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Statistics Norway

Assessing a combined survey strategy and the impact
of response rate on the measurement of innovation
activity in Norway
Lars Wilhelmsen (wla@ssb.no), R&D and Manufacturing Statistics Division, Statistics Norway

F

inancial constraints, response
burden and greater demands
for the harmonisation and
coherence of data across statistical
domains are current concerns that
affect every National Statistical
Authority as well as Eurostat and
the OECD. For instance, Eurostat
has investigated the possibilities for
coordinating surveys in the areas of
research and development (R&D)
and innovation (as well as ICT).
Such efforts also ties into larger
and ongoing processes on the
future Framework for Regulation
and Integrating Business Statistics
(FRIBS), which acts as a driver for
closer harmonisation amongst a wide
selection of statistics. These issues
have also been receiving renewed
attention in relation to Norwegian
R&D and Innovation statistics, but
as a combined survey has been
used since 2001, we approached the
subject from the opposite direction.
The major finding is that context
matters – removing the R&D part of
the questionnaire and conducting a
separate innovation survey led to a
substantial and significant increase
in the reporting of innovation by
enterprises.

Defining the issue
International comparisons based on
the Community Innovation Survey
(CIS) have historically shown Norway
as a relatively low scorer compared
to other European countries. For
example, in the Innovation Union
Scoreboard 2013, Norway is ranked
below the EU average and considered
to be a “moderate innovator”, the third

lowest ranking of four groups. The
other Nordic countries; Denmark,
Sweden and Finland, are all in the
top group of “leading innovators”.
Yet, Norway does very well on
core economic indicators; such as
having a high GDP per capita, a high
overall trade balance surplus, low
unemployment etc. If we expect
a positive relationship between
innovation (as measured by the CIS)
and financial success, this suggests
that Norwegian measured innovation
rates are lower than they reasonably
‘should be’ when comparing the
Norwegian economy to those of
other countries. This phenomenon
has been termed the “Norwegian
Puzzle”.
In order to explore whether there are
any methodological factors in the
currently employed survey tools that
can explain this apparent paradox,
Statistics Norway undertook a
project in which the main research
question was: Does having a
combined business enterprise R&D
and innovation survey influence the
reported incidence of innovation?
Most countries collect data on
R&D and innovation separately,
while some – including Norway –
integrate them in a single combined
survey. Technology and R&D were
initially considered to be the primary
drivers for innovation, and the first
CIS only covered the manufacturing
industries. However, the current CIS
is significantly wider in both scope
and coverage. Combining the surveys
may thus have inadvertently limited
the respondents’ understanding
of what constitutes a “reportable”

innovative activity by maintaining
too strong a link between R&D and
innovation.
In addition, we also sought to test
whether we could identify a response
rate effect. Norway has traditionally
had one of the highest response
rates of countries carrying out the
CIS due to mandatory reporting
with enforcement. Some countries
use either a mandatory strategy
with no enforcement or a voluntary
strategy, leading to lower overall
response rates. This could bias
levels of reported innovation due to
self-selection. In theory, such errors
can be corrected by conducting nonresponse surveys. However, there
is some cause for doubt about the
comparability of results with and
without such adjustments, and other
countries have reported a drop in
innovation rates after making their
innovation survey mandatory.

Designing and implementing
the study
In order to investigate these
questions, we used a revised version
of our CIS questionnaire, without
the preceding R&D module that is
included in the regular combined
survey. This questionnaire was
sent to two separate samples, both
drawn from the same population as
the enterprises who received the
regular combined survey. One of
the extra samples had mandatory
reporting (with the objective of
maintaining the response rate of
the regular combined survey), while
the other was voluntary (and thus
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likely to achieve a substantially lower
response rate).
Since our regular combined survey
is a census for enterprises with
more than 50 employees, the
population for this study was limited
to enterprises with 10-50 employees.
We started by compiling a list of
candidate industries from the part
of the population that had not been
selected for the regular combined
survey. These fulfilled a set of criteria
that would allow us to select two
additional samples while staying
close to the original sample rates
and not diverge significantly on
the final coverage compared to the
regular combined survey. From this
list, we chose a collection of strata
from 10 industries, mainly guided by
the objective of covering as wide a
selection as possible (manufacturing,
core services, other industries; as
well as including different levels
of technology- and knowledge
intensity).
The innovation-only questionnaire
was left as unaltered as possible,
with only minor tweaks allowing for
it to work as a standalone survey.
Data collection and editing was
also conducted using the same
tools and procedures as in the
regular combined survey. Final gross
response rates for the mandatory
innovation-only sample and the
corresponding strata in the regular
combined survey were 95% and
96% respectively. The voluntary
sample had a response rate of 41%.

After the data collection phase was
complete, we then conducted a
round of twelve semi-structured,
in-depth interviews with enterprises
that responded to the surveys.
This was done to obtain a better
understanding of any differences in
the reporting, as well as to discuss
response burden concerns.

