critical importance
of innovation and capital accumulation for economic growth. Empirical evidence and the
modern theory of economic growth provide even stronger support for the thesis that long16

term economic growth compels not only capital but also perpetuation of innovation.
Indeed, it is now well accepted among academics and policy makers that economic growth
has increasingly been evolving into a process that is driven, to large extent, by technological
change.

For instance, Edwin Mansfield, one of the pioneers in the economics of

technological change, noted in 1971 in a book titled “Technological Change” that:

“Technological change is an important, if not the most important, factor responsible for
economic growth without question, it is one of the most important determinants of the
shape and evolution of the American economy.”

But STI and STI policies are even more important in present-day economies, with their
greater emphasis on the role of intellectual property and knowledge transfer. This is the
case as the ability to create knowledge and innovate has become more and more essential
for gains in productivity and for enhancing global competitiveness. Indeed, the more
competitive economies are those able to constantly learn, change and adapt so as to boost
their level of innovation as reflected in the their capacity to commercialize technological
added value through goods and services. Increasingly, achieving ambitious goals of
economic growth has necessarily been involving, among other things, effective applications
of STI in the economy in order to drive productivity growth and to extend diversification in
production. In fact, evidence suggest that higher levels and rates of growth enjoyed by most
national economies are attributable to the greater success of those countries in exploiting
emerging technological opportunities. To be noted that most of the experts in this area
typically argue that these successful results observed can be traced to effective STI policy
programs. That is to suggest that it is crucial to have in place programs whose comparative
effectiveness stem from a suitable sequencing of impetuses given to a proper mix of
17

experimental and commercially oriented R&D, and to private sector investments in
technology-embodying capital and human resource training and capacity building.

Beyond economic growth, many Economists and policy-makers view STI as the main tools
for a country’s economic development in the broader sense. Indeed, STI, and in particular
the innovation part, rarely occurs in isolation of a far-reaching process. Rather, it is a
multidisciplinary and highly interactive process that increasingly involves the collaboration
of a diverse and growing network of organizations, institutions and qualified users.
Essentially, sophisticated organizations and highly capable human resources are needed to
create an efficient flow between the various complementary activities aimed at developing
innovations. Accordingly, establishing a sound structure for an innovation system would
necessitate some fundamental tools with relevance to the likes of information processing,
market research and competitive intelligence, foresight analysis and dissemination of
knowledge. This is to say that economies that have innovation systems with strong joint
structures and a vast array of skilled human resources are able to sustain these systems,
which in turn sustain the human and social development processes of the country. For this
reason, and from a policy perspective, it has progressively meant that both human capital
(through education, skill enhancing and training), and social capital (through institutions
quality and performance) are now in most countries at the center of the key factors to
successful STI strategies and policies. To this end, STI can arguably be considered as a source
of both economic and social development, especially if complemented by a government
policy endeavoring to strengthen the key nodes in the chain of development of innovation,
through adopting coherent education and human resource policies, improving
infrastructure conditions, strengthening the competitive environment, and energizing the
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private sector. Consequently, the solutions to country demands in terms of both economic
growth and development are more and more depending largely on the efficiency of their STI
systems.

Having said this, it should be mentioned that there is no one single or standard approach for
a successful STI system. Although STI is considered as a solid source of both economic and
social development, country experiences in terms of strategic approaches to developing STI
clearly reveal that the path to success is neither unique nor does it follow a one single
recipe.

Indeed, different countries could achieve success adopting diverse approaches

with distinctive features. That is, STI strategies across countries can be equally effective,
although there are always a number of common grounds in them that evolve around the
central importance of the private sector as the engine of innovation, the need for effective
capacity building programs, and the role of government in supporting the STI system. What
is certain is that STI is unambiguously recognized in most countries as a fundamental factor
in a knowledge-driven economy and as important at all stages of development, albeit in
different forms or modes, and with different implementation provisions. For this reason, it
is no surprise that countries, especially those with advanced economies, are paying
increasing attention to their science and research capacity, as well as to the mechanisms
through which research results and innovations can be turned into lucrative business
opportunities, and as drivers of economic development in its broadest sense. Given that it
is already well established in the literature that growth is driven by STI, the debate remains
intense on what the right mix of cross-functional and multidisciplinary policy actions (across
such diverse areas as education, research, legal systems, financial sectors, and public
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procurements) ought to be to identify optimal policy solutions that would work in specific
national contexts.

1.3 Background on the Literature on STI Capacity and Practice in the
Kuwaiti Private Sector:
The State of Kuwait, as the case of many countries, has attempted to pursue the path to
knowledge-based development by building up its human capital and upgrading its national
STI capacity. In this regard, the role of the private sector, as a key stakeholder, is essential in
building STI strategies and implement key reforms. However, as well known, the Kuwait
private sector remains weak in terms of its contribution to the productive base of the
economy. Indeed, it is estimated that the current private sector contribution to GDP would
only be at a little more than 30%. Most private investors would also argue that the private
sector is very much inhibited by a number of factors actually within the government’s
control. In addition, the effectiveness of existing regulations (or lack of) is constrained
seriously by ad-hoc implementation and poor governance. The more recent development
plan under preparation at this time articulates a number of policies aiming at ensuring a
successful gradual transition in the structure of economic activities to reduce the dominance
of the public sector. Among other things, this development plan emphasizes the importance
of active engagement between the public and private sectors through public/private
partnership models, with privatization within an effectively regulated business environment
being at the core of such partnerships. But most experts remain skeptical about the ability
to effectively implement what is in this plan and whether it can be successful in energizing
the private sector. The implementation of initiatives and programs aiming at galvanizing
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the practice of innovation is a very demanding course of action that necessitates a
competent adeptness in the removal of many considerable stumbling blocks that most view
as drastically challenging.

In fact, as confirmed by the 2001 comprehensive study by the World Bank, with the
cooperation of Kuwait University titled “Energizing the Private Sector”, it was identified that
there are a number of structural imperfections that inhibit the private sector, one of which
is the lack of structured methodical practices of scientific research and innovation at the
enterprise level.

This report included a comprehensive action plan that was never

implemented. The finding about the absence of any culture of STI at the company level was
also confirmed by the findings of another field study funded by KFAS and conducted by Arifa
and Al-Najjar in 2010 titled “The Institutional Development at the Kuwaiti Private Sector”.
The Global Competitiveness Report (GCR) issued by World Economic Forum (WEF), an
annual report that identifies an index for innovation as one the important drivers for
competitiveness, argues that performance by private sector companies, and indeed the
overall economy, can be improved by lifting the innovative capacity and sophistication of
businesses. In the last five issues of the this report (GCR, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 2012-2013,
2013-2014, and 2014-2015), Kuwait’s performance on the index of Innovation has been
poor, even by GCC standards, which is obviously very concerning given how important
innovation is as a determinant of productivity. The KFAS PSA phase I study conducted in
2012, the “Development of the Kuwaiti Private Sector’s Scientific and Technological
Capabilities; Review and Assessment of KFAS Strategic Initiatives and Programs”, confirmed
that private companies in Kuwait are generally in much need for developing a “culture of
innovation”, and for developing engineering, technical, and vocational skills, that in addition
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to addressing the utter absence of any major frontier-level R&D. This study advocated that
KFAS ought to play a much more effective role in providing a platform to build awareness by
identifying needs, disseminating information of best practices, and enhancing the STI
absorptive capacity and management capability development in the private sector.

Overall, most finding of previous research point to the fact that the private sector in Kuwait
does not have much practice or capability with STI. Companies, including shareholding
ones, do not rely heavily on technological innovation, nor do they have any coherent
approach to innovation management. That is, the broader discourse and concepts of
innovation are not sufficiently incorporated within these organizations. The reasons may be
multiple, and often historical; perhaps related to lack of quality training and development
and skill shortages, or to a general failure by the private sector to recognize the broad basis
of innovation and associated learning approaches. There is also a link to the weak incentives
to engage scientific research and innovation, and the lack of adequate public sector
involvement in STI, which in other countries has traditionally been accounted for based on
market failures associated with R&D and activities. Such failures have their origin in the
difficulties tied to ensuring the non-excludability of knowledge, especially in countries
experiencing severe deficiencies in legal frameworks favorable to innovation. What is clear
in the context of Kuwait is the fundamental absence of solid structures for government
sector oversight and support for STI. Indeed, the country does not have what can be
considered as a proper STI system; nor does it have implementing government agencies that
can play an effective role in promoting STI activities. Many would argue that KFAS has
played the role of an implementing agency in this regard. However, although it has been
supporting and funding scientific projects all along its existence, and despite its important
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contributions in financing research, it has not done so within the context of an effectively
designed STI strategy involving coordinating and monitoring STI policies and mechanisms.

Another important dimension is related to the fact that there are no specific laws in the
State of Kuwait about STI that can mold what can be considered as a proper legal status that
is able to define responsibilities, and that can protect rights of key players in this regard.
Even worse, Kuwait has a weak intellectual property rights regime, although it officially
adheres to most treaties and international agreements on intellectual property rights.
Under these circumstances, it is only normal that the legal framework would not provide
Kuwaiti private sector enterprises with strong incentives to undertake science and
technology activities and commercialize innovations. To this extent, the involvement by the
Kuwaiti private sector in R&D has remained very weak, which could not possibly lead to
building an advanced STI capacity in the country. For this reason, and consistent with
international experiences, it could not have been possible for the state of Kuwait to undergo
a successful technological transition; in particular given the incapacity of the private sector
to contribute significantly on this level. Indeed, the ability to absorb and utilize new
technology, along with the capacity to innovate, has been proved worldwide to reside in
private enterprises. This is the case as entrepreneurs who are the organizers of production
processes, and who strive towards meeting quality control standards as imposed by the
competitive environment, typically are bound to focus their efforts on their technological
needs so as to enhance their competitive edge. But they have to have the capacity to do so,
and they have to operate in a business environment that allows them to do so. This is to say
that even if the government of Kuwait invests in science at the University and research
institution levels, scientific knowledge by itself cannot, and will not result into economic
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gains and social progress unless it is absorbed by a dynamic private sector that will convert
it into productive capacity. To this extent, technological diffusion and innovation spillovers
would not happen spontaneously without processes that energize the private sector so as
enterprises are able to operate in a business environment that allows them to effectively
develop their capacity to absorb existing technologies and knowledge, develop it, and use it
to supply knowledge-intensive goods and services. This simply means that building STI
capacity, by itself, will not solve many of the most pressing challenges facing the Kuwaiti
economy, if not performed within the context of reforming the private sector and creating a
market based competitive environment that protects intellectual property rights.

Overall, it is clear Kuwait is in a deep need for substantial Investments in science and
knowledge production in order to be on a path to sustainable growth and development. As
a priority course of action, there are a number of challenges that would need to be
overcome before such an ambitious goal could come true. Notably, the private sector
should be stimulated and supported so that it acquires the culture of investing in in
technological change and innovation. With the help of KFAS, this can perhaps be achieved
in part through fostering stronger public-private linkages so as to stimulate STI in private
sector companies, inclusive of small and medium size enterprises (SMEs).

Section Two: The Field Study – The Sampling and the
Questionnaire
The analysis is performed on a random sample of private sector companies. The population
of interest consists of all private enterprises in Kuwait, inclusive of all those that are listed
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and not listed in the Kuwait Stock Exchange (KSE). The database of private sector companies
in Kuwait comprises over 2,000 companies. Realizing that many of these companies exist
only on paper, it is the assessment of the research team (based on the findings of the
investigation in PSA phase I) that the size of the population of “genuine” companies does
not exceed 400. After performing the necessary sorting and elimination of those nongenuine ones, a random sample of 100 companies was drawn from this “reduced”
population of companies in accordance with proper scientific guidelines. This size was
deemed to be adequate given the rule of thumb that suggests that a sample size of 10% or
more is acceptable. The research team was able to collect 72 filled-in questionnaires
representing all relevant sectors.

In the final analysis, this number of respondents

represents nearly 20% of the reduced population. It should be noted that a pilot phase
covering a sample of 20 private sector companies was implemented prior to full sample
implementation, after which minor adjustments to the questionnaire were performed in
preparation for the full sample operation.

The I&ED arranged for a letter signed by KFAS’s Director General and addressed to CEOs of
those companies selected randomly to ask for the cooperation of their respective
companies as KFAS conducts this investigation. Yet, data collection was in some cases
extremely difficult and required sustained pressure from KFAS and the research team on
companies as many of them revealed initial lack of interest to cooperate and resistance to
provide information to the field team. This is in fact a preliminary indication that KFAS
needs to step-up its efforts towards increasing awareness among the private sector
companies that their effective cooperation in scientific endeavors of this kind will ultimately
help them. As required by the terms of reference for this project, the target respondents in
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the operation of this field study were the top executives in the companies (i.e., either a
Board Member, or an Owner/Substantial Shareholder, or a CEO, or any other top Upper
Executive Manager). In fact, many of the severe complications faced by data collectors was
due to the fact they have always insisted upon ensuring that respondents must be from the
upper Executive Management, with many of them being logistically difficult to arrange a
meeting with, (given they are either too busy or traveling).

The survey questionnaire distributed to companies in the selected sample was designed
primarily to collect revealing information about the current capacity of STI and innovation
management at the company level. In addition to the KFAS’s Director General letter
attached to the questionnaire, the research team also attached a set of explanatory pieces
of information about the motivation of this project and how this survey will be useful to
KFAS to recommend procedures and mechanisms intended to increase the prospects of
effectively validating its programs and activities aiming at helping private sector
organizations develop and grow their reliance on STI as an approach to improve
performance. The letter also pledged that all provided information shall be treated with
confidentiality and would not be used for any other purpose than this study. The field work
team received proper training from the Research team prior to conducting the data
collection process.

In terms of its composition, the questionnaire was planned in a structured fashion so as to
serve as the primary tool to ultimately collect pertinent sample data from the target
population of private sector companies. It is composed of four major sections covering the
following issues:

26



General information about the company under scrutiny.



The Company’s experience with strategic planning, and the implementation of
science and technology in decision making.



The current management within the technology and innovation framework.



The relevance of KFAS programs to the company in the investigation.

A copy of the questionnaire used in this investigation is included in the Appendix.

Section Three: The Analysis of the Main Findings about the
General Features of Companies in the Sample
The first chapter of the questionnaire is designed to gather information about the
demographic characteristics of companies. They are 72 in total, with 28% of them reporting
that they are currently listed in the KSE. The first piece of information requested from the
respondents was whether or not their respective companies had participated in the field
study of the 2012 PSA Phase I study. This question was deemed necessary to ask given that
the sample used in the current Phase II is a random sample drawn independently from the
sample drawn in Phase I. The analysis found that 44 % of the respondents had participated
in the 2012 Phase I survey. Almost 37% of the respondents were certain that their
respective companies did not participate in the PSA phase I survey. Around 19% were not
sure (i.e., could not confirm) that their respective companies had participated in the 2012
PSA phase I study.

