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ABSTRACT

Industrial structure of our country is mainly small and medium sized enterprise, although they have not
many research and development (R&D) activity, yet small and medium firms can produce many innovation
products, this represent innovation activity of small and medium sized enterprise of our country quite lively. At
the present day, technological innovation survey have not entirety of detailed regulation, in order to establish
normal community innovation survey, we begin to proceed pilot study of technological innovation survey in
Taiwan area.

In pilot study, we proceed to seek by asking questions that is according to standard of OECD in internal
industry. Thoroughly the experience of pilot study, we can establish a questionnaire that fit in with internal
industry, moreover we scheme technology innovation survey that the first innovation survey to establish
normal technological innovation survey all over our country.

The result of pilot study show that about 50 per cent of manufacture enterprises were innovation active in
the three-year period 1998-2000, about 40 per cent of service industry of 10 or more employees were
innovation active in the three-year period 1998-2000 , that is coincidence with result of CIS2 survey .

Keywords: research and development (R&D) activity, technological innovation survey