Comparing the samples
The results showed a significantly
higher incidence of innovation
by enterprises in the mandatory
innovation-only sample compared
to the regular combined survey, both
for product and process innovators
and for a combined product and/
or process innovation indicator.
In addition, we saw an increase in
enterprises with either on-going or
abandoned innovation activities. The
reported innovation rates increased
even further when we considered the
voluntary innovation-only sample.
Overall, the measured incidence of
product and/or process innovation
almost doubled when going from
a mandatory combined R&D and
innovation survey to a voluntary
innovation-only survey.
Marketing and organisational
innovation also increased between
the regular combined survey and the
mandatory innovation-only sample,
but these differences were smaller
than for product and/or process
innovation. Additionally, we found a
significant increase in the number
of enterprises engaged in R&D
activities. The number of innovators
performing in-house R&D was only

slightly higher, but the number of
enterprises who reported acquiring
external R&D more than doubled.

Respondents’ perceptions and
possible explanations for the
results
A priori, we would imagine that noninnovators would find themselves
more hampered in their innovation
attempts than successful innovators.
However, data from the regular
combined innovation survey suggest
that Norwegian non-innovators have
not reflected on why they are not
engaged in any such activities. Thus,
they are essentially saying that they
find the survey itself to be irrelevant;
not necessarily that any hampering
factors outlined are actually irrelevant
to them. Similarly, we believe that
the increased reporting in the extra
samples is partially caused by a
larger share of respondents finding
the questionnaire without R&D to be
more applicable to how they view
their regular activities. As such, they
are answering the innovation-only
survey more diligently than they
would for a combined survey.
Another possibility is that removing
the initial R&D module is altering
the respondents’ threshold for
reporting an activity as innovative.
Previous work at Statistics Norway
has hypothesised that asking for
detailed thematic breakdowns of
R&D activities might suppress the
reporting of R&D that does not fit any
of the available alternatives. This effect
could be caused by respondents
incorrectly second-guessing their

Table 1. Estimates, standard errors and t-tests; regular combined vs. mandatory innovation-only survey
Type of
innovation

N

Estimate,
regular combined
survey

Estimate,
mandatory
innovation-only
survey

SE,
regular combined
survey

SE,
mandatory
innovation-only
survey

Absolute
t-value

Product and/or
process

4485

868.9

1 344.3

58.3

72.6

5.11*

Organisational

4485

668.6

896.7

49.8

63.9

2.82*

4485

707.7

878.9

54.8

62.6

2.06*

Marketing
*p<.05, ∞ DF

Issue No. 60, January 2014 - THE STATISTICS NEWSLETTER - OECD

initial assessment when they see a
list of set alternatives, even if it is
explicitly stated that these should not
be interpreted as being exhaustive
of all possible R&D. The observed
increase in the reporting of R&D in
the innovation-only samples (with
their much simpler R&D questions)
would seem to support this notion.
Constraining the reported R&D in this
way may also impact the reporting
of innovation. A similar mechanism
could also be in effect for non-R&Ddriven innovations: in this case, the
reporting of such activities might be
suppressed if the respondent forms
an impression that there is a clear
R&D focus in the regular combined
survey.
A further explanation is that the
different samples may have reached
different types of respondents. We
know from previous contact with the
enterprises that surveys requiring
a lot of “hard numbers” are more
likely to be answered by accounting
personnel with financial oversight or
similar functions (many even in an
outsourced capacity, without any
direct knowledge of the enterprise’s
activities). A separate innovation
survey is more likely to be answered
by someone performing a different
function in the enterprise, and we
believe that this may influence
the answers given. Someone in a
strategic management position is
probably more willing to generalise or
give an estimate than an accountant
would be. We are aware that some
countries have explicitly addressed
their CIS to personnel in such
positions (i.e. the Managing Director,
Director of Operations or similar).
This also has response burden
implications. A common concern
is that the inclusion of several
statistical domains (with differing
degrees of thematic overlap) in a
combined survey would entail an
extended burden of distributing
the questionnaire and coordinating
responsibility for responding within

the enterprises. Our data suggest
that such coordination does not
generally occur. The respondents
in our follow-up interviews also
suggested that a combined survey
had the lowest perceived response
burden.

Future work and implications
Overall, our data show that there are
clear and significant differences in
the results between carrying out the
CIS separately and integrating it with
the business enterprise R&D survey.
However, the results are not clear
as to which of the two sets of data
are most accurate with respect to
measured innovation rates. Neither
is it obvious what data is most
useful for any particular purpose.
Some users have voiced concerns
about separating the surveys
permanently on the grounds that
loosing coordinated and consistent
microdata across statistical
domains would be a more serious
disadvantage for analytical use
than the potential underreporting
of innovation.
We still do not have a complete
understanding of the mechanisms
involved, but the existing dataset
should provide several interesting
opportunities for further research.
It is possibly quite unique in that
it covers the same large variable
set over three different samples,
with three different methodological
approaches and a substantial
sample size; all drawn from the same
enterprise population.
One such opportunity could be
exploring the robustness of existing
innovation-related models on the
Norwegian case when coupled with
additional explanatory variables. We
could also use the data to study more
general issues related to “combined
vs. separate” survey strategies, or
to look into the effects of response
rates on estimating population totals
for voluntary surveys. Our primary

focus remains with the Norwegian
(R&D and) innovation survey and the
framework for measuring innovation,
and time permitting, we hope to
pursue some of these possibilities in
the future. Microdata from the project
are also available to researchers at
recognised Norwegian institutions.
While the CIS is comparatively
well coordinated in general, our
results nevertheless indicate that
the comparability of data across
countries cannot necessarily be
assumed. For that reason, the
main conclusion we draw from this
exercise is that context does matter.
As such, these results should be
taken into account when comparing
results from the Norwegian R&D
and innovation survey (or perhaps
even any combined survey) with
differing implementations from other
countries.