In regards to the distribution of respondents’ positions at their respective companies, and as
shown in Table (1) below, 9% are board members (compared to 15.4% in phase I), 16.4% are
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either owner or substantial shareholder (versus 25% in Phase I), 32.8% are CEOs (compared
to 11.5% in phase I), and 41.8% are other Upper Executive Professionals (versus 22.5% in
phase I). The more significant change occurring between the two phases is within the CEOs
category, given the net increase by 21.3% in the current survey compared to the previous
survey. Likewise, the category “Upper Executive Professionals” participation has increased
by 19.3% in the current survey compared to the previous survey. Unlike the previous survey
when the enumerators allowed in nearly 25% of the cases respondents to be from the
Middle Management (who were delegated from the Upper Management to respond on
their behalf), the research team in the current phase insisted upon ensuring that
respondents must be from the upper Executive Management.

Table 1: Distributions of Respondents Positions – PSA I and PSA II

Position

PSA I

PSA II

% Difference

Board Member
Owner/ Shareholder

15.4%
25%

9%
16.4%

- 6.4%
- 8.6%

11.5%
Prvious
22.5%
Previou
25.6%
s
SurveyP
100%
ppppart
icipant
Particip
ant

32.8%
41.8%

+ 21.3%
+ 19.3%

0%

- 25.6 %

100%

0%

CEO
Upper Executive Professionals
Others (Middle Management)
Total

The following Table (2) exhibit the comparative distribution of companies in the Phase I and
Phase II samples over the main economic activities. It should be clarified that sectors are
not mutually exclusive, which means that some companies could be involved in more than
one principal economic activity. So they were allowed to check more than one sector
affiliation. But the research team accounted in Table 2 for only the “main” sector of activity
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for each company, i.e., to allow for total percentage to be 100%. The highest
representations in the current sample are from the Manufacturing sector (23.7%), followed
by the Financial and Investment sector (11.34%) and the Real Estate sector (10.31%). Taken
together, these three sectors account for nearly 46% of all representations. While the order
of sector representations has changed from the Phase I survey, these three sectors
remained the top three representations in the sample. This is consistent with the construct
of the Kuwaiti private sector as the key generators of private sector GDP.

This finding signals that it is perhaps proper that KFAS should view these three sectors as
“Target Sectors” as it considers a new strategic planning cycle. In which case, those sectors
of economic activity ought to be strategically “targeted” by proactive STI and management
of innovation development programs and policies in the years to come. Accordingly, as KFAS
moves ahead towards formulating an effective long-term plan embracing STI strategies and
policies intended to promote the private sector, it should do so with a significant intent to
commit to initiatives aimed at stimulating R&D of high quality and relevance to these key
sectors.
Table 2: Frequency Distribution of Organization’s by Sector/Main Activities – PSA I and PSA II

Sectors/Activities

PSA I

PSA II

% Difference

Banking
Construction

1.5%
6.6%

4.12%
5.15%

+ 2.62%

26%
5.1%
18.9%
20.41%
9.2%
6.1%
6.19%
100%

11.34%
8.25%
23.71%
10.31%
4.12%
7.22%
25.78%
100%

Financial and Investment
Information and Communication
Manufacturing
Real Estate
Transportation
Wholesale and Retail Trade
Other Sectors (Combined)
Total
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-1.45%
-14.66%
+ 3.15%
+ 4.81%
-10.10%
-5.08%
+ 1.12%
+ 19.59%
0.00%

Table (3) illustrates percentages of every level of education in the aggregate size of the labor
force used at companies within the sample.

The findings of the Phase II survey saw a

noticeable pick-up in the share of skilled workforce working in the private sector. Indeed,
the proportion of workers with a diploma qualification or less went from around 75% in in
the Phase I survey to nearly 67% the Phase II survey. Those workers with an undergraduate
degree did not change significantly (from 23.5% in Phase I to 25.3% in Phase II). However,
the proportion of workers with graduate qualifications picked-up significantly, especially
those with PHD qualification (from less than 1% in Phase I to nearly 5% in Phase II). Despite
this improvement, and given that over two thirds of the labor force remains without
university qualifications, these findings still point-out to an overall low quality of human
resources in private sector companies which explains why the concept of innovation is not
sufficiently incorporated in their management practices.

Table 3: Percentage of Each Level of Education in Employees at Companies – PSA I and PSA II

Qualification

High school or less
Diploma
Undergraduate
Master
Doctorate
Total

PSA I
% in Total
Labor Force in
Sample

PSA II
% in Total
Labor Force in
Sample

59.4%
15.5%
23.5%
1.4%
.20%
100%

49%
17.4%
25.3%
3.1%
5.2%
100%
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% Difference

-10.4%
+1.9%
+1.8%
+1.7%
+5%
0%

Table (4) provides a summary for the classification of employees within companies of the
sample with respect to their nationality and qualification.

The first observation that

emerges in a clear fashion is the dominance of foreign labor in the Kuwaiti private sector
across all academic qualifications consistently throughout the two phases. In the current
survey 4.37% of the employees with high school qualifications or less are Kuwaitis
(compared to 3.6% in Phase I). This means that 95.63% of current employees with high
school qualifications or less are non-Kuwaitis (compared to 96.4% in Phase I). For those
employees who hold diploma qualifications, the analysis of Phase II revealed that 19.28% of
them are Kuwaitis (i.e., 80.72% are non-Kuwaitis), compared to 9% Kuwaitis in Phase I.
Around 22.41 % of current employees with a University undergraduate qualifications are
Kuwaitis (i.e., 77.59% are non-Kuwaitis), compared to 16.21% Kuwaitis and 83.79% nonKuwaitis in Phase I. Employees who hold Master degree qualifications are currently
distributed as 16.3% Kuwaitis and 83.70% non-Kuwaitis, compared to 33.63% Kuwaitis and
66.37% non-Kuwaitis in Phase I.

Finally, employees who are holders of Doctorate

qualifications are distributed currently as 4.72% Kuwaitis and 95.28% non-Kuwaitis,
compared to 37.08% Kuwaitis and 62.92% non-Kuwaitis in Phase I, which represents a
significant drop between the two phases among Kuwaitis. These figures confirm what is
already known about the structural public-private “duality” in the Kuwait labor market.
Indeed, based on the findings in this study, the private sector attractiveness to the more
skilled national labor category (holders of Master or Doctorate qualifications) had seemingly
declined in Phase II, perhaps as a reflection to the continued inability of the sector to match
the generous retribution and conditions in government jobs for this category.
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Table 4: Employees at Companies Classified by Level of Education and Nationalities – PSA I and PSA II

Qualification

High School or Less
Diploma
University Undergraduate
Master’s Degree
Doctorate Degree

PSA I
Kuwaiti
Non%
Kuwaiti
%
3.6%
96.4%
9.0%
91.0%
16.21%
83.79%
33.63%
66.37%
37.08%
62.92%

PSA II
Kuwaiti
Non%
Kuwait
%
4.37%
95.63%
19.28%
80.72%
22.41%
77.59%
16.30%
83.70%
4.72%
95.28%

% Difference
Kuwaiti
Non%
Kuwait
%
+.77%
-.77%
+10.3% -10.3%
+6.2%
-6.2%
-17.3% +17.3%
-32.3% +32.3%

Regarding the size of capital, as indicated in Table (5), the modal distribution in Phase II is
for capital size between 1 and less than 5 million, which accounts for nearly 33.8% of all
sample companies (compared to 24.5% in phase I). Nearly 16.9% of in the respondents have
a capital of 20 million or more (down from 29% in Phase I). Around 15.5% of the current
sample companies have less than 1 million (up from 11% in Phase I). Nearly 12.7% of the
respondents have a current capital size of 10-less than15 million, compared to 9% in Phase I.
About 9.9% of the responding companies in the Phase II survey have a capital of 5-less than
10 million (down from 14.5% in Phase I). Finally, the least represented companies in the
current sample are those with a capital of 15-less than20 million with a frequency of 8.5%
(compared to 6% in Phase I). Consistent with the findings of the PSA Phase I study, further
probing into these capital groups reveals that those with current capital of more than 20
Million KD tend to be more positive than other capital groups towards of the KFAS
initiatives. This perhaps confirms the findings by some empirical studies suggesting that the
size of the firm may spur its propensity to engage in science and innovation activities.1 The

1

It should be noted that many other studies find evidence to the contrary, typically by showing evidence that
percentages of firms revenues invested in R&D do not necessarily increase with firms sizes, which disproves
the hypothesis that larger firms’ innovative efforts are more significant than those of smaller ones.
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hypothesis that firms with larger capital sizes are more prone to innovative efforts could
possibly be the reason why these turned-out to be more receptive to the KFAS initiatives,
given that those initiatives may well be in synchrony with innovation promotion dimensions
consistent with their strategic directives.

Table 5: Distribution of Capital Size – PSA I and PSA II

Amount of capital (KD)

PSA I
%
11%
24.5%
14.5%
9%
6%
29%
6%
100%

Less than 1 Million
1 – <5 Million
5 – <10 Million
10 – <15 Million
15 – <20 Million
20 Million or more
Did not report
Total

PSA II
%
15.5%
33.8%
9.9%
12.7%
8.5%
16.9%
2.7%
100%

%
Difference
+4.5%
+9.3%
-4.6%
+3.7%
+2.5%
-12.1%
-3.3%
0

In relation to reported information about the annual average business growth of the
companies (as defined by the growth in Gross Revenues), as shown in Table (6), the current
analysis reveals that in the previous 5 years almost 21.1% of them have recorded an average
annual growth between 5-less than10% (compared to 28.7% in Phase I). In terms of the
projections for the next 5 years, the current analysis reveals that nearly 29.6% of them
project an average annual growth rate of 5-less than 10% (compared to 26.4% in Phase I).
Those companies that had recorded annual averages of gross revenue growth rates of less
than 1% represent 15.1% of the sample (compared to 23.2% in Phase I); and in terms of the
projections for the next 5 years, the figures are around 7% (compared to 4.5% in Phase I).
With respect to companies that had recorded annual averages of gross revenue growth
rates between 1- less than 5%, they account for 18.3% of the sample (compared to 17.7% in
Phase I); and in regards to projections for the next 5 years, the figures are around 9.9%
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(compared to 24.2% in Phase I). Those companies that recorded annual averages of gross
revenue growth rates between 10- less than 20% represent 21.1% of the sample (compared
to 14.9% in Phase I); and in terms of the projections for the next 5 years, the figures are
around 19.7% (compared to 21.9% in Phase I). As for companies that recorded annual
averages of gross revenue growth rates between 20- less than 30%, they account for 8% of
the sample (compared to 5.5% in Phase I); and with respect to projections for the next 5
years, the figures are around 5.6% (compared to 12.4% in Phase I). Finally, with respect to
companies that recorded annual averages of gross revenue growth rates of more than 30%,
the numbers are almost consistent across the two phases (8% of the sample in Phase II
compared to 7.7% in Phase I; and projections of 9.9% in Phase II compared to 10 % in Phase
I). One noticeable change from Phase I is the significant increase in the proportion of
respondents who did not make predictions about gross revenue growth rates in the next 5
years (18.3% of them in the current phase compared to only 0.6% in Phase I). This sentiment
may well be a sign of a raising uncertainty among the business community over the
prospects of future economic growth in light of the declines in international energy prices
and the resulting fiscal strain with direct implications on the ability of the government to
pursue its goal of growing the private sector.
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Table 6: Percentage of Annual Average Gross Revenue Growth – PSA I and PSA II

Average Gross
Revenue
Growth

I do not know
less than1%
1-<5%
5-<10%
10-<20%
20-<30%
30% or more
Total

PSA I
PSA II
% Difference
In the
In the next In the
In the next
In the
In the next
previous 5
5 years previous 5
5 years
previous 5
5 years
years
(%)
years
(%)
years
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
2.3%
.6%
8%
18.3%
+ 5.7%
+17.7%
23.2%
4.5%
15.5%
7%
-7.7%
+2.5%
17.7%
24.2%
18.3%
9.9%
+.60%
-14.3%
28.7%
26.4%
21.1%
29.6%
-7.6%
+3.2%
14.9%
21.9%
21.1%
19.7%
+6.2%
-2.2%
5.5%
12.4%
8%
5.6%
+2.5%
-6.8%
7.7%
10%
8%
9.9%
+.3%
-.1%
100%
100%
100%
100%
0%
0%

Along the same lines as above, the first chapter of the questionnaire sought to gather
information about the annual average increases in manpower in companies, both in the
previous 5 years and as projected in the next 5 years. Table (7) shows that the current
analysis reveals that in the previous 5 years almost 22.6% of them have recorded an average
annual increase in manpower of less than 1% (compared to 36.1% in Phase I). In terms of
the projections for the next 5 years, the current analysis reveals that nearly 13.5 % of them
project an average annual increase in manpower of less than 1% (compared to 23.2% in
Phase I). Those companies that had recorded annual average increases in manpower at
rates between 1-less than 5% represent 34.7% of the sample (compared to 31.1% in Phase
I); and in terms of the projections for the next 5 years, the figures are around 31.1%
(compared to 26.6% in Phase I). With respect to companies that had recorded annual
average increases in manpower at rates between 5-less than10%, they account for 20.3% of
the sample (compared to 14.4% in Phase I); and in regards to projections for the next 5
years, the figures are around 22.2% (compared to 20.2% in Phase I). Those companies that
recorded annual average increases in manpower at rates between 10-less than 20%,
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represent 10.2% of the sample (compared to 5.6% in Phase I); and in terms of the
projections for the next 5 years, the figures are around 22.2% (compared to 12.7% in Phase
I). As for companies that recorded annual average increases in manpower at rates between
20-less than 30%, they account for 6.12% of the sample (compared to 5.6% in Phase I); and
with respect to projections for the next 5 years, the figures are around 4.4% (compared to
8.1% in Phase I). Finally, for companies that recorded annual average increases in
manpower at rates of more than 30%, the numbers are almost consistent across the two
phases (6.12% of the sample in Phase II compared to 7.2% in Phase I; and projections of
6.6% in Phase II compared to 9.2% in Phase I).
Table 7: Annual Average Increase in Manpower – PSA I and PSA II

Annual Average
PSA I
PSA II
% Difference
Increase in
In the
In the next In the
In the next
In the
In the next
Manpower
previous 5
5 years previous 5
5 years
previous 5
5 years
years
(%)
years
(%)
years
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
less than1%
36.1%
23.2%
22.56%
13.5%
-13.54%
-9.70%
1-<5%
31.1%
26.6%
34.7%
31.1%
+3.60%
+4.50%
5-<10%
14.4%
20.2%
20.3%
22.2%
+5.90%
+2.00%
10-<20%
5.6%
12.7%
10.20%
22.2%
+4.60%
+9.50%
20-<30%
5.6%
8.1%
6.12%
4.4%
+0.52%
-3.70%
30% or more
7.2%
9.2%
6.12%
6.6%
-1.08%
-2.60%
Total
100%
100%
100%
100%
0%
0%

Section Four: Analysis of the Main Findings about the
Companies Experiences in Terms of Strategic Planning and
the Position of STI in their Strategic Plans
The second chapter of the questionnaire is about the company’s experience with strategic
planning and its relation to STI initiatives. In this part, several issues are explored, all in
relation to strategic planning and whether STI is a priority for companies in the sample.
This issue of STI priority is assessed via eight statements given in 5-likert scale; ranging from
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1= strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree, with a “non-applicable” option attached to each
statement. These statements probe into several matters including, documentations,
employee’s empowerment in implementing strategic planning, strategic planning and
innovation and adoption of STI.