GLOBAL FORUM
ON Competition
27 - 28 February 2014
Paris, France
Discussions at the 13th meeting
of the OECD Global Forum on
Competition will focus on:
• Fighting corruption and
promoting competition
is sue s
• Competition
in the distribution of
pharmaceuticals
• Peer Review of Romania's
Competition Law and
Policy
www.oecd.org/competition/
globalforum/
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OECD Productivity Statistics

The 2013 OECD Compendium of Productivity Indicators
Anita Wölfl (anita.woelfl@oecd.org), Head of Unit, Entrepreneurship, Productivity and Microdata Section, Trade and
Competitiveness Statistics Division, Statistics Directorate, OECD

P

roductivity growth is key to
improving GDP per capita
and hence living standards. A
good understanding of the role and
the drivers of productivity growth
is thus crucial to strengthening the
recovery and improving growth and
living standards in the longer term.
In December 2013, the OECD
launched its 2013 edition of the
OECD Compendium of Productivity
Indicators which examines both
longer term trends of productivity
and how the crisis affected patterns
of productivity growth and its
components across countries.
In terms of key longer term trends,
the 2013 Compendium confirms
earlier evidence: in the last fifteen
years, differences in GDP per capita
growth across OECD countries can
be mainly attributed to differences
in growth in GDP per hour worked
(labour productivity) and only
marginally to labour utilisation.
Strong productivity growth has
also helped some countries with
initially low GDP per capita levels to
converge towards average income
levels in the OECD. Nonetheless,
differences in per capita incomes
across OECD countries remained
significant in 2012, mainly due to
differences in labour productivity
levels.
Between 1995 and 2011, growth
of multifactor productivity (MFP)
accounted for one half to two thirds
of aggregate labour productivity
growth across countries. However,

the empirical evidence confirms the
pro-cyclical pattern of MFP, which
follows GDP growth very closely, not
only in terms of the direction but also
its magnitude.
After the 2008 financial crisis, labour
productivity growth fell significantly
in most OECD countries, with the
decline spread broadly across
sectors (Figure 1). Similarly, there
was a sharp fall in MFP in some
countries, and there are risks that
this could herald declining longer
term trends in labour productivity
growth.

labour productivity growth in the
non-agricultural business sector
was almost entirely driven by
manufacturing and business sector
services. It also confirms that in most
countries the highest growth rates
were typically in the manufacturing
sector, while the strong contribution
of services reflected a continuing
shift in employment and value added
towards specialised services.

Understanding the drivers of
productivity growth at the whole
economy level requires an
understanding of the contribution
that each industry makes.

However, business sector services
have contributed significantly to
growth in OECD countries in recent
decades. This contribution stems in
large part from an increase in firms
providing intermediate services
to other firms. This outsourcing
of activities previously conducted
in-house has increased efficiencies,
and hence, labour productivity, of
both outsourcing firms as well as
the firms providing specialised
intermediate inputs.

The evidence presented in the
Compendium confirms that

In fact, developments in information
and communications technologies

Productivity growth in business
sector services

Figure 1. Growth in GDP per hour worked
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The importance of productivity
for living standards

Source: OECD Compendium of Productivity Indicators, 2013 - © OECD 2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932936522
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Figure 2. Growth in real value added per hour worked for selected business
sector services
Percentage change at annual rate
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Measurement of price changes in
services is in a large part complicated
by the way businesses charge for
services, by problems in identifying
quality change, through the provision
of bundled services, and by the
difficulty in identifying separate
price indices per end-user. Despite
substantial progress made over the
past ten years in compiling service
producer price indices (SPPIs), the
methods used to compute constant
price value added still vary across
OECD countries, impacting on
measured productivity growth.

Productivity and trade along
global value chains

Source: OECD Compendium of Productivity Indicators, 2013 - © OECD 2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932936712

(ICT) combined with internationally
fragmented production processes
are making business services
increasingly dynamic, transportable
and tradable. As a result,
several business sector services
show characteristics similar to
high-productivity manufacturing
industries; they are intensive in
physical, notably ICT-capital,
innovative, show economies of scale,
and are exposed to international
competition.

as well as information and
communication services show labour
productivity growth rates that are as
high as average productivity growth
in manufacturing.
The comparability of productivity
growth across industries and
countries may be affected by
problems in measuring real value
added, though. This is of particular
relevance for those business sector
services, where it is difficult to isolate
price effects that are due to changes
in the quality or the mix of services
from pure price changes.

This is also reflected in labour
productivity growth rates (Figure 2).
For instance, finance and insurance

Economic theory suggests that
more open countries should grow
faster and have higher income levels
than less open ones. International
trade enables firms to specialise
in goods and services that can be
most efficiently produced in the
home country. Trade may enable
firms to sell to larger markets, hence
exploiting economies of scale. Trade
also puts pressure on prices for final
goods and intermediate inputs and
increases international fragmentation
of production processes, further
reducing costs. Finally, firms
exposed to international competition

Figure 3. Change in exports to GDP ratio and growth in GDP per hour worked
Total economy, exports in gross terms (left panel) and in value added terms (right panel)
Average annual growth in GDP per hour worked (%), 2000-2008

Average annual growth in GDP per hour worked (%), 2000-2008
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Source: OECD Compendium of Productivity Indicators, 2013 - © OECD 2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932936845
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are continuously forced to innovate
in order to succeed.
The empirical evidence presented
the in Compendium confirms the
strong link between exports and
GDP growth. More open countries
also have a higher level of GDP as
compared to countries with lower
net exports. Moreover, countries
that have been able to increase
their export-to-GDP ratio over time
have also improved their labour
productivity over the same period
(Figure 3, left hand panel).
Measures of exports based on
gross terms can however overstate
the importance that a given growth
in exports makes to productivity
growth. Exports on a gross basis
include the value of imports
embodied in goods and services
as well as some value-added
created in other domestic sectors
that returns embodied in imports.

This 'double-counting' particularly
affects those countries where firms
are closely integrated into global
value chains.
This is illustrated in the right hand
panel of Figure 3 which plots
countries’ productivity growth rates
against the value-added embodied
in foreign final demand for goods
of a particular country. The latter
can most readily be interpreted as
this country’s ‘exports of valueadded’. The panel suggests that
a particular country can have a
relatively high productivity growth
rate, although only a fraction of
what is eventually shipped from this
country is actually produced in the
same country. Rather, what counts
is that firms of this particular country
are integrated in global value chains,
hence benefitting from imported
inputs from specialised firms in other
countries.

Productivity growth
trend versus cycle
Policy makers are interested in
analysing the structural factors
determining labour productivity
growth. For instance low trend labour
productivity growth could reflect
low investment in capital relative to
hours worked (capital deepening),
be it modern information and
communication technologies (ICT)
or more traditional assets (NonICT). Or it could be indicative of low
general efficiency of the production
processes which would be reflected
in low multifactor productivity (MFP).
To shed light on these structural
factors, the 2013 edition of the
OECD Compendium of Productivity
Indicators decomposed the time
series of labour productivity
growth of the G7 countries and
its components into a trend and a
cyclical component (see Figure 4 for
the example of Canada). Therefore,

Figure 4. Labour productivity growth trend and selected components, Canada
Total economy, percentage change at annual rates
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ICT capital deepening
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Source: OECD Compendium of Productivity Indicators, 2013 - © OECD 2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888932936883
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average annual growth is first
calculated for each economic cycle,
as defined according to the OECD's
Composite Leading Indicators.
These average growth rates are then
linked so as to develop a time series
of smoothed trend.
The evidence suggests a declining
trend of labour productivity in most
G7 countries since the mid-1990s or
already before. While the sources for
this decline vary across countries,
some patterns can be distinguished.
The trend decline in labour
productivity growth can very often
be attributed to low and declining
MFP growth, in part combined with
declining growth in ICT capital. This
suggests structural weaknesses in
more endogenous drivers of growth
such as human capital, knowledge
based assets and innovative activity,
or market inefficiencies due for
instance to barriers to competition,
firm reallocation and firm growth.

OECD (2013), OECD Compendium of
Productivity Indicators 2013, OECD
Publishing
www.oecd.org/std/productivity-stats/
oecd-compendium-of-productivityindicators.htm

Bank of Korea

2013 International Seminar on National
Accounts: globalisation and its impact
on economic statistics
Jung Yung Taek, Director-General of Economic Statistics Department, Bank of Korea

T

he Bank of Korea held an
international seminar on
National Accounts entitled
“Globalisation and Its Impact
on Economic Statistics”. They
invited experts from the OECD,
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA), and Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS). The seminar was
held on the 3-4 September 2013.
The seminar comprised sessions
on the following topics:
1. Globalisation and the National
Accounts;
2. Major issues in regard to
globalisation; and
3. Challenges in economic
statistics in Korea.
The cases of the United States
and Australia were examined
with regard to the major issues
arising from the implementation
of 2008 SNA .For example, the
treatment of R&D as investments
and the treatment of entertainment,
literary, and artistic originals as
investments. Also discussed was
the impact on National Accounts
caused by globalisation, such as
goods sent abroad for processing
and merchanting. The seminar
received much attention internally
and abroad having been announced
in ESCAP’s Statistical Newsletter
and was attended by delegates
from the Bangladesh Bureau of
Statistics, the National Bureau of
Statistics of China, the Census
and Statistics Department of Hong
Kong, and the General Statistics
Office of Vietnam.

In her welcoming address,
Suh Young Kyung, deputy governor
of the Bank of Korea, stated that the
ability of National Accounts to reflect
the real world better has grown
ever more important in the face of
the global financial crisis. She also
emphasised that this seminar, in
which globally renowned experts on
National Accounts gathered together
to discuss these major issues, would
be of great help in implementing the
2008 SNA in Korea.
Byung Sam Yoo, chairperson of
the Advisory Committee on Korean
National Accounts and a professor
at Yonsei University, noted that
economic statistics such as National
Accounts had grown still more
important after the onset of the
global financial crisis and praised
the efforts by the Bank of Korea
to implement 2008 SNA. However,
he advocated that, in order to
successfully carry out the revision
of the National Accounts, we should
be sure to thoroughly prepare in
advance and maintain consistency
with other statistics, such as the
Balance of Payments.
In the first session, Peter van de Ven,
Head of the National Accounts
Division in the OECD Statistics
Directorate and Michael Davies, Head
of the Australian Bureau of Statistics’
Macroeconomics Statistics Division,
gave presentations on the topics of
globalisation and progress in National
Accounts in implementing 2008
SNA. They mentioned that as the
process of globalisation intensifies,
not only does consistency among

9
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comparability and sharing
experiences in implementation. Many
participants expressed interest in
calculating the data of non-customs
transactions. Meanwhile, Michael
Davies explored the implications of
Korea’s implementation of 2008 SNA
by looking at the case of Australia,
such as the treatment of R&D and
comprehensive treatment of non-life
insurance and pension funds.