Table (8) provides comparative statistical summary

measures (between Phases I and II surveys) to all eight items in forms of the percentages of
respondents in favor of different choices, along the mean ratings of all possible answers of
the questions.

a.
b.
c.
d.

e.

f.

g.
h.

The company has a documented strategic planning
process and implements strategic planning

PSA I

7.4%

4.3%

16%

24.5%

45.7%

2.1%

4.03

PSA II

4.2%

7%

18.3%

38%

29.6%

2.9%

3.84

Strategic planning is an important tool to ensure the PSA I
future growth of the company
PSA II
The company has strategic goals in direct relevance PSA I
to innovation and enterprise development
PSA II

1.6%
1.4%
5.3%
2.8%

2.6%
1.4%
8.4%
2.8%

5.3%
8.5%
12.1%
18.3%

15.8%
18.3%
32.1%
39.4%

74.2%
69%
38.9%
35.6%

0.5%
1.4%
3.2%
1.1%

4.59
4.54
3.99
4.74

The strategic plan supports the adoption of science,
modern technologies, and innovation at the
company
Strategic planning allowed clients to perceive the
company as differentiated from its major
competitors
There are initiatives within the Strategic Plan to
promote innovation and upgrade technology
capability at the company
There is progress at the company with regards to
the implementation of plans and strategies

PSA I

8.5%

5.8%

11.6%

23.8%

45%

5.3%

4.08

PSA II

4.2%

5.6%

14.1%

42.3%

29.6%

4.2%

3.91

PSA I

8.5%

5.3%

9%

26.5%

46%

4.8%

4.09

PSA II

4.3%

4.2%

29.6%

32.4%

23.9%

5.6%

3.72

PSA I

7.9%

8.4%

14.2%

22.6%

41.6%

5.3%

3.98

PSA II

5.6%

7%

12.7%

45.1%

25.4%

4.2%

3.81

PSA I
PSA II

3.2%
2.8%

7.9%
1.4%

14.2%
16.9%

33.2%
36.6%

40.5%
39.5%

1.1%
2.8%

4.02
4.12

PSA I

7.4%

10%

15.8%

26.8%

35.8%

2%

3.85

PSA II

2.8% 11.3% 21.1%

38%

23.9%

2.9%

3.71

There is progress at the company with regards to
the implementation of strategies about the
adoption of science, modern technologies, and
innovation
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DIFFERENCE

MEAN

MISSING VALUES

STRONGLY AGREE

AGREE

NEUTRAL

DISAGREE

SURVEY

ITEM

STRONGLY DISAGREE

Table 8: Company’s Experiences with Strategic Planning and the Extent of STI within Strategic Planning – PSA
I and PSA II

-.19
-.05
+.75
-.17

-.37

-.17

+.1
-.14

The reliability of this segment of the questionnaire as conducted in the current Phase II
came out as 88.9%, which indicates a high degree of internal consistency between the
different items of this part. In harmony with the findings in Phase I, all average ratings for
responses are in excess of 3.7 on the 5-likert scale. The respective differences from PSA II
and PSA I between means of perceptions were tested for significance, and found to be
statistically insignificant (p-value of 0.853). Overall, the current findings about strategic
planning and the extent of STI within company plans are in line with those in Phase I. The
distributions of almost all possible answers are skewed to the left, indicating that they are
heavy tail to right distributions. These patterns imply that almost all perceptions went
toward positive attitudes.
Detailed analysis indicates that nearly 68% of the companies agree or strongly agree that
they have documented strategic planning processes, and that they implement strategic
plans (compared to 70% in Phase I). This result is obtained with an average rating of 3.84 on
the 5-likert scale (compared to 4.03 in Phase I). On the surface, this finding may signal an
important implication in terms of KFAS plans and programs. Developing a culture of STI and
serving STI capacity building at firm levels, as I&ED aspires to do, are helped by the presence
of a strong culture of strategic planning within these firms. Indeed, a strategic planning
culture is ever so often a catalyst for change. Embracing a culture of STI at any company
more frequently entails a process built-in within a strategic direction. In other words, STI
efforts cannot be independent of a strategy to be innovative embedded in a comprehensive
strategic plan designed to identify future business opportunities and trends in the market.
To this end, as part of its efforts to assist companies to develop their STI capabilities, I&ED
should build on the already seemingly positive attitude by Kuwaiti companies towards
strategic planning, by being persistent with them in terms of promoting even a stronger
culture of both strategy innovation and strategic planning.
The questionnaire also addressed the issue of strategic planning as a management approach
favorable to company growth.

The analysis indicates that nearly 88% of the companies
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agree or strongly agree that strategic planning is an important tool to ensure the future
growth of the company (compared to 90% in Phase I). This result is obtained with an
average rating of 4.54 on the 5-likert scale (compared to 4.59 in Phase I). It signifies the
degree of awareness respondents have toward the role strategic planning could play in
future growth of their companies. In relation to innovation and its coexistence within goals
of strategic planning, nearly 75% of the respondents agree or strongly agree that their
respective companies have strategic goals in direct relevance to innovation and enterprise
development (compared to 71% in Phase I), with an average rating of 4.74 on the 5-likert
scale (compared to 3.99 in Phase I). This chapter of the questionnaire also probed into the
issue of the role of strategic planning in supporting the adoption of science, modern
technologies, and innovation in the process of production. Nearly 71% of the companies
either support of strongly support this view (compared to 69% in Phase I), with an average
rating of 3.91 on the 5-likert scale (compared to 4.08 in Phase I). When respondents were
asked if their strategic planning allowed their clients to perceive the company as
differentiated from its major competitors, nearly 53% of them agreed or strongly agreed
with the statement (compared to 72% in Phase I) , with an average rating of 3.72 on the 5likert scale (compared to 4.09 in Phase I). In this regards, it is perhaps necessary for I&ED to
undertake initiatives to raise awareness among private sector companies on the need to
embed effective competitive strategies within their strategic plans as an approach to
successfully achieve or defend a competitive advantage. The aim of such initiatives should
to raise capacity in companies in regards to competitive strategies centered at establishing a
firm as “differentiated”, which may consist of any set of approaches towards withstanding
competitive pressures and improving market position, all of which can be realized through
effective strategic planning.
This section of the survey also attempted to gather perceptions of companies in relation to
initiatives within their strategic plans aiming at promoting innovation and upgrading
technology capability.

In this regard, the analysis points-out that nearly 70% of the
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companies agree or strongly agree with the statement “there are initiatives within the
strategic plan to promote innovation and upgrade technology capability” (compared to
around 65% in Phase I), with an average rating of 3.81 on the 5-likert scale (compared to
3.98 in Phase I). This result indicates explicitly that Kuwaiti companies do generally “think”
strategically in terms of STI (despite the poor track record of actual implementation). This is
to suggest that I&ED should be focused on how to help these companies translate this
“thinking” or “intent” into actual implementation. Naturally, such a translation could not be
successful without a number of necessary dynamics including that of documentation.
Indeed, private sector companies using strategic planning as a management approach
should pay much attention to the need of documenting all activities to serve as the basis for
their strategic plans. Documentation serves not only as a mechanism to keep a clear record
of activities, but also as grounds for reviews and evaluations. Undoubtedly, I&ED programs
and initiatives should in this case entail developing a heavier dose of innovative technical
and vocational programs tailored to the needs of these companies.
The study also probed about the progress pace in implementing strategic plans in
companies of the sample. When respondents were interviewed about their company’s
progress with regards to implementation of plans and strategies, nearly 76% of them either
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement (compared to nearly 74% in Phase I), with an
average rating of 4.12 on the 5-likert scale (compared to 4.02 in Phase I).

This section of

the questionnaire went the extra step of seeking information about progresses in
implementing strategies specific to the adoption of science, modern technologies, and
innovation.

Nearly 62% of the companies either agreed or strongly agreed with the

statement “there is progress at the company with regards to the implementation of
strategies about the adoption of science, modern technologies and innovation” (compared
to nearly 63% in Phase I), with an average rating of 3.71 on the 5-likert scale (compared to
3.85 in Phase I). While these findings are not remarkable by international standards, I&ED
should still perceive this as encouraging, given that a sizeable proportion of Kuwaiti
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companies are already embracing STI and making progress towards implementing STIrelated strategies. While serious doubts still remain in relation to how effective
implementations are, this result is at least indicating implicitly that many of these
companies are not in much need for further persuasion about the merits of STI and its
significance to their long-term success. Rather, what these companies are in need for is
mostly progress in their capacities to be able to produce/adapt/utilize knowledge to
innovate and produce higher value added and globally competitive goods and services. As
part of its action plans, I&ED may in this regard need to tailor its programs and initiatives
further so as to provide private sector companies (inclusive of SMEs) with support through
programs designed to meet their specific needs and to address the particular obstacles
facing them in this regard, (e.g., through innovation research vouchers, funding to carry-out
internal R&D, technical training, etc..).
As a follow-up to the analysis of the respondent’s answers relevant to strategic planning in
companies across all sectors, this section of the report provides a brief assessment of the
perceptions in the two key sectors with the highest representation in the sample. As
indicated earlier in this report, the highest representations in the current sample are from
the Manufacturing sector (23.7%), followed by the Financial and Investment sector
(11.34%). Adopting a “broader” definition of the Financial and Investment sector to include
the Banking and Insurance sectors would raise the representation of this combined sector to
around 17.52% of the sample.

Table (9) provides a summary about how positive

perceptions of responding companies from the Manufacturing and the “Broader” Financial
Sectors are, in relation to strategic planning and the extent of STI within company plans as
assessed via the same eight statements in Table (8).
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Table 9: Company’s Experiences with Strategic Planning and the Extent of STI within Strategic Planning – The
Manufacturing and the Financial Sectors

% of
Respondents
with a “Positive
Perception”

Item

“Broad” Sector

a. The company has a documented strategic
planning process and implements
strategic planning
b. Strategic planning is an important tool to
ensure the future growth of the company

Manufacturing

73%

Financial

92%

Manufacturing
Financial

95%

c. The company has strategic goals in direct
relevance to innovation and enterprise
development
d. The strategic plan supports the adoption
of science, modern technologies, and
innovation at the company
e. Strategic planning allowed clients to
perceive the company as differentiated
from its major competitors
f. There are initiatives within the Strategic
Plan to promote innovation and upgrade
technology capability at the company
g. There is progress at the company with
regards to the implementation of plans
and strategies
h. There is progress at the company with
regards to the implementation of
strategies about the adoption of science,
modern technologies, and innovation

Manufacturing

90%

Financial

95%

Manufacturing

85%

Financial

87%

Manufacturing

79%

Financial

92%

Manufacturing

90%

Financial

83%

Manufacturing

90%

Financial

96%

Manufacturing

76%

Financial

80%

96%

Overall, the emerging patterns in both sectors are such that all responses are leaning largely
towards positive perceptions, and more so within the broad Financial sector. In all but the
item “f” (about initiatives within strategic plans to promote innovation and upgrade
technology capability at the company), the perceptions in the Financial sector are even
more positive than in the Manufacturing sector. With respect to documenting strategic
processes and implementation, nearly 93% of the financial sector companies perceived the
issue positively versus 73% in the manufacturing sector. Both sectors seem to
overwhelmingly view strategic planning as an important tool to ensure company growth

42

(96% and 95% positive perceptions in the Financial and Manufacturing sectors,
respectively). The Financial sector has a level of 95% positive perception (versus 90% in the
Manufacturing sector) vis-à-vis the direct relevance of strategic goals to innovation and
enterprise development. The analysis reveals no significant differences in terms of the
perceptions of the two sectors about the provision of strategic planning towards the
adoption of STI (87% and 85% positive perceptions in the Financial and Manufacturing
sectors, respectively). The findings about how the two sectors perceive the impact of
strategic planning on company differentiation from competitors indicate that the Financial
sector tops the Manufacturing one by nearly 13 points (92% vs 79%). The only instance
where the Manufacturing sector surpasses the Financial one is in the question about the
inclusion within strategic plans of initiatives that promote innovation and technology
capabilities (83% and 90% positive perceptions in the Financial and Manufacturing sectors,
respectively). With respect to progressing towards implementations of plans and strategies,
96% of the Financial sector respondents are positive about the issue, compared to 90% in
the Manufacturing sector. Finally, and in regards to progresses towards implementations
of STI related strategies, the extent of positive support is a little lower in both sectors (80%
and 76% positive perceptions in the Financial and Manufacturing sectors, respectively).
The confirmation of an overall positive attitude by respondents with regards to strategic
planning as an approach to managing private sector companies, in particular within leading
ones such as the Financial and Manufacturing sectors, is an encouraging finding. While there
is no clear evidence that strategic planning has become an essential tool in Kuwaiti
companies for guiding day-to-day decisions and for evaluating progresses and changing
approaches when moving forward, the fact the companies do perceive strategic planning
favorably is an important first step in the right direction. Therefore, and in light of these
findings, it may be a good approach for I&ED to adjust its current programs to promote the
culture of strategic planning in Kuwaiti companies in accordance with these considerations,
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so as to reflect the current specificities in their organizational arenas and their repercussions
on planning and management.
More specifically, it is proposed that I&ED should identify technical assistance programs to
help companies focused on two major intersecting tracks. First and foremost, it should
aspire to help companies develop, implement, and indeed fully embrace the culture of
strategic planning as an approach to modern management. At the same time, I&ED must
support these companies develop and embed the “strategy-component-for-STI” within their
strategic plans.