Peter van de Ven, Head of the National Accounts Division in the OECD Statistics Directorate

statistics weaken, but traditional
methodology may also be causing
errors in the estimates. They also
pointed out the need to consider the
fundamental question of whether we
can solve all the major issues related
to globalisation that are brought up
in the Balance of Payments and
National Accounts under the current
framework.
In the following session, which
comprised four sub-sessions,
Michael Davies, Peter van de Ven and
Brent R. Moulton, Associate Director
of BEA, gave presentations on major
issues regarding globalisation. They
discussed principal concerns of the
National Accounts and Balance of
Payments arising from globalisation
and how to capture economic
activities of multinational companies
by examining the case of the US,
which recently implemented the
2008 SNA.
In the third session, “The OECDWTO Database on Trade in Value
Added” (TiVA) was presented. Peter
van de Ven focused on the question
of whether it was possible to build a
TiVA database through international
input-output tables. In order to
achieve this, he added that quality
trade statistics must be in place
between the trading countries and
the linkage between these statistics
and companies’ statistics must be
improved. Jung Yung Taek, DirectorGeneral of Economic Statistics

Department at the Bank of Korea,
stressed that for an accurate TiVA
database, the asymmetry problem
in bilateral trade statistics must be
resolved. He also expressed his
desire for the early release of the
international input-output tables.
In the fourth session, “Changes in
Definitions and Presentations in
the 2013 Comprehensive Revision
of the U.S. National Income and
Product Accounts,” Brent R. Moulton
presented the US case in treating
R&D expenditures as investments,
treating entertainment, literary, and
artistic originals as investments,
expanding the scope of incidental
expenditures arising from the transfer
of ownership, and replacing cashbased accounting with accrualbased accounting in measuring
pensions. As the announcement of
the US revision drew a lot of attention
in July 2013, a number of participants
wanted to discuss this topic further.
In the last session, Young-Tai Kim,
Head of the National Accounts
Coordination Team at the Bank of
Korea, and Michael Davies gave
presentations on challenges in
economic statistics in Korea. YoungTai Kim examined major issues
arising from globalisation, including
the goods sent abroad for processing
and merchanting, by looking at the
Korean case. He also stressed the
need for international cooperation,
such as achieving international

In addition, there was a pre-session
on 2 September 2013 to enhance
understanding of the 2008 SNA.
Peter van de Ven gave a presentation
on “Implementation of the 2008
SNA and the Redesign of the Dutch
National Accounts”.

New international
comparisons of GDP
and consumption
based on purchasing
power parities for
the year 2011
www.oecd.org/std/prices-ppp/
ppps-2011-benchmark-year.htm
The OECD, in partnership with
Eurostat, has calculated new
benchmark purchasing power
parities (PPPs) for GDP and final
consumption for the year 2011 for
47 countries following a common
methodology. These benchmark
PPPs will be included in the worldwide comparison undertaken by
the World Bank for the International
Comparison Programme .
Detailed 2011 PPP benchmark
results
are
available
at
ht tp://s t ats.o e c d.o rg / I n d ex.
aspx?DataSetCode=PPP2011.
They include PPPs, price level
indices and associated estimates
of real expenditures on GDP for
some 50 categories of goods and
services.
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OECD: Highlights of the recent OECD Statistics Directorate meetings

Working Party on Financial Statistics (WPFS) and
Working Party on National Accounts (WPNA)
Jennifer Ribarsky (jennifer.ribarsky@oecd.org), Head of Section, Annual National Accounts, PPPs and Prices, National
Accounts Division, Statistics Directorate, OECD

T

he Working Parties on Financial
Statistics (WPFS) and National
Accounts (WPNA) were held
from 30 September to 4 October 2013
at the OECD headquarters in Paris.
The meetings were attended by
150 delegates from 52 delegations.
The delegates, representing OECD
member countries, Accession
countries and Key Partner countries,
were the heads of national accounts
and experts from National Statistical
Offices (NSOs), financial statistics
experts from Central Banks, as
well as representatives from other
International Organisations.
The main goals of this year’s working
party meetings were to discuss:
>> Government finance statistics;
>> Various issues related to wealth
(households, dwellings, and
natural resources);
>> Treatment of pension schemes;
>> Communication strategies for
the major revisions expected
to the accounts due to the
implementation of the System
of National Accounts (SNA)
2008; and
>> Country practices in compiling
non-financial
accounts,
financial accounts, and balance
sheets.

Government finance
Government finance indicators,
in particular those related to
government deficit and debt are highly
scrutinized as they are considered
very important for evaluating
fiscal policies and for international
comparisons. Five experts (from

the Australian Bureau of Statistics,
the Under-Secretariat of the Turkish
Treasury, the OECD, Eurostat, and
the IMF) made presentations on the
different concepts of public sector
debt, definitions used for the sector
and the instruments, methods for
measuring debt in relation to its
valuation and accounting rules,
how to present debt statistics, and
possible new indicators.
In a paper presented by the IMF
“What Lies Beneath: The Statistical
Definition of Public Sector Debt”,
it was found that the debt of the
public sector often does not follow
international standards. Additionally
the definitions may vary so that the
debt-to-GDP ratios for a single
country may differ substantially
depending on the definitions used
for the sector and the instruments.
Because of the differences, it
was an objective of the meeting
to discuss and try to determine
more standardised definitions and
valuation for government finance
statistics as well as a way to improve
the quality of data.
Because the exclusive focus on two
indicators, Gross debt to GDP and
Deficit to GDP, provide only a partial
view on the government finance
situation, this may lead to less than
adequate policy decisions. The
OECD paper Government Finance
Indicators: Truth and Myth proposed
two alternative indicators: changes in
net worth due to saving and capital
transfers (excluding some incidental
and large capital transfers); and net
financial debt. These two alternative
indicators combined with additional

information may provide a more
complete picture of the status of a
government’s finances.
Figure 1 shows general government
net financial debt versus gross debt
as a percentage of GDP in 2011 for
all OECD countries (except Iceland,
New Zealand, Mexico and Turkey;
for which data are not available). The
figure clearly illustrates the average
discrepancy between the two ratios
which accounts for 49 percentage
points on average. In 2011, for
Norway, Finland and Japan, the
difference between the two indicators
was higher than 100 percentage
points, and represented respectively
192, 112 and 109 percentage
points. Japan and Italy remained
the countries with the highest
government indebtedness, followed
by the United States and Belgium.
Norway, Finland, Luxembourg,
Korea, Estonia, Sweden and Chile
recorded a net asset position in 2011.
In Norway, general government
receives substantial revenues from
petroleum activities, which are
invested in financial assets through
the Government Pension Fund
Global, and as a consequence of
which the Norwegian government
holds vast amounts of financial
assets, accounting for 192% of GDP
in 2011.
At the meeting, there was much
discussion on the definition and
coverage of existing headline
indicators for measuring government
debt and deficit, presently “Gross
debt to GDP” and “Deficit to GDP” for
general government are considered
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Figure 1. Net Debt versus Gross Debt of general government
As a percentage of GDP in 2011
Net financial debt

Gross debt
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*2010 data
Source: OECD Annual financial balance sheets
Data are consolidated except for Chile, Japan, Korea and the UK.

as the leading indicators for
international comparison. Compilers
should provide adequate metadata in
order to minimise confusion amongst
users. Further work is also needed
on the provision of additional data
and/or alternative indicators, on
public sector (including government
controlled corporations) and
information on counterparty sectors
(from-whom-to-whom tables).

Pensions
With an increasing number of people
eligible for retirement in OECD
countries much interest is on the
‘ageing society’ and its impact on the
financial sustainability of pensions.
In recent years, intense pension
reform efforts in countries around
the globe have often involved an
increased use of funded pension
programmes managed by the
private sector. There is a growing
need among policy makers and the
regulatory community, as well as
among private sector participants, to
compare programme developments
and experiences to those of
other countries. The availability
of an accurate, comprehensive,
comparable and up-to-date body of
international statistics is a necessary

tool for policy-makers, regulators
and market participants.
Because international comparability
may be hampered by the differences
in pension systems, an additional
table is needed to support
international comparisons. Therefore,
meeting delegates supported the
further development of a table on
households assets specifically
related to retirement but recognised
that further work to determine the
scope of the assets to be included
is needed.

Accounting for natural
resources wealth
Measurement of sustainable
development is central for many
OECD members. As such, there is
an increasing interest in placing a
capital value on natural resources
but, since these assets are seldom
sold on the market, doubt exists
about how to do this. Five experts
from NSOs (the ABS, Statistics
Canada, Statistics Netherlands,
Statistics Norway, and the United
Kingdom’s Office for National
Statistics) made presentations on
how to account for natural resource
wealth on a country’s balance sheet

In addition to country practices in
measurement of natural resource
wealth, the OECD contributed
two presentations. The OECD’s
Economics Department presented
a paper aimed at gaining a better
understanding of the role of natural
capital for productivity measurement
and as a source of economic
growth. Results suggest that failing
to account for natural capital tends
to lead to an underestimation of
productivity growth in countries
where the use of natural capital in
production is declining because of
a dwindling natural capital stock.
In return, productivity growth is
sometimes overestimated in times
of natural resource booms, if natural
capital is not taken into account as
an input factor. The direction of the
adjustment to productivity growth
depends on the rate of change of
natural capital extraction relative to
the rate of change of other inputs.
The other OECD presentation
under this session discussed the
implementation of the System of
Environmental Economic Accounting
(SEEA). The SEEA brings together
economic and environmental
information in a common accounting
framework to measure the
contribution of the environment to
the economy and the impact of the
economy on the environment. The
new international framework for
SEEA has been adopted and awaits
implementation. While different
environment-economy issues will be
of varying relevance across countries,
international comparability suggests
agreeing on a set of core tables with
a view to their implementation by
all OECD countries. In addition to
further development and ongoing
work in the area of air emissions
and natural resources, priority for
the further extension of SEEA Core
Tables will be agreed upon.
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The Integrated Statistical data Management IT System (ISDMS)