This would obviously include programs aiming at reshaping the

organizational culture at companies to be innovative and implementing processes for
managing innovations. This could be managed in gradual courses of actions defined by
specific targets, and taking into consideration the distinct institutional features of
companies or sectors. This would necessitate I&ED to follow a methodological framework
comprising a set of building blocks to help companies deal with the challenges of STI
advancement. The building blocks are: i) establishing the STI tag into company strategic
planning processes, i.e., I&ED programs would be targeted early on to provide capacity
building activity on how to make strategic planning at the company level inclusive
systematically of realistic and practical plans for STI; ii) establishing mechanisms to ensure
effective implementation of strategic plans, in which case I&ED programs would be targeted
towards providing companies with assistance in terms of management approaches that
allow for effective implementation of their strategic plans, in particular those components
relevant to STI; and iii) establishing the adequate human capital infrastructure within
companies, with a need for I&ED programs to target upgrading skilled and empowered
professionals at companies to allow them to implement effectively strategic plans, in
particular those components relevant to STI. To this end, training must be strategic in that it
must be designed to improve the culture of STI within the organizations, and to build the
knowledge, skills and abilities of their top management and employees to help them
achieve their strategic plans.
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From this perspective, STI capacity building, in particular with respect to these main themes
(i.e., establishing the STI tag into company strategic planning processes, establishing
mechanisms to ensure effective implementation of strategic plans, and establishing the
adequate human capital infrastructure), as outlined above, should be a priority. This is not
to suggest that capacity building should be an end in itself. Rather, it should be pursued by
I&ED as an indispensible tool or instrument for achieving the STI and the broader
knowledge-economy objectives in a sustainable fashion.

Section Five: Analysis of the Main Findings about the
Companies Management Practices with Relevance to STI
The third chapter of the questionnaire is intended to gather information about the current
practice of management in companies in the sample with respect to STI. It goes a further
step beyond the second chapter of the questionnaire by probing into the dynamic processes
(if any) intended to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of both policy and innovative
practice within companies of the sample. It delves into the systems and mechanisms
companies tend to adopt when it comes to managing their innovation projects or for that
matter any improving initiatives. The first series of questions in this chapter are about the
practice of innovation with respect to four avenues: i) introducing new products or service
or improving existing ones, ii) introducing new or improving existing methods of
manufacturing, iii) introducing new or improving methods of logistics, delivery, or
distributions, and iv) introducing new or improving support activities such as maintenance
systems or operations for purchasing, accounting or computing. The rationale is to try to
trace the performance of these activities over the last 5 years, and at the same time extract
information about future projection of these same activities in the next 5 years. Table (10)
presents comparative results of the current investigation and that of Phase I regarding these
themes.
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Table 10: Summary of the Practice of the Management with Respect to Innovation, the Past Five Years and
Projections for the Next Five Years – PSA I and PSA II

Items

Answer

Yes
Introducing New or Improving
No
Goods/Services
Not Sure
Introducing New or Improving Yes
Methods of Manufacturing No
Goods/Services
Not Sure
Introducing New or Improving Yes
Logistics, Delivery or
No
Distributions of
Not Sure
Introducing New or Improving Yes
Support Activities for the
No
Process
Not Sure

PSA I
PSA II
% Difference
In the
In the
In the In the next In the In the next
previous 5 next 5 previous 5 5 years previous 5 5 years
years
years
years
(%)
years
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
80.9%
78.2%
70.4%
71.8%
-10.50%
-6.40%
11.1%
9.1%
19.7%
8.5%
+8.60%
-0.60%
8.0%
12.7%
9.9%
19.7%
+1.90%
+7.00%
50.5%
62.5%
54.9%
64.8%
+4.40%
+2.30%
19.2%
10.2%
22.5%
11.3%
+3.30%
+1.10%
30.3%
27.3%
22.8%
23.9%
-7.50%
-3.40%
47.2%
60.9%
46.5%
50.7%
-0.70%
-10.20%
21.8%
11.2%
23.9%
19.7%
+2.10%
+8.50%
31.0%
27.9%
29.6%
29.6%
-1.40%
+1.70%
83.8%
84.8%
71.8%
81.7%
-12.00%
-3.10%
13.2%
7.2%
19.7%
5.6%
+6.50%
-1.60%
3.0%
8.0%
8.5%
12.7%
+5.50%
+4.70%

Starting with the question about introducing new products/service or improving the existing
ones over the last 5 years, nearly 70.4% of the companies in the current survey responded
positively to this issue (down from 80.9% in Phase I), while 71.8% of them plan to do so in
the next 5 years (compared to 78.2% in Phase I). About introducing new or improved
methods of manufacturing goods/services, the results show that 54.9% of the companies
confirm this innovative practice during the last five years (compared to 50.5% in Phase I),
with 64.8% of them expecting to introduce new or improve methods in the next 5 years
(compared to 62.5% in Phase I). Concerning introducing new or improving logistics, delivery
or distributions of goods/services, 46.5% of the companies in the current survey confirm this
practice (compared to a very similar figure of 47.2% in Phase I), with a forecasted scenario in
the next 5 years expected to reach to 50.7% (compared to a more optimistic forecast of
60.9% in Phase I). Finally, regarding introducing new or improving support activities for the
process, 71.8% of the companies in the current survey confirm this practice during the last
five years (down from 83.8% in Phase I), with nearly 81.7% % of them projecting to do so in
the next 5 years (compared to 84.8% in Phase I).
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Overall, it appears from the results of the current survey that companies are perhaps
revealing a greater willingness to introducing new or improving methods of manufacturing
within the next year (with a projected change of nearly 10%, consistent with Phase I when
the projected change was estimated to be around 12%). The projected change is also
relatively high for the introduction of new or improvement of support activities (around
10%, significantly higher than the 1% recorded in Phase I). In relation to the other two
categories, the projected changes seem to be rather negligible. I&ED should perhaps focus
on these two components recording the relatively highest projected changes (i.e., methods
of manufacturing and support activities) in its capacity building and technical assistance
programs to companies to help them move forward the impetus in these tendencies. In all
cases, it should in this regard support the private sector to reach these targeted projections
by the end of the next five-year period.
On the surface, the findings suggest overall that the practice of the management with
respect to innovation is favorable, in particular in terms of introducing new or improving
existing goods and services, and introducing new or improving support activities. It is also
clear that the attitude is less favorable with respect to innovation in the methods of
production, logistics, delivery and distribution. These indicators, however, require some
caveats. Indeed, looking more carefully at the data, it appears that companies selling new or
improved products declare themselves to be innovators; and likewise for those who offer
new or improved support activity. This is appropriate as it is in line with the definition of
innovation in its broadest sense. Indeed, being innovative does not necessarily mean
inventing technological breakthroughs. Innovation can simply be changing a business model,
or adapting to changes in the environment to deliver better products or services. But in all
cases, successful innovation should be an in-built part of the business strategy and the
strategic vision of the company, allowing for the creation of an environment conducive to
innovative thinking and creative problem solving. It is perhaps at this level that it may be
erroneous to suggest based on these results that companies are adopting substantial
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inventions, or embracing major technological progression that entails building domestic
capacity to find existing technologies, adapt them, and incorporate them into their
production processes. Based on this information, I&ED should rather assume that for the
most part, companies are still in much need for developing the “culture of innovation”, and
for developing engineering, technical, and vocational skills, that in addition to addressing
the utter absence of any major frontier-level R&D. Therefore, the challenge for I&ED in this
regard is still to create an impetus among these companies in relation to achieving certain
technological progression. This could not (and would not) be an effective process if it did not
entail building the capacity to absorb/adapt technologies, at least those that are in
widespread use elsewhere in the region/world. Obviously, strengthening links between
companies and R&D centers and institutes would be indispensable in this regard so as to
help in articulating guiding strategies and actions that open new sources for innovation to
companies.
The next series of questions in the current survey is about the methods and approaches
used by the management of companies for improvement, and to support STI. These include
manpower training, conducting applied research, technology transfer acquisition,
technology support from research organizations, and utilization of consultants and/or
expert services. As the case in the previous series, the questions in this series covered the
last 5 years and projections into the next 5 ones. Table (11) provides a comparative
summary of the assessments by respondents in the Phase I and Phase II surveys of the
methods/approaches in use (and projected to be used in the next five years) by companies
to improve the practice of STI and generate opportunities that lead to innovation.
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Table 11: Summary of the Methods/Approaches used to Improve STI, the Past Five Years and Projections for
the Next Five Years, Planning – PSA I and PSA II

Method/Approach

Survey

Last 5 Years
Yes
No

Next 5 Years
Yes
No

PSA I

79%

21%

92%

8%

PSA II

68%

32%

82%

18%

Conducting Applied
Research

PSA I

37%

63%

54%

46%

PSA II

33%

67%

46%

54%

Technology Transfer
Acquisitions

PSA I

65%

35%

72%

28%

PSA II

51%

49%

72%

28%

Technology Support
from Research
Organizations
Utilization of
Consultants and/or
Expert Services

PSA I

38%

62%

58%

42%

PSA II

38%

62%

55%

45%

PSA I

79%

21%

85%

15%

PSA II

71%

29%

79%

21%

Manpower Training

As a general observation, Table (11) illustrates clearly there is no improvement in Phase II.
In fact, the results in Phase I were slightly more encouraging. In the current survey, the
“utilization of consultants and/or expert services” appears to be the main approach by
which companies have improved the practice of STI, with nearly 71% of them adopting this
approach in the last five years (compared to 79% in Phase I), with an expectation to reach
79 % in the next five years (compared to 85% in Phase I). The option of “manpower training”
is pursued by nearly 68% of the companies in the current survey (compared to 79% in Phase
I), with a projection of 82% in the next five years (down from 92% in Phase I). The results
about “technology transfer acquisitions” reveal that nearly 51% of the companies in the
current survey have been adopting this approaches in the last five years (with a significant
drop from 65% in Phase I), with an expectation to reach 72 % in the next five years. As for
“conducting applied research”, and “technology support from research organizations”, both
had not been present in more than 33-39% of the cases across both surveys; with their
projected rates of usage in the next five years ranging from 46% to 58% across both surveys.
Accordingly, it is quite clear that both “manpower training” and the “utilization of
consultants and/or expert services” will continue to be the main vehicles for improvement,
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with projected frequencies of 82% and 79%, respectively. Given the revealed preferences
towards these two modes in the current survey, I&ED has an important role to play in this
regard, i.e., organizing quality training programs, rallying top-notch trainers, and mobilizing
resources to entice expert services. But this does not mean that I&ED should not pay much
attention to the other three modes. Quite on the contrary, with respect to “conducting
applied research”, acquiring “technology support from research organizations”, and
“technology transfer acquisitions” I&ED should provide support to companies in these
approaches as there seem to be a strong willingness by companies to increasingly embrace
them in the future, (with projected changes of +13%, +16% and +21%, respectively). From
this perspective, I&ED should ensure that support is available to the private sector to reach
the targeted projections by the end of the next five-year period.
The questionnaire then probed into the matter of the amount of resources (expenses) as a
proportion of the net profit companies have been allocating for the adoption of STI. These
are classified into four groups (less than 1%, 1%-<5%, 5%-<10%, and 10% or more). As the
case in previous questions, the time scope is for the last five years and includes projections
into the next five ones. Table (12) provides a comparative summary for the information
revealed by respondents in the Phase I and Phase II surveys on this matter.
Table 12: Resources Allocated for STI as a Proportion of Net Profit, the Past Five Years and Projections for
the Next Five Years - PSA I and PSA II

Proportion of
Net Profit
Allocated to
STI
less than1%
1-<5%
5-<10%
10% or more

PSA I
PSA II
% Difference
In the
In the next In the
In the next
In the
In the next
previous 5
5 years previous 5
5 years
previous 5
5 years
years
(%)
years
(%)
years
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
35.7%
25.3%
45.1%
26.8%
+9.40%
+1.50%
35.3%
36.0%
39.4%
50.6%
+4.10%
+14.60%
13.5%
23.1%
8.5%
14.1%
-5.00%
-9.00%
15.5%
15.6%
7%
8.5%
-8.50%
-7.10%
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The summary in table (12) indicates that for the current survey the distribution during the
last five years is as follows: nearly 45.1% of the companies have allocated less than 1%,
nearly 39.4% have allocated between 1-<5%, 8.5% have allocated between 5-<10%, and
nearly 7% more than 10% (compared to 35.7%, 35.3%, 13.5%, and 15.5% in Phase I,
respectively). In the next 5 years, the respective projections are: 26.8% (for less than 1% of
net profit), 50.6% (for 1-<5%), 14.1% (for 5-<10%), and 8.5% (for more than 10%),
(compared to 25.3%, 36%, 23.1%, and 15.6% in Phase I, respectively). In light of these
findings, the category of “less than 1% of net profit” is the mode of the distribution which
testifies to an obvious lack of financial commitment by companies in this sample to funding
activities intended for STI. The better news here is that the projected change in the future
five years is for a change in the distribution whereby the next bracket (1-<5%) to become
the more appealing for companies (with 50.6% projected representation), as more of them
declare their intention to shift away from a course of expenditure on STI of less than 1% of
net profit towards a pattern of expenditure of 5-10% of net profit. Naturally, I&ED should in
its strategy arrange for initiatives that provide support to companies to reach this target.

However, even with this projected positive shift, should it materialize, the proportion of
companies spending less than 5% of their net profit on STI will remain below the current
level of 84.5%. This result indicates that private sector companies in Kuwait are perhaps
still not very much inclined to expanding substantially their investment plans in R&D
activities, at least not in the near future, which is a pre-requisite to increasing STI capacity
and closing the technology and management gaps with companies in higher income and
emerging economies.

To this extent, it is not anticipated that there will be major

improvements in the innovation capacity of these companies in the near future, given that
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an effective STI program presupposes the availability of sufficient resources. I&ED can
perhaps play an important role in this regard through its current IRV program, and other
funding support programs, to boost the development of STI and management capabilities
within companies. Such programs could well be effective in advancing the private sector’s
technological absorptive capacity, but only if planned to support technology diffusion
initiatives in the context of specific “mission-oriented R&D programs”. The I&ED current IRV
and other funding support programs, which have been insinuated to create the capacity
among private sector companies to produce and use new knowledge via R&D, do not have
to entail necessarily the capacity to conduct high-level basic research. The Kuwaiti private
sector does not have under the current setting the ability to conduct sophisticated basic
research, nor does it have any genuine need for it. Rather, the focus should be limited to
developing R&D capacity needed to find new and innovative ways to apply modern science
to practical solutions to local problems. This to say that IRV, and other funding support
programs, should be geared towards financing R&D that is linked, very closely, to the
innovation and competitiveness needs of productive sectors so that they are well positioned
to drive economic prosperity.

The next series of questions in the third chapter of the questionnaire are specific to the
company’s experience in relation to actual adoption and practice of STI. This is assessed via
10 statements given in 5-likert scale; ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree,
with a “non-applicable” option attached to each statement. The list of statements is
detailed in Table (13) below. The common denominator in these statements is the fact that
they all probe into specific matters relating to the actual adoption, practice, and
development of STI related activities. The analysis revealed that the reliability of this part of
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the questionnaire has reached 91.8%, which reflects what can be considered as adequate
internal consistency between the different items.