Statistics Latvia: a metadata driven statistical production
system
Norberts Tālers (norberts.talers@csb.gov.lv), Vice President, Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia

How ISDMS was introduced
into Latvia’s Central Statistical
Bureau (CSB)

T

he metadata driven Integrated
Statistical Data Management
IT System (ISDMS) design and
development started in 1999 with the
first version in production in 2002. It
first started as a standardised data
collection and processing system for
business statistics and has gradually
evolved since then by implementing
additional functionality yearly. In
2009 another large project was
initiated for social data collection
needs and since 2013, ISDMS is the
only data collection system at the
Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia.
Currently data from more than 120
questionnaires are collected in
ISDMS covering business and social
statistics. A microdata warehouse on
these questionnaires dates back to
the early 2000’s.

How ISDMS works
The innovative aspect of ISDMS is
that it is a standardised tool for the
statistical data production process
and makes use of structured
statistical metadata as a driving
force with automatic applications
generating data collection, analysis
and aggregation processes within the
system. It supports data collection,
validation, analysis and aggregation
mechanisms in the business
statistics domain and data collection,
validation and initial data analysis
mechanisms in the social statistics
domain. This article describes the
metadata component of ISDMS.

ISDMS comprises two sub systems
where initial data collection tools are
located – in-house data entry and
electronic surveys and computer
assisted personal interviews in
the business statistics domain,
and telephone interviews and web
interviews for the social statistics
domain. Later in the data lifecycle
stage there are microdata analysis,
data aggregations and aggregated
data analysis (up to level of output
tables) for the business statistics
domain, and microdata analysis
and simple, basic data aggregations
for the social statistics domain.
This makes ISDMS not only a data
collection system but also a data
warehouse for microdata on any
survey processed in it.

and the common structures, in a
particular domain, are the key to
the possibility of incorporating any
kind of questionnaire into an ISDMS
subsystem.

By looking closely at business and
social statistics surveys, traits of
each domain’s questionnaires can
be found. These traits can then be
used to help further integration into
the ISDMS. First, there are different
respondents. Second, means of
data collection differ, in business
statistics respondents mainly fill in
questionnaires on their own; while
in social statistics face-to-face
interviews dominate with additional
options of telephone interviews or
self-interviews via the web. Third,
the structure of questionnaires differ
(business statistics – mainly tables
with numbers or selection from
classifications; social statistics – a
logical sequence of questions in
an order that depends on previous
answers received where answers
can either be a choice from
predefined options, selection from
classifications or tabular form).
Differences in types of questionnaires

Questionnaire independent metadata
elements are indicators and
classifications. An indicator belongs
to a logical group, such as type,
name, periodicity, measurement
unit, etc. A classification can be
any type of structured list starting
from logical lists (e.g. yes / no), to
activity classifications (e.g. NACE)
to other classifications such as for
types of goods classifications (e.g.
PRODCOM). Usage of common
indicators and classifications in
ISDMS gives users the ability to
query the data warehouse for values
regardless of the questionnaire.

In order to start a data collection
process and later on to treat data
for analysis and further aggregations,
it is necessary to provide metadata
descriptions in ISDMS (in order
to limit the amount and length of
descriptions provided, only the main
basic fields will be described). There
are two types of metadata entities in
ISDMS – questionnaire independent
and questionnaire dependent. All
metadata is described in human
readable system interfaces without
system programming.

Questionnaire dependent metadata
relate to the structure of the
questionnaire: this can be a tabular
structure for answers and or a matrix
structure that includes questions and
answers. By using an indicator or
by combining it with a classification,
variables are generated which then
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can be assigned to particular cells
in the questionnaire structure. After
defining the questionnaire structure
and populating it with variables,
ISDMS is able to generate data entry
forms.
Validation algorithms are executed
at the time of data entry in any
structure of questionnaire regardless
of data collection means. Validation
algorithms are an essential
component of any questionnaire
data entry process, which with help
of specifically developed pseudo
language, check both numerical and
logical values provided for errors.
Automatic data calculations can also
be defined via the metadata allowing
certain cells to be populated in a
questionnaire during the data entry
phases based on the selected values
provided in the questionnaire.
Additional metadata is needed for
social statistics questionnaires
that allows questions/answer
data (considered to be a top layer
of indicators) to be separated
from routing questions asked to

respondents (logical sequence)
which are normally based on
previous answers given.
Metadata descriptions result in
a logical structure where a user
can select indicators from a
particular questionnaire or several
questionnaires together and retrieve
microdata of the questionnaires for
data analysis. Metadata descriptions
for data aggregations can be made
after completing and defining the
questionnaire structure. In order to do
this, users need to process indicator
by indicator in a given questionnaire
and define the aggregation algorithms
(aggregation by a classification or by
another indicator). Then initiate the
data aggregation procedure which
results in macrodata sets (available
for retrieval in the same manner is
microdata).