The analysis of the “communalities”

indicates strong evidence that the items provide satisfactory extracted variances. Table (13)
provides comparative statistical summary measures (between Phases I and II surveys) to all
ten items in forms of average ratings of all possible answers of the questions.
Table 13: The Extent of STI adoption and Practice at Companies - - PSA I and PSA II

Item

Survey

a.

PSA I

The company in general adopts science, technology, and
innovation

b. The company has an R&D program

PSA II
PSA I
PSA II

c.

Average
Rating
4.01
3.44
3.77
2.37
4.15
3.67
4.13
3.62

Difference

-.57
-1.4

The activities aimed at acquiring new scientific knowledge are
to meet a commercial objective
d. The activities aimed at implementing new scientific knowledge
are conducted to meet a commercial objective

PSA I
PSA II

e.

PSA I

3.36

PSA II

3.16

-.2

PSA I
PSA II

4.47
2.92

-1.55

PSA I

3.98

PSA II

3.65

PSA I

4.09

The activities aimed at acquiring new scientific knowledge are
motivated by the objective to participate in the process of
building a knowledge economy
f. At the company, R&D practices are used to produce new or
improved goods/services, or processes
g. The accumulated practical experience at the company serve
the creation of new or the improvement of goods/services, or
processes
h. Training activities support the adoption of science, technology,
and innovation

PSA I
PSA II

PSA II

i.
j.

3.49

The company has a culture of pursuing new scientific
knowledge, technologies, and innovations

PSA I

3.95

PSA II

3.52

The company develops new scientific knowledge, technologies,
and innovations that contribute to environmentally friendly
production processes

PSA I

4.19

PSA II

3.44

-.48
-.51

-.33

-.60
-.43
-.75

The first striking piece of information that comes out of Table (13) is the noticeable decline
in the current ratings compared to those from Phase I. However, as clearly illustrated in
Figure (1) below, what is even more alarming is the fact that this decline is across the board,
i.e., with respect to every one of the ten items.
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Figure 1: The Extent of Differences in the STI adoption and Practice at
Companies - PSA I and PSA II

The range of decline is from 0.2 to 1.55 on a five-point scale. The two biggest declines have
occurred with respect to the questions in direct relation to the practice of R&D. Indeed,
question (b) about whether companies have R&D programs, and question (f) about whether
they develop any R&D practices to produce new or improved goods/services or processes,
have recorded declines of 1.4 and 1.55 points on the five-point Likert scale. Not surprisingly,
these two questions are the only ones that came out with average ratings of less than three
on the five-point scale. All other items scored higher than three on the five-point scale,
which can be viewed as a relatively “positive” outcome. The fact that the two items relevant
to R&D are the ones with the least mean scores highlights once again the fact that Kuwait is
lagging behind in R&D and innovation compared to high income and emerging countries.
Even compared to countries in the region, the last few issues of the Global Competitiveness
Report prepared by the World Economic Forum reveal that Kuwait’s performance on the
index of Innovation has been poor, even by GCC standards. In fact, Kuwait ranks have been
consistently last among all countries in the GCC in this category, which is obviously very
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concerning given how important innovation is as a determinant of productivity. Naturally,
low investments by companies in R&D will obviously mean low returns on innovation,
productivity, and competitiveness. On the macro-level, it also means no significant external
benefits or technology spillovers as ensuing from knowledge based economies. For this
reason, I&ED must pay a very close attention to this matter. It must intensify its efforts
towards playing an important role in raising awareness, setting the agenda, mobilizing
resources, and arranging for technical assistance with relevance to developing and
implementing coherent R&D programs in private sector companies.

The third chapter of the questionnaire has also probed into the availability of several other
activities reflecting R&D and technological capacity at the company level. In particular,
respondents were questioned about whether their companies have applied for any patents
in the previous five years, and whether they plan to apply for one within the next five years.
These are classified into three groups (none, 1-4, and 5 or more). The rationale for this
question is to be able to assess the ability of companies to innovate and develop new
technical solutions to production problems. As the case in previous questions, the time
scope is for the last five years and includes projections into the next five ones. Table (14)
provides a comparative summary for the information revealed by respondents in the Phase I
and Phase II surveys on this matter.
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Table 14: The Frequency of Patents - PSA I and PSA II

Number of
Patents

None
1-4
5 or more

PSA I
PSA II
% Difference
In the
In the next In the
In the next
In the
In the next
previous 5
5 years previous 5
5 years
previous 5
5 years
years
(%)
years
(%)
years
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
90.8%
83.7%
91.6%
85.5%
+.8%
+1.8%
8.2%
14.0%
7%
9.7%
-1.2%
-4.3%
1.0%
2.3%
1.4%
4.8%
+.4%
+2.5%

The results are consistent throughout the two Phases. Almost 90-91 % of the companies in
both surveys never applied for a patent during the last five years. The projections for the
next five years are not drastically different, with more than 83-85% of the companies in
both samples with no plans to apply for patents.

The results indicate that 7-8% of

companies within both samples have applied for between 1 to 4 patents in the last 5 years,
and only 1%-1.4% applied for 5 patents or more. In the future, from around 10 to14% of the
companies of both samples are expected to apply for 1-4 patents in the next 5 years, and
from 2.3 to 4.8% expected to apply for 5 or more. Judging by these figures, it is clear that
Kuwaiti companies have a long way to go before becoming innovative by international
standards. Indeed, patent indicators are used to map aspects of the innovative performance
of companies, as well as the technological progress of countries and the evolution towards
efficient knowledge economies. Therefore, it may be important for I&ED to pay attention to
this issue as it attempts to promote developments the culture of innovation within private
sector companies. Indeed, as a fundamentally sound way to encourage and protect
innovation, some sort of a formal “patent system”, or a “strategy for patent development”
should be in place. While it is beyond the scope of KFAS to create such a patent system or
strategy, the I&ED may still play an important role in raising public awareness among the
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private sector and the circle of policy-makers on the importance of patents, which may
contribute to triggering courses of actions in the direction of increased respect for
intellectual property rights. In addition, I&ED should perhaps advocate the promotion of a
wider role for the “Sabah Al-Ahmad Center” in offering patenting service to private sector
companies and going further steps towards commercialization.

The questionnaire also included a query about ISO certifications obtained by the company.
ISO international standards ensure that products and services are safe, reliable and of good
quality. This is a relevant question to the issue of STI given that companies committed to
obtaining ISO certifications often do so in the context of a wider approach to innovation
management. Table (15) provides a comparative summary for the information revealed by
respondents in the Phase I and Phase II surveys on this issue.
Table 15: The Distribution of Companies Holding ISO Certificates - PSA I and PSA II

Response
Yes
No

% in Phase I
38.5%
61.5%

% in Phase II
45.1%
54.9%

% Difference
+6.6%
-6.6%

The current analysis shows that roughly over 45% of the surveyed companies hold ISO
certificates (compared to 38.5% in Phase I). Despite the slight improvement, Kuwaiti
companies still have a long way to go to reach the levels of acquisitions of ISO certifications
in high income and emerging economies. For this reason, it is important that I&ED should
be more involved in persuading and supporting acquisitions of ISO certifications by private
sector companies as a means to upgrading their systems of management innovation.

The third chapter of the questionnaire closes with a question about some additional
relevant activities at the companies. More specifically, respondents were asked about the
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attitudes of their respective companies towards hiring consultants for short-term projects
involving innovation and technology upgrades, hosting students majoring in technological
fields as interns in short-term projects, and approaching Universities or research centers to
seek professional expertise services as they strive for the development of their businesses
capacities for innovation, profitability and growth.

Table (16) provides a comparative

summary for the information revealed by respondents in the Phase I and Phase II surveys on
this matter.
Table 16: The Frequency of Activities - PSA I and PSA II

Company Activity

Attributes

Hire Consultants

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

Host University Student
Approach Academic/Research
Institutions to support STI activities

Phase I
%
63.5%
36.5%
36.5%
63.5%
27.7%
72.3%

Phase II
%
57.7%
42.3%
42.3%
57.7%
43.7%
56.3%

%
Difference
-5.8%
+5.8%
+5.8%
-5.8%
+16%
-16%

The findings indicate that nearly 57.7 % of the companies in the current sample confirm
hiring consultants (compared to 63.5% in Phase I). Around 42.3% of them declare that they
host students majoring in technological fields as interns in short-term projects (compared to
36.5% in Phase I). The good news is that the proportion of companies that approach
Universities or research centers to seek professional expertise services has increased to
43.7% (from 27.7% in Phase I).

The latter figure is perhaps an indication of a slight

improvement vis-à-vis the issue pertaining to the structural problem of weak ties between
the business sector and the research/academic institutions in Kuwait, something that I&ED
has to continue addressing in its future plan and programs. In doing so, the I&ED should
advocate more forcefully an increased focus on policy research aiming at promoting best
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practices of cooperation between private companies and academic/research institutions. In
addition, programs and initiatives must be undertaken to ensure gradual increases in
financial resources allocated to qualified academic/research institutions to conduct applied
business oriented problem solving research, along with meticulous and measurable targets,
and key performance indicators so as to track-down accomplishments. This path will allow
for strong technology development by academic/research institutions to the benefit of
businesses as they face challenging choices about its use, cost, and market impact.

Section Six: Analysis of the Main Findings about the
Opinions of Respondents with Respect to KFAS Programs
and Initiatives
The final part of the questionnaire is about assessing the company’s awareness and
agreement with KFAS roles and its Key STI initiatives and programs. The focus is on
extracting opinions of the respondents on the main KFAS programs initiated in 2012 as part
of its strategic plan. These were designed to provide technology assistance resources and
training, access to science and technology innovation centers, raise awareness and
institutionalize science adoption culture. Respondents were asked to assess their level of
concurrence with four key statements each reflecting one broad program area. The
statements are:

a) “Your company is aware of the KFAS 2012 initiatives and programs and its
efforts to perform assessment of the demand for its services”
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b) “KFAS has assisted your company to develop its science, technology, and
innovation and management capacities”
c) “Your company was offered innovation research vouchers to support its
development of science, technology, and innovation and management
capabilities”
d) “Your company was provided funding to support carrying-out internal R&D”

This assessment is conducted via a five-point-Likert scale; ranging from 1= strongly disagree,
2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = somewhat agree, to 5 = strongly agree. The
statistical analysis indicated the the reliability of this part of the questionnaire is around
80.5%, which reflects a high degree of internal consistence between all items. The factor
analysis statistical technique has revealed that there is strong evidence that the construct is
valid and all items are directed to measure the same concept. Table (17) provides a
comparative summary for the opinions revealed by respondents to this survey (along with
comparisons to those in the Phase I).
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STRONGLY
AGREE

9%

17%

23%

38%

3.63

Phase II

26%

12%

32%

22%

8%

2.74

Phase I

12%

5%

16%

24%

43%

3.82

Phase II

40%

9%

27%

11%

13%

2.44

Phase I

15%

5%

13%

14%

53%

3.84

Phase II

47%

14%

19%

17%

3%

2.10

Phase I

21%

7%

11%

13%

48%

3.54

Phase II

48%

8%

22%

11%

11%

2.24

DIFFERENCE

SOMEWHAT
AGREE

14%

MEAN

SOMEWHAT
DISAGRRE

Company awareness of the KFAS 2012
initiatives and programs and its efforts to
perform assessment of the demand for its
services
KFAS has assisted companies to develop their
science, technology, and innovation and
management capacities
Companies are offered innovation research
vouchers to support its development of
science, technology, and innovation and
management capabilities
Companies are provided funding to support
carrying-out internal R&D

NEUTRAL

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

Phase I

PHASE

KFAS INITIATIVE

Table 17: Respondent Assessment of KFAS Key Initiatives - PSA I and PSA II

-.89

-1.38

-1.74

-1.3

The eye-catching revelation that comes out of Table (17) is the visible decline in the current
ratings compared to those from Phase I. However, what is troubling is the fact that this
decline occurred across the board, i.e., with respect to every one of the four items. Testing
has revealed that all mean scores have declined drastically compared to the previous
survey, with the decline being significant at 5% level.

Starting with the item about company awareness of the KFAS 2012 initiatives and programs
and efforts by the Foundation to perform assessment of the demand for its services, and as
illustrated in Figure (2), only 8% of respondents in the current survey strongly agree
(compared to nearly 38% in Phase I). The mode of all answers is neutrality, with a
representation of around 32% (compared to 17% in Phase I). The average rating has
declined from 3.63 on the five-point-Likert scale in Phase I to around 2.74 in the current
survey. Despite the unfavorable current situation, the important size of companies showing
“neutrality” can perhaps be viewed as a window of opportunity for the I&ED that with a
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proper awareness campaign, there will be significant potential for gaining considerable
ground in the more favorable direction in the future.
Figure 2: The Extent of Differences in Relation to Awareness of Initiatives - PSA I and PSA II

The substance of the second initiative is about assisting companies to develop STI and
management capacities.

In this regard, as illustrated in Figure (3), only 13% of the

respondents in the current sample indicate that they strongly agree with this assertion
(down significantly from 43% in Phase I). But what is even more revealing in this case is the
relatively high percentage of those respondents who strongly disagree, reaching nearly 40%
(compared to only 12% in Phase I). This explains why the average rating has declined from
3.82 on the five-point-Likert scale in Phase I to around 2.44 in the current survey. This is a
strong indication that a significant segment of private sector companies are still not
convinced that KFAS is doing an effective job in relation to providing them with the
necessary help to develop their science, technology, and innovation and management
capacities.
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Figure 3: The Extent of Differences in Relation to Assisting Companies Develop STI – PSA I and PSA II

The third key initiative under assessment is about the resolve by KFAS to offer innovation
research vouchers to companies in support of their development of science, technology,
and innovation and management capabilities. The average rating on this issue is a low 2.1 on
the five-point-Likert scale (compared to 3.84 in Phase I).

Once again, as shown in Figure

(4), the strong lack of support to this KFAS declaration is overwhelming, with nearly 47 % of
the respondents in the current sample indicating strong skepticism toward the ability of the
Foundation to effectively instigate this initiative.

63

Figure 4: The Extent of Differences in Relation to Offering Innovative Research Vouchers – PSAI and PSA II

The findings in relation to the initiative about providing funds to support companies to carry
out internal R&D are consistent with those in the three previous initiatives. Indeed, as
revealed in Figure (5), 48% of the respondents in the current survey express strong
disagreement about the validity of this KFAS proclamation (compared to 21% in Phase I).
The average rating on this issue is 2.24 on the five-point-Likert scale (compared to 3.54 in
Phase I).
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Figure 5: The Extent of Differences in Relation to Providing Funding to Support Companies to Carry-Out
Internal R&D – PSA and PSAII

It is very clear from the above results that companies are generally unconvinced of the KFAS
initiatives, and perhaps somehow dissatisfied with the performance of KFAS in relation to its
efforts towards raising awareness about STI initiatives and providing adequate technical
innovation enhancing support services. On the surface, these results look alarming because
they may signal some sort of a weakening from the levels recorded in Phase I. However,
one has to be careful with jumping to conclusions in this regard. Indeed, the relatively
“positive” results recorded in Phase I were simply indicating that companies were generally
very open and supportive of the KFAS initiatives as they were presented to them on
“paper”. That means, four years ago, these companies liked very much the ideas and the
fact that KFAS announced that it will implement them as part of its strategic plan at that
time. That is, the “support” of companies was simply just a support to the “declaration of
intent” by KFAS to implement those initiatives. Whereas four years later, in the current
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survey, companies are assessing KFAS essentially on its implementation record of these
initiatives (and not on the merits of the initiatives). To this extent, the results are less
“positive” this time around. In fact, the feedback from the enumerators of PSA I indicated
clearly four years ago that the majority of respondents had expressed serious doubts, and
indeed a great deal of skepticism in regards to the ability of KFAS to actually implement
these programs. Four years ago, most respondents in PSA I believed that KFAS could not
have the resources/knowledge/manpower to undertake all of these “projected” programs.
From this perspective, and despite the apparent findings, the results of the current
investigation could not in reality be that significantly different from those in Phase I.

Of

course, the remedy to this situation is for KFAS to continue striving towards gaining a status
of an “STI Implementing Organization” and establishing a credibility record with the private
sector as an institution that promotes science and deepens innovation.

Towards its end, the questionnaire used in the current investigation asked a fundamental
question about how KFAS programs can be made more effective to support the
development of their companies STI capabilities. Respondents were given a number of
options, for which the reactions are summarized in Table (18), along with comparisons with
findings from Phase I. Respondents were also allowed to enter any additional suggestion
under “other”. To be noted that for this question, the options are not viewed as mutually
exclusive. Therefore, respondents were given the opportunity to choose more than one
option which allows for totals to exceed 100%.
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Table 18: The Distribution of the Main Suggestions to KFAS – PSA I and PSA II

Proposed Idea

Phase I
%
62.2%

Phase II
%
47.9%

Provide upper, middle, and lower management training
programs
Organize workshops on KFAS services and procedures

87.8%

77.1%

74.0%

68.8%

Offer orientation and guidance on how to conduct R&D

62.2%

56.3%

Facilitate a Dialogue with government bodies and agencies that
are directly linked to the success of R&D
Facilitate the attainment of the latest information of R&D and
STI practices in each sector
Other:

67.3%

57.1%

72.4%

50%

8.7%

5%

Make available sector specific literature/academic publication











Facilitate process development with Government authorities
Conduct a study on the future situation and what is needed in
the business community in the next 5 years.
Create a database up to date for Kuwait sectors (with research
engine)
Collaborate with organizations worldwide to help with KFAS
initiatives
Understand individual needs of companies to help
recommend technology solutions.
Make publications available online for invested parties
Provide technical and industry specific training
Prepare business leaders to run SMEs
Support inventors to commercialize their inventions

As revealed in Table (18) and illustrated in Figure (6), the results are not significantly
different across both phases, despite the small consistent decrease in the frequencies in the
current survey. The choice of training the upper, middle and low level management came
out the first of the priorities list across both phases, with a 77.1% rate in the current survey
(compared to 87.8% in Phase I). Organize workshops on KFAS services and procedures,
came out second of the priorities list with a support rate of 68.8% of companies (compared
to nearly 74% in Phase I). Facilitate a dialogue with government bodies and agencies that
are directly linked to the success of R&D came third with 57.1% (compared to around 67% in
Phase I). Offer orientation and guidance on how to conduct R&D came out fourth of the list
with, with support of 56.3% respondents, which is almost the same percentage for the
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statement “Make available sector specific literature/academic publications”. Facilitating the
attainment of the latest information of R&D and STI practices in each sector came out as
priority with a frequency of nearly 50% of companies. A list of other priorities suggested by
respondents accounted for a combined figure of around 5% (compared to around 8% in
Phase I).
Figure 6: The Distribution of the Main Suggestions to KFAS – PSA I and PSA II

The results summarized above are also confirmed in the analysis of the responses to the
final question in the survey, which is the same previous question, but with a slight
modification. The variation was with respect to requesting from respondents to identify the
“single most important” thing KFAS could do to support the development and improvement
of STI at their respective companies. The options are the same as in the previous question,
except that the respondent will select only one item. Table (19) summarizes the findings
providing a comparison across both phases. It confirms that the option consisting of
providing “upper, middle and lower management training programs” remains the “single
most important” choice once again, with nearly 40.5% of companies making the request (a
bit higher than the 36.9% figure in Phase I).
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Table 19: The Distribution of the Single Most Important Suggestion to KFAS – PSA I and PSA II

Proposed idea
Make available sector specific literature/academic publications
Provide upper ,middle and lower management training programs
Organize workshops on KFAS Services and procedures
Offer orientation guidance on how to conduct R&D
Facilitate dialogue with government bodies and agencies that are
directly linked to the success of R&D
Facilitate the attainment of the latest information of R&D and STI
practices in each sector
Other
Total

Phase I
%
5.1%
36.9%
11.8%
6.7%

Phase II
%
10.8%
40.5%
21.6%
2.7%

Difference
%
+ 5.7%
+ 3.6%
+ 9.8%
-4.0%

28.7%

10.8%

-17.9%

6.2%
4.6%
100%

8.1%
5.5%
100%

+1.9%
-1.1%
0%

The fact that providing upper, middle, and lower management training programs was the
top request by respondents is consistent with what has been suggested in the literature that
highly skilled human capital is a key element in developing a competitive STI system. I&ED
should support this request given that human ingenuity and entrepreneurship are the key
ingredients to forming the backbone of the knowledge economy. Consequently, more
efforts by I&ED should be me made to establish a strong STI system through investment in
human capital, among other things, given that integrated human resource development is a
solid path towards consolidating successful approaches and schemes of innovation.

It should be noted that at the end of the questionnaire, respondents were allowed to add
additional commentaries. These comments were analyzed and they almost 100% recurrent
from the field work in Phase I. The more important of these can be summarized as follows:


Some respondents consider that very few benefits come from KFAS, at least as
compared to the contribution incurred by companies.
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Some respondents showed a very positive attitude vis-a-vis this process, as they
conveyed a message that thanks to this survey, future communication with KFAS
could be more effective.



The more dominant interest in KFAS programs by companies is clearly in those with
relevance to training programs.



Almost all companies (across all sectors) do not seem to have comprehensive
knowledge about KFAS’ strategic programs and initiatives.



Almost all companies (across all sectors) reveal a great deal of scepticism with
respect KFAS and its proclaimed role in relation to STI.



The request that training should not be provided by instructors with no field
experience (i.e., no academic lectures are needed). They need people with real
professional experience in the field and who can share relevant practical
experiences.



Few companies value more the financial support for Kuwaiti employee training
through the “Manpower Government Restructuring Program” than any available
support from KFAS.



Some companies request that KFAS should develop “sectoral material”, i.e., material
that addresses the specific needs of each sector.



Some companies accuse KFAS that it operates with favoritism, or the so-called
"WASTA" in relation to training programs.



Few respondents allege that KFAS does not operate in a transparent fashion with
them.
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Few respondents have clearly requested that KFAS should be more effective in
relation to disseminating information about workshops that it organizes for the
benefit of the private sector.



Few respondents feel that KFAS should have a more significant mandate, and should
be in a position to act as a catalyst/arbitrator for the correct political reform by the
government.

A careful examination of the participant commentaries reveals, by and large, that the focus
has implicitly been on issues of “how to build STI” and more precisely how KFAS can help in
this task; rather than on questions of “why building STI”. This in itself is perhaps an
indication on the readiness of many of these companies to embark on a technology
development process. This is also an implicit acknowledgment by these companies of the
essentiality of the role that KFAS can play with respect to promoting an STI culture. So the
real challenge for I&ED is to figure-out the successful strategies to work with these
companies on this matter.

Nevertheless, all stakeholders should not lose track of the fact that I&ED (or KFAS in
general) is neither an STI agency, nor a Ministry of Science, nor a science organization with a
large cadre of trained engineers and scientists who can be mobilized to help companies
build their own STI capacity. The value I&ED can add is principally in the areas of funding
and of capacity building partnerships led by both domestic universities/research institutions
and/or world-class organizations with expertise on the matter. More specifically, I&ED can
contribute in five broad themes:
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1. Mobilize diverse STI stakeholders: This is to say that if STI is to serve as an
instrument of economic development, all concerned ministries, the private sector,
research institutions, Universities, etc…, must be part of a comprehensive dialogue
about the matter. I&ED can play the mobilizing role in this regard by convening
professional meetings and conferences, coordinating ad-hoc capacity building
programs, etc… Work with the government should be with an aim to propose
initiatives by stakeholders to be embedded into broader development plans, and
within any future holistic national STI development plan.
2. Financing: This is an essential role in particular to promote the culture of R&D, also
inclusive of financing a wide range of innovative capacity building activities. After all,
allocating resources to address private sector challenges and needs is the driving
force to a successful adaptation of STI.
3. Provider of long-standing relationships and access: I&ED can play a role in fostering
relationships with world-class organization with essential scientific and technical
expertise, and top-notch experts from all over the world who could provide the
private sector with know-how knowledge on a wide range of STI issues. Work with
these partner organizations and experts should be to help shift innovations from
“labs” to production processes.
4. Documenting best practices: I&ED should have a process by which it publishes and
disseminates information related to STI best practices and STI capacity building
activities initiated in Kuwait.
5. Establishing a basis for the support of SMEs development in its future strategic
directions: I&ED must advocate forcefully fostering a strong SME sector in Kuwait as
a priority in the future, in particular as the country is aspiring to enable the private
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sector to drive economic growth as stipulated in the more recent development plan.
Indeed, experiences

in the more advanced economies show that SMEs operating in

competitive business environments breed innovative companies and stimulate
innovative firm behavior, and may even propel new industries. As SMEs are
potentially driven by changes in technologies and markets, they do innovate through
interactions, and as such they can play an important role in the spread of the culture
and the practice of STI.

This in itself could serve as an important conduit for

knowledge spill-overs to all other sectors, which in turn accelerates the process of
building a knowledge economy.

In broad general terms, an effective contribution by the I&ED in these areas will
undoubtedly generate direct benefits to private sector companies, and at the larger
macroeconomic scale, through setting a solid foundation to help drive Kuwait’s
transformation towards a knowledge-based economy in which growth and development are
sustainable.

Section Seven: From Phase I to Phase II – Identification of
Gaps to be Addressed in the Future:
This report has so far provided summary information on the field study relative to the Phase
II project about the Development of the Kuwaiti Private Sector’s Scientific and Technological
Capabilities. The main motivation of the analysis has been to serve as a fact finding
investigation, to provide a basis for far-reaching discussions among all these stakeholders
about what ought to be the country’s STI strategy and policies in the years to come, and
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more importantly to track down if there is any sensible progress achieved by the I&ED in
implementing a number of key programs and initiatives.

The substance of the analysis draws on the data made available by respondents about their
respective companies. Some of the main findings of this study are already known, e.g., the
fact that private sector companies have a heavy reliance on relatively low quality labor. This
is a factor that impedes seriously any credible attempt by these companies to close the STI
gap with their counterparts in the more advanced economies. Not to forget the fact that
the business environment, as well the legal setting, both contribute to a situation rendering
the activity of investment in R&D cost ineffective.

What this field study has confirmed

clearly is that the broader discourse and concepts of innovation are not sufficiently
incorporated in the culture of Kuwaiti private sector companies. The reasons are multiple,
related to training and development, skill shortages, market failure with respect to funding
research, absence of coherent government STI policy, or simply the general failure by the
management of companies to recognize the merit basis of innovation and associated
learning approaches. Interestingly enough, most companies claim to subscribe to the culture
of strategic planning processes, and suggest that they implement strategic plans. However,
the progress with regards to the implementation of strategies about the adoption of
science, modern technologies, and innovation does not seem to be a priority in most of
these companies. As such, private sector companies in Kuwait continue to be averse to the
notion of investment plans in R&D activities, which is a pre-requisite to increasing STI
capacity and closing the technology and management gaps with companies in leading
economies.

74

Given that an effective STI program presupposes the availability of sufficient resources,
I&ED has attempted over the last four years to play a significant role in this regard through
its proposed IRV program to support the development of STI and management capabilities
within shareholding companies. I&ED has also had a great deal of focus on building
awareness and increasing demand for STI within private sector companies, management
capability development, dissemination of information on STI and management best
practices, and identification of new ideas for future programs and enhancing existing ones.
As a practical approach, I&ED has attempted to promote an “outward culture” based on
visiting companies in the private sector to better explain KFAS objectives, mission and vision
in helping the private sector entities to prosper and innovate as they face the challenges of
the business environment. I&ED has also taken initiatives to boost building capacity of
human resources employed by the private sector, given that intensifying skilled human
capital is a key element in developing a competitive STI system. Overall, I&ED has attempted
during the last few years to pursue this path given that human ingenuity and
entrepreneurship are the key ingredients to forming the backbone of the knowledge
economy.

Yet, and despite the record of achievements by the I&ED, the findings of the current PSA II
investigation revealed some deficiencies that need to be addressed in the next cycle. Table
(20) below presents a summary of a “GAP Analysis” in relation to strategic programs and
initiatives for developing STI and STI capability within private sector companies drawing on
the action plan that was proposed as part of the PSA I report. The assessment is performed
with bases of judgments founded on the substance of the current results.
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Table 20: Summary of Gap Analysis
Strategic Program/Initiative

Current Standing (as Assessed Based on Findings of PSA - II)

Gap Description:
Significant
Moderate
No Considerable Gap

Possible Remedies/Course of Action
Plan in Future Courses of Action

1. Raising awareness of KFASs’ initiatives and programs and assessing demand for its services
1.1 Dissemination of
Information about
KFAS programs

1.2 Expand existing
capacity within I&ED to
carry forward its
strategic programs



The proportion of companies that are fully aware of (and
embracing) KFAS STI strategic initiatives and programs does not
exceed 22% of all companies.



The proportion of companies fully familiar with the KFAS role in
assisting companies to develop STI and management capacities is
about 13%.



The proportion of companies fully familiar with the KFAS role in
offering IRVs to support STI capacities is about 3%.



The proportion of companies fully familiar with KFAS funding
support available to companies to carry-out internal R&D is at
about 11%.

Independent assessment of capacity at I&ED reveals that current
leadership is effective in:


Identifying leading strategic impetuses in relation to the
strategic thrust aiming at enhancing the STI abilities of private
sector companies.



Implementing programs and monitoring performances
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Significant Gap

No Considerable
Gap



Develop “indicators of
awareness” based on periodic fact
finding field studies targeting
private sector companies.



Present results of fact finding field
studies in workshops and
professional meetings with
representatives of private sector
companies.



Produce and disseminate quality
documentation about KFAS
programs to private sector
companies.

Strengthen the KFAS IT department to
allow I&ED to conduct more efficiently
online surveys on private sector
companies, and to monitor more
effectively performance through KPIs.

Strategic Program/Initiative

Current Standing (as Assessed Based on Findings of PSA - II)

Gap Description:
Significant
Moderate
No Considerable Gap

1.3 Design of an “STI
Awareness and
Promotion” program





The Proportion of companies that adopt in a clear way a
broad STI program and STI practices does not exceed 30% of
all companies.
The Proportion of companies that approach systematically
academic/research institutions to support STI activities is
around 30% of all companies.
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Significant Gap

Possible Remedies/Course of Action
Plan in Future Courses of Action


Implementation of media
projects.



Pilot projects funded by KFAS
to promote STI in the business
sector.



Expert advice and study of
similar schemes/best practices
in other countries to establish
program procedures.

Strategic Program/Initiative

Current Standing (as Assessed Based on Findings of PSA - II)

Gap Description:
Significant
Moderate
No Considerable Gap

2.

Possible Remedies/Course of Action
Plan in Future Courses of Action

Assisting companies to develop STI and management capacities

2.1 Establish a reliable data
base of sectors and
shareholding
companies



The database for companies is not up-to-date and includes many
companies that exist only “on paper”.



I&ED does not have at the present time a detailed assessment of
STI capacity by sector.

2.2 Develop guidelines for
an “STI and
Management Capacity
Building” program for
shareholding
companies and their
representatives

I&ED does not have at the current time a comprehensive
system/manual for guideline documents available to shareholding
companies and their representatives seeking support from KFAS.

2.3 Sponsorship of delivery
of comprehensive
programs of training
and technical

The proportion of companies with documented strategic planning
processes and that use strategic planning as an approach to
management is nearly 65% of all companies.
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Moderate Gap

Significant Gap

Moderate Gap



Set-up a system by which the
information about all
shareholding companies in
Kuwait is up-to-date.



Perform comprehensive
analysis to identify what could
be considered as a “strategic
sectors”, which will be
subjected to priority targeting
in relation to STI programs.



Receive expert advice and study
of similar schemes in other
countries to establish guideline
procedures and criteria to the
context of Kuwait.



Preparation of a comprehensive
proposal for these guidelines

Sponsor training programs, in
particular programs that aim at
1. Establishing an STI tag into

Strategic Program/Initiative

Current Standing (as Assessed Based on Findings of PSA - II)

Gap Description:
Significant
Moderate
No Considerable Gap

assistance to different
management levels of
shareholding
companies in relation
to Strategic Planning.

Possible Remedies/Course of Action
Plan in Future Courses of Action
company strategic planning processes.
2. Establishing mechanisms to ensure
effective implementation of strategic
plans, in particular those components
relevant to STI.
3. Developing skills and empowering
professionals to implement effectively
strategic plans, in particular those
components relevant to STI.

2.4 Develop and
implement a
comprehensive
approach for technical
assistance to
companies, monitoring
and evaluation.

Proportion of companies that request that KFAS ought to do a
more effective job in relation to facilitating the attainment of the
latest information on best R&D and STI practices is around 50% of
all companies.
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Moderate Gap



Ensure that the need of
technical assistance is
identified properly.



Suggest to shareholding
companies
institutions/experts able to
provide them with the needed
assistance.



Assign a “unit” of
staff/experts to perform
continuous evaluation &
monitoring.

Strategic Program/Initiative

Current Standing (as Assessed Based on Findings of PSA - II)

Gap Description:
Significant
Moderate
No Considerable Gap

Possible Remedies/Course of Action
Plan in Future Courses of Action

2.5 Develop an STI
statistical database to
support capacity
building programs.

No methodical approach to gather and publish STI statistics to
standards allowing their inclusion into the main international
statistical databases.

Significant Gap

Develop minimum baseline statistics
allowing integration of Kuwait in the
main international statistical
databases for STI.

2.6 Establish an STI library
and a baseline of STI
research performance
of research entities in
the State of Kuwait.

No comprehensive baseline of STI research documentation and best
practices.

Significant Gap

Set out a baseline for evaluation of STI
research performance within research
institutions in Kuwait that includes
Kuwait University, private Higher
Education Institutions, and KISR,
towards which progress in applied
research should be measured.
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Strategic Program/Initiative

Current Standing (as Assessed Based on Findings of PSA - II)

Gap Description:
Significant
Moderate
No Considerable Gap

Possible Remedies/Course of Action
Plan in Future Courses of Action

3. Offering Innovation Research Vouchers (IRV) to support the development of STI and management capabilities within shareholding companies
3.1 Review of institutional
and management
procedures of research
performing
organizations to
receive IRVs

The proportion of companies that assess the KFAS role in offering
IRVs to support STI capacities as “very relevant” is about 3% of all
companies.

3.2 Set-up a preidentification
mechanism for STI
projects to benefit
from the IRVs.

The proportion of companies fully familiar with the KFAS role
about offering IRVs to support STI capacities does not exceed 5%
of all companies.
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Significant Gap

Significant Gap



Re-design the guidelines for
benefiting from the IRVs by
shareholding companies.



Conduct periodic review of
capacities, qualification procedure
evaluation, internal regulation
influencing research activities,
and management of research
outputs in Universities and other
research establishments that
receive IRVs.



Revise the system by which a
call for expression of interests
and preliminary applications
are processed.



Revise the system by which
preselected projects will be
awarded an IRV.

Strategic Program/Initiative

Current Standing (as Assessed Based on Findings of PSA - II)

Gap Description:
Significant
Moderate
No Considerable Gap

4.

Possible Remedies/Course of Action
Plan in Future Courses of Action

Providing funding to support shareholding companies to carry out internal R&D

4.1 Build on the current
capacity of companies
to carry out R&D
internally and set
priorities for strategic
research sectors

• The proportion of companies that claim to have an R&D program
does not exceed 15% of all companies.

Significant Gap

• The proportion of companies that allocate at least 5% of their
annual profits to STI does not exceed 14% of all companies.

• Determine a process to identify
companies with the appropriate
scientific potential to carry out
internal R&D.
• Fund R&D capacity building
programs within companies.

• The proportion of companies with 0 patents during the last five
years is 86% of all companies.
• The proportion of companies that hold no ISO certificate is in excess
of 52% of all companies.

4.2 Set-up a preidentification
mechanism for STI
projects to benefit
from funding R&D
programs.

The proportion of companies that claim to have an R&D program
does not exceed 15%.
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Significant Gap



Design the process by which a
call for expression of interests
and preliminary applications
are processed.



Design the templates for
proposals to be submitted by
companies.

Section Eight: The Way Forward - Strategic Directions and a
Proposed Actions for the Future
The main future strategic driving force for the I&ED should keep its focus on the support of the
development of Kuwait’s private sector’s Scientific and technological capabilities.

The

substance of future agendas must be on:
i) Building awareness and increasing demand for STI within private sector companies
ii) Management capability development
iii) Dissemination of information on STI and management best practices
iv) Identification of new ideas for future programs and enhancing existing ones
v) Acquiring a status of an effective and credible “STI Implementing Directorate”.

Naturally, there are many obstacles towards establishing such a record that I&ED should try to
face and tackle, the main of which are:


The need to further develop the resources and technical expertise at the Foundation
that will allow it to effectively implement its initiatives and align them with private
sector needs and priorities.



The absence of a strong STI culture in most companies and the extent of skepticism
vis-à-vis its benefits.



The lack of awareness by the private sector of program opportunities available from
KFAS to assist them developing an STI culture within companies.



The current legal status of KFAS that does not allow it to have a bigger mandate, as a
catalyst for STI in the country.
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The lack of quality to training human resources and the skill shortages in most
companies



The market failures with respect to funding research



The absence of coherent government STI policy



The absence of any recognition to the merit basis of innovation and associated
learning approaches.



No comprehensive policy on enhancing Private sector-Higher education/research
institution collaboration



No clear standards or systematic assessments of private sector STI needs or
effectiveness of KFAS’s STI enhancing programs at private sector companies.



No elaborate approach to capacity building programs, most “supply-driven” by KFAS,
i.e., not adequately tailored to context-specifics.



The legal environment and the poor enforcement of intellectual property rights
protection that do not allow for enhancing and coordinating innovation activities.



The absence in private sector companies of systematic, widespread, comprehensive
frameworks for innovation which sparks a demand for capacity building programs,
(mostly ad-hoc capacity and management capability development programs/events,
rather than continuous programs).

On a methodological note, the way forward for the I&ED should be based on replicating and
scaling-up current strengths, addressing current weaknesses through proposing corrective
courses of actions, designing ways by which prevailing opportunities can be optimally
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capitalized on, and taking steps towards mitigating any potential threats. Based on the analysis
performed in this investigation, in terms of the prioritization process for the next phase and to
address the more pressing needs, I&ED should focus on the following four complementary and
intertwining strategic directions:
Strategic Direction 1: “Raising awareness of private sector companies of the existing
initiatives and services”
Strategic Direction 2: “Assisting companies to develop STI and management capacities”
Strategic Direction 3: “Building visionary strategic partnerships with stakeholders of
innovation and industrial capacity building”
Strategic Direction 4: “Strengthening I&ED’s commitment and leadership within the
Kuwaiti community”
To pursue these four strategic directions, a total of twelve objectives are proposed under them.
These are:
Strategic Direction 1: “Raising awareness of private sector companies of the existing
initiatives and services”
Objective 1.1: Effectively disseminate Information about existing initiatives and services
Objective 1.2: Design of an “STI Awareness and Promotion” program
Strategic Direction 2: “Assisting companies to develop STI and management capacities”
Objective 2.1: Establish a reliable data base of sectors and companies
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Objective 2.2: Develop comprehensive guidelines for an “STI and Management Capacity
Building” program for companies and their representatives
Objective 2.3: Sponsor delivery of periodic comprehensive STI enhancing programs to
different management levels of companies in relation to strategic planning.
Objective 2.4: Develop more proficient mechanisms for allocating IRVs and funding
internal R&D to companies with credible STI strategic directions.
Strategic Direction 3: “Building visionary strategic partnerships with stakeholders of
innovation and industrial capacity building”
Objective 3.1:

Establish coherent institutional and management procedures of

Universities and expert organizations to cooperate with I&ED in matters of STI Capacity
building
Objective 3.2: Establish coherent institutional and management procedures of
industry/sectoral unions to cooperate with the I&ED in matters of STI Capacity building
Strategic Direction 4: “Strengthening I&ED’s commitment and leadership within the Kuwaiti
community”
Objective 4.1: Take a leadership role in the community in identifying areas of new
comparative advantage to be exploited by the private sector.
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Objective 4.2: Take a leadership role in the community in advocating the need of PublicPrivate Partnerships (PPP) to help develop and implement programs that identify,
evaluate, and commercialize new technologies into products or services.
Objective 4.3: Take a leadership role in the community in advocating the need of the
educational and higher educational sectors to embrace innovation in curricula.
Objective 4.4: Act as a catalyst to encourage partner financial institutions to provide
multiple financial sources to enable SME’s to finance STI and management capability
needed for their business growth.
Table (21) below provides a summary of these objectives, along with brief descriptions of
urgent actions to be taken during the next 3-4 years:
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Table 21: Proposed Broad Plan of Actions for the I&ED – Next 3-4 Years:
Objectives

Actions to be Taken in the Next Phase

Proposed Key Performance Indicators

Strategic Direction 1: “Raising awareness of private sector companies of the existing initiatives and services”
1.1

1.2

Effectively disseminate
Information about
existing initiatives and
services

Design of an “STI
Awareness and
Promotion” program



Conduct periodic fact-finding online surveys
targeting private sector companies.



The proportion of companies that are fully aware of
(and embracing) the I&ED’s strategic directions



Present the results of the fact finding online studies
in workshop and professional meetings with
representatives of private sector companies.



Extent of company participation in workshops and
professional meetings



Produce and disseminate quality documentation
about the Program initiatives and services to private
sector companies.



Develop indicator of awareness (to be tracked
yearly).



Implementation of media projects.



Number of participants to events, number of
subscribers to publications, web-page traffic and
hits, etc…



Pilot projects funded to promote STI capacity
building in selected companies.





Compile expert advice and study of similar schemes
in other countries to establish program procedures.
To be commissioned with involvement of
international expert.

Feedback and performance of projects funded to
promote STI capacity building in selected
companies
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Program/Initiative

Actions to be Taken in the Next Phase

Proposed Key Performance Indicators

Strategic Direction 2: “Assisting companies to develop STI and management capacities”
2.1

2.2

2.3



Set-up a system by which the information about all
companies in Kuwait is up to date



Perform comprehensive analysis to identify what could be
considered as a “strategic sectors”, which will be subjected
to priority targeting in relation to STI capacity building
programs

Develop
comprehensive
guidelines for an “STI
and Management
Capacity Building”
program for companies
and their
representatives



Compile expert advice and study of similar schemes in other
countries to establish guideline procedures and criteria to
the context of Kuwait



Preparation of a comprehensive proposal for these
guidelines

Sponsor delivery of
periodic
comprehensive STI
enhancing programs to
different management
levels of companies in
relation to Strategic
Planning.



Compile expert advice on design of the programs



Develop a domestic capacity to ensure that these programs
are delivered continuously with local expertise.

Establish a reliable
data base of sectors
and companies
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Completion of the data base



Preparation of detailed assessment of
sectors



Compiled documentation



Completed guideline documents



Number of companies and staff
benefiting from these programs and
number of programs per year.



Analysis of quality as assessed ex-post by
beneficiaries.

Program/Initiative

Actions to be Taken in the Next Phase

Proposed Key Performance Indicators

Strategic Direction 2: “Assisting companies to develop STI and management capacities”
2.4

Develop more
proficient mechanisms
for allocating IRVs and
funding internal R&D
to companies with
credible STI strategic
directions.



Compile expert advice on design of mechanisms





Develop a domestic capacity to ensure that these
mechanisms are implemented effectively.

Number of companies benefiting from
IRVs per year.



Number of companies benefiting from
funding to conduct internal R&D per year.



Analysis of quality as assessed ex-post by
beneficiaries.
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Program/Initiative

Actions to be Taken in the Next Phase

Proposed Key Performance Indicators

Strategic Direction 3: Building visionary strategic partnerships with stakeholders of innovation and industrial capacity building”
3.1

3.2

Establish coherent
institutional and
management
procedures of
Universities and expert
organizations to
cooperate with I&ED in
matters of STI Capacity
building



Identification of Universities and Expert organizations that
will be approved by the I&ED as organizations companies can
approach to receive capacity building programs



Number of Universities and Expert
organizations that meet the terms of
reference.



Design the guidelines for benefiting from the capacity
building programs by companies





Define strict terms of references for Universities and
research establishments that will be approved to provide
capacity building programs to companies

The qualification criteria of Universities
and Expert organizations that are
approved to provide capacity building
programs to companies.

Objective 3.1:
Establish coherent
institutional and
management
procedures of
Universities and expert
organizations to
cooperate with I&ED in
matters of STI Capacity
building



Identification of industry/sectoral Unions that will be
approved by the I&ED as genuine industry/sectoral
representatives for cooperation purposes in regards to
dissemination of STI capacity building programs among
companies within the industry/sector.



Data base of identified of
industry/sectoral Unions approved by the
I&ED as genuine industry/sectoral
representatives for cooperation
purposes.



Design the guidelines for benefiting from the capacity
building programs by companies





Program Managers at the I&ED to perform networking with
industry/sectoral representatives

The guidelines for benefiting from the
capacity building programs by companies
within each industry/sector



Number of meetings/signed MOUs
between Program Managers at the I&ED
and industry/sectoral representatives and
companies



Program Managers at the I&ED to consult and engage with
the companies and key stakeholders to validate STI and
management capability development issues and needs of the
companies and stakeholders.
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Program/Initiative

Proposed Key Performance
Indicators

Actions to be Taken in the Next Phase

Strategic Direction 4: “Strengthening I&ED’s commitment and leadership within the Kuwaiti community”
4.1

4.2

4.3

Take a leadership role in
the community in
identifying areas of new
comparative advantage
to be exploited by the
private sector.



Organize scientific events (seminars, workshops, etc..) about topics relevant
to investment in areas that are technology intensive, in which there is a high
propensity to carry-out R&D.



Number and feedback
of participants in
different events



Fund an applied study about a topic relevant to investment in areas that are
technology intensive and disseminate findings



Research output and
dissemination of
findings

Take a leadership role in
the community in
advocating the need of
Public-Private
Partnerships (PPP) to
help develop and
implement programs
that identify, evaluate,
and commercialize new
technologies into
products or services.



Organize scientific events (seminars, workshops, etc..) about topics relevant
to the role PPPs can play in helping the development and implementations of
programs that identify, evaluate, and commercialize new technologies into
products or services.



Number and feedback
of participants in
different events





Fund an applied study about a topic relevant to the role PPPs can play in
helping the development and implementations of programs that identify,
evaluate, and commercialize new technologies into products or services and
disseminate findings

Research output and
dissemination of
findings

Take a leadership role in
the community in
advocating the need of
the educational and
higher educational
sectors to embrace
innovation in curricula..



Organize scientific events (seminars, workshops, etc..) about topics relevant
to investment human capital and the need of the educational and higher
educational sectors to embrace innovation in curricula.



Number and feedback
of participants in
different events



Fund an applied study about a topic relevant to investment in human capital
and the need of the educational and higher educational sectors to embrace
innovation in curricula and disseminate findings



Research output and
dissemination of
findings
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Program/Initiative

Proposed Key Performance
Indicators

Actions to be Taken in the Next Phase

Strategic Direction 4: “Strengthening I&ED’s commitment and leadership within the Kuwaiti community”
4.4

Act as a catalyst to
encourage partner
financial institutions to
provide multiple
financial sources to
enable SME’s to finance
STI and management
capability needed for
their business growth.



Organize scientific events (seminars, workshops, etc..) about topics relevant
to the need of financial institutions to provide multiple financial sources to
enable SME’s to finance STI and management capability needed for their
business growth.



Fund an applied study about a topic relevant to financial institutions to
enable SME’s to finance STI and management capability needed for their
business growth and disseminate findings
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Number and feedback
of participants in
different events



Research output and
dissemination of
findings

Appendix: Questionnaire Used in the Field Study

Questionnaire for a Study on the Development
of the Kuwaiti Private Sector’s Scientific and
Technological Capabilities

Innovation and Enterprise Directorate
Kuwait Foundation for the Advancement of
Sciences
2016
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Background
This survey is prepared as part of a study aiming at proposing practices to promote the development of
the Kuwaiti private sector’s scientific and technological capabilities. It is an effort by the Kuwait
Foundation for the Advancement of Science (KFAS) as part of its commitment to the concept of
Knowledge Economy for the State of Kuwait. It is conducted jointly by the College of Business
Administration at Kuwait University. The main goal of this survey is to collect a variety of data on the
current levels of involvement and adoption of Science, Technology and Innovation (STI) within private
sector companies in Kuwait.
Your kind participation in this survey will be useful to KFAS to recommend procedures and mechanisms
intended to increase the prospects of effectively validating its programs and activities aiming at
exploring ways on how private sector organizations can be empowered to develop and grow their
reliance on science and technological innovation as an approach to improve management. The
information that you will be providing in this questionnaire will be treated with confidentiality and will
not be used for any other purpose than this study.
The survey is divided into four sections. Each section asks questions with direct or indirect relevance to
different aspects of STI at your company. The sections cover the following topical areas:
1. General information about your company and details of your company.
2. The current experience of your company in relation to strategic planning, and whether science,
technology, and innovation are priorities as strategic plans are prepared.
3. The current practice of Management at your company with respect to science, technology and
innovation.
4. The relevance of KFAS programs to your Company.

Your Response is Important to us
Thank You
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PART ONE: General information about your company
Name of the Company: ______________________________________________________
Name of the Respondent: ____________________________________________________
Job Position of the Respondent: ________________________________________________
1. Did your company participate in the Field Study about the Development of the Kuwaiti Private
Sector’s Scientific and Technological Capabilities conducted by KFAS in 2012
☐

☐

Yes

☐ Not Sure

No

2. Is your company listed in the Kuwait Stock Exchange
☐ Yes

☐ No

3. Sector of Company’s Main Activity, Activities, Select all that apply
☐

Administrative Support Services

☐

Hotels and Accommodation

☐

Agriculture and Fishing

☐

Information and Communication

☐

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation

☐

Insurance

☐

Banking

☐

Manufacturing

☐

Child Care

☐

Mining and Petrochemicals

☐

Construction

☐

Professional, Scientific, and Technical

☐

Education

☐

Real Estate

☐

Electricity, gas and air conditioning supply

☐

Repair of motor vehicles

☐

Financial & Investment

☐

Transportation

☐

Food Services and Catering

☐

Travel & Tourism

☐

Health Care and Social Work

☐

Wholesale and Retail Trade

☐

Water supply, Sewerage, Waste management and Remediation
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4. Number of Employees at your Company:
Qualifications/Citizenship

Kuwaiti

Non-Kuwaiti

Total

High School or below
Diploma
University Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctorate Degree

5. What is the amount of your company’s current capital
☐

Less than 1 Million KD

☐

1 - <5 Million KD

☐ 5 - <10 Million KD

☐

10 – <15 Million

☐

15 - <20 Million KD

☐20 Million KD or more

6. What is the annual average gross revenue growth recorded in your company
a. In the previous 5 Years

b. Expected in the next 5 years

☐

Less than 1%

☐

Less than 1%

☐

1–<5%

☐

1 – <5 %

☐

5 – <10 %

☐

5 – <10 %

☐

10 – <20 %

☐

10 – <20 %

☐

20 – <30 %

☐

20 – <30 %

☐

30% or More

☐

30% or More
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7. What is the annual average increase in manpower in your company

a. In the previous 5 Years

b. Expected in the next 5 years

☐

Less than 1%

☐

Less than 1%

☐

1 – <5 %

☐

1 – <5 %

☐

5 – <10 %

☐

5 – <10 %

☐

10 – <20 %

☐

10 – <20 %

☐

20 – <30 %

☐

20 – <30 %

☐

30% or More

☐

30% or More

PART TWO: Current experience of your company in relation to
strategic planning, and whether science, technology, and
innovation are priorities as strategic plans are prepared
Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement by scoring each statement using the following scale:
1 (strongly disagree); 2 (somewhat disagree); 3 (neutral); 4 (somewhat agree); 5 (strongly agree).
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

a. Your company has a documented strategic planning process and
implements strategic planning

1

2

3

4

5

b. Strategic planning is an important tool to ensure the future growth
of your company

1

2

3

4

5

c. Your company has strategic goals in direct relevance to innovation
and enterprise development

1

2

3

4

5

d. The strategic plan supports the adoption of science, modern
technologies, and innovation at your company

1

2

3

4

5
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e. Strategic planning allowed clients to perceive your company as
differentiated from its major competitors

1

2

3

4

5

f. There are initiatives within the Strategic Plan to promote innovation
and upgrade technology capability at your company

1

2

3

4

5

g. There is progress at your company with regards to the
implementation of plans and strategies

1

2

3

4

5

h. There is a progress at your company with regard to the
implementation of strategies about the adoption of science, modern
technologies, and innovation

1

2

3

4

5

PART THREE: The current practice of Management at your
company with respect to science, technology and innovation
1. Did your company introduce new or improved goods/services (excluding the simple resale of
goods/services purchased from other companies)

a. During the last five years
☐ Yes

☐ No

b. Expected during the next five years
☐ NA

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Not Sure

2. Did your company introduce new or improved methods of manufacturing or producing goods/
services

a. During the last five years
☐ Yes

☐ No

b. Expected during the next five years
☐ NA

☐ Yes
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☐ No

☐ Not Sure

3. Did your company introduce new or improved logistics, delivery, or distribution methods for inputs
or outputs

a. During the last five years
☐ Yes

b. Expected during the next five years

☐ No

☐ NA

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Not Sure

4. Did your company introduce new or improved support activities for the processes at the
company, such as maintenance systems or operations for purchasing, accounting, or computing

a. During the last five years
☐ Yes

☐ No

b. Expected during the next five years
☐ NA

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Not Sure

5. Please identify the practices in your company used (or to be used) for improvement, to support
science, technology, and innovation.
1. Previous 5 years

2. Next 5 years

a. Manpower Training

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Yes

☐ No

b. Conducting Applied Research

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Yes

☐ No

c. Technology Transfer Acquisition

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Yes

☐ No

d. Technology support from research
organizations

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Yes

☐ No

e. Utilization of external consultants
and/or expert services

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Yes

☐ No
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6. What was the total amount of resources (expenditures) as a proportion of net profit your company
allocated to the activities of adoption of science, technology, and innovation, at the company
during….?
a. the previous 5 Years

b. the next 5 years

☐ Less than 1%

☐ Less than 1%

☐ 1– <5%

☐ 1 – <5 %

☐ 5 – < 10 %

☐ 5 – < 10 %

☐ 10% or more

☐ 10% or more

7. Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement by scoring each statement as related to your
company, using the following scale: 1 (strongly disagree); 2 (somewhat disagree); 3 (neutral); 4
(somewhat agree); 5 (strongly agree).
Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

a. Your company in general adopts science, technology, and
innovation.

1

2

3

4

5

b. Your company has an R&D program

1

2

3

4

5

c. The activities aimed at acquiring new scientific knowledge in your
company are to meet a commercial objective

1

2

3

4

5

d. The activities in your company aimed at implementing new
scientific knowledge are conducted to meet a commercial objective

1

2

3

4

5

e. The activities in your company aimed at acquiring new scientific
knowledge are motivated by the objective to participate in the
process of building a knowledge economy

1

2

3

4

5

f. At your company, R&D practices are used to produce new or
improved goods/services, or processes

1

2

3

4

5

g. The accumulated practical experience at your company serve the
creation of new or the improvement of goods/services, or processes

1

2

3

4

5

h. Training activities in your company support the adoption of

1

2

3

4

5
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science, technology, and innovation
i. Your company has a culture of pursuing new scientific knowledge,
technologies, and innovations

1

2

3

4

5

j. Your company develops new scientific knowledge, technologies,
and innovations that contribute to environmentally friendly
production processes

1

2

3

4

5

8. How many patents did your company apply for….
a. In the previous 5 Years

b. Expected in the next 5 years

☐ None

☐ None

☐ 1–4

☐ 1–4

☐ 5 or more

☐ 5 or more

9. Does your company hold an ISO certification (If yes, indicate ISO certification and year acquired)
☐

Yes

☐

No

Year acquired:___________
10. Does your company perform any of the following activities at the present time
________________________________________________________________________________
a. Hire external consultants for short-term projects involving innovation,
science and technology upgrades

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Yes

☐ No

b. Host university student interns pursuing degrees in science

c. Approach the likes of Kuwait University, KISR, private universities, or
other academic research institutions to support science, technology and
innovation activities
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PART FOUR: Relevance of KFAS programs to your Company
1. KFAS has a number of programs initiated in 2012 with an aim to provide technology assistance
resources and training, access to science and technology innovation centers, and raise
awareness and institutionalize adoption culture. Provide an assessment to the level of your
agreement with respect to each of the following statements with relevance to these KFAS
programs. Please use the following scale: 1 (strongly disagree); 2 (somewhat disagree); 3
(neutral); 4 (somewhat agree); 5 (strongly agree).
Strongly disagree
a. Your company is aware of the KFAS 2012
initiatives and programs and its efforts to perform
assessment of the demand for its services

1

2

Strongly agree
3

4

5

Please insert a comment:

b. KFAS has assisted your company to develop its
science, technology, and innovation and
management capacities

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Please insert a comment:

c. Your company was offered innovation research
vouchers to support its development of science,
technology, and innovation and management
capabilities
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Please insert a comment:

d. Your company was provided funding to support
carrying-out internal R&D

1

2

3

4

5

Please insert a comment:
2. Your company has participated during the last year in training/assistance/programs
organized/funded by KFAS intended to promote science, technology and innovation capabilities.
☐ Yes

☐ No

☐ Not Sure

3. How KFAS programs can be made more effective to support the development of your company’s
scientific and technological capabilities Select all that apply.

☐

Make available sector specific literature/ academic publications

☐

Provide upper, middle, and lower management training programs

☐

Organize workshops on KFAS services and procedures

☐

Offer orientation and guidance on how to conduct R&D

☐

Facilitate the attainment of the latest information of R&D and STI practices in each sector

☐

Other: ________________________________________________________________
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4. What is the single most important thing KFAS could do to support the development and
improvement of science, technology, and innovation at your company. Select one item only please:

☐

Make available sector specific literature/ academic publications

☐

Provide upper, middle, and lower management training programs

☐

Organize workshops on KFAS services and procedures

☐

Offer orientation and guidance on how to conduct R&D

☐

Facilitate a dialogue with government bodies and agency that are directly linked to the success of R&D and
STI practices.

☐

Facilitate the attainment of the latest information of R&D and STI practices in each sector

☐

Other: ________________________________________________________________
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