ISDMS from the practitioner
point of view; business
statistics

processing and analysis. Reports
provided by enterprises were paper
based and had to be manually
entered into a single database.
What are ISDMS benefits for
business respondents?
Enterprises are now welcome to
provide reports electronically and
paper reports are no longer relevant.
Data from provided reports are
automatically transferred to ISDMS
for further validation and processing.
Enterprises may benefit also from
a system ensuring submission of
reports in one place – “My reports”.
Whereas paper reports can be lost,
electronic reports are available
any time with the respondent able
to find out about the report that
has to completed and submitted,
the deadline and periodicity of
doing that, as well as the name of
the statistician responsible for the
particular report to contact if help
is needed.

Before the introduction of ISDMS, IT
programmers ensured source data

Figure 1. Overall schematic metadata organisation scheme

Business Statistics questionnaire
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Social Statistics questionnaire
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(layout)
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What are ISDMS benefits for
business statisticians?
Since ISDMS was introduced in
2002 for the production of business
statistics, a number of improvements
have been made:
1. Statisticians can easily access
and analyse source data
without IT assistance. Time
series are available.
2. All reports provided by
respondents are available to
statisticians in ISDMS.
3. Error controls and explanations
are available. The statistician
can correct and comment on
errors in the reports.
4. Source data analysis and
calculations can be provided
on different business statistics
areas, by regions and counties
by different size classes such
as employment and turnover
etc.
5. Summary tables are available in
ISDMS, most of them are used
for public databases.
6. ISDMS calculates the primary
confidentiality. In the future
the secondary confidentiality
calculations provided by
the system are planned for
and welcome. Currently the
secondary confidentiality is
calculated using software
T-Argus, this is done manually
and is a time consuming and
complicated process.
7. ISDMS allows statisticians to
add data from reports provided
in paper by respondents.
8. Data from ISDMS are easily
adjustable for Eurostat reports.
9. Data are comparable among
different statistics, for example,

financial data for a business
can be compared to their
labour costs, occupied posts
by classification etc. Monthly
reports can be compared with
quarterly and annual ones. For
example, monthly business
turnover can be compared to
the financial quarter report and
annual business activity report.
10. Data from the CSB Business
Register can be used in parallel
with ISDMS, allowing it to clarify
why, for example, the enterprise
no longer provides answer to
questionnaires.
11. ISDMS has reduced the
number of statisticians required
as well as shortening the data
processing time and has
improved data quality.

ISDMS from the practitioner
point of view; social statistics
ISDMS in social statistics was
introduced 10 years later and was
first used for the 2011 population
census. For surveys like the quarterly
labour force survey and the annual
EU Statistics on Income and Living
Conditions (EU-SILC) survey it has
been used since 2013. Therefore the
experience is still limited and not all
the advantages can yet be assessed.
What are ISDMS benefits in
social statistics?
Possibly due to previous habits, e.g.
Blaise software was used in social
statistics before, ISDMS seems
heavy to adapt to the specific needs
of social statistics, however there are
some positive benefits:
1. Statisticians can easily access
and analyse source data
without IT assistance.
2. All data can be exported from
the system and analysed,
thus providing statisticians

with more flexibility. A lot can
be done in the system by
statisticians themselves without
needing to involve IT experts.
3. Previously the number of
Blaise licences was limited,
therefore only a limited
number of computers could
be used for accessing data
and further processing. Since
the introduction of ISDMS all
computers have the system
installed and so all statisticians
can use it.
4. Convenient views in the system
allow the questionnaire to be
viewed in parallel with the
interviewer. For example,
if the interviewer faces a
problem, a statistician from
the CBS can view the particular
questionnaire and help to solve
the issue.
However a number of particular
issues are faced by ISDMS social
statistics users and will have to be
further examined for effective use
of ISDMS in social statistics. There
are fewer questionnaires in social
statistics compared to business
statistics, but they hold more specific
metadata elements. This means that
the social statistics questionnaires
differ more among themselves
and it is therefore essential to do
extensive analysis and comparison
of the survey elements in order to
be able to incorporate them into
one standardised data processing
system. In order to create a proper
and functional questionnaire data
collection mechanism, the CBS
will have to do extensive planning
for: the questionnaire structure,
routing questions, and the validation
procedures. This means for example
that if a check for non-existent value
is not described, the system will not
warn the user.
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Lessons learned during introduction of ISDMS
1. There are several ways of
managing process flows in
organisations: centralisation/
standardisation, or a separate
production line for each field
of statistics that will include
numerous process flowcharts.
The CSB chose the path of
centralisation/standardisation
and has never doubted this
decision.
2. The introduction of ISDMS has
resulted in a more efficient
use of human resources and
lower costs in the production
of statistics. Additionally,
a metadata-driven data
processing system makes

the data lifecycle more
transparent and, since it is
centralised, significantly raises
the level of data processing
standardisation in the surveys.
3. T is a crucial component
towards the goal of developing
and implementing a centralised
data processing system.
However, close cooperation
among IT specialists and
statisticians is very important
in order to make such a system
a success. In addition, support
from the senior management
is essential for successful
implementation of projects
aimed at changing processes
in the organisation.

Statistics Latvia
when, what and how
Statistics in Latvia have more than a hundred years of
institutional history, but in practice the statistical research
dates back to the 16th century. Today 550 professionals
at the Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia (CSB) provide
statistics to a large number of data users.
The CSB has become an active participant in the European
statistical system by securing fulfilment of requirements of
the European Union, as well as contributing to the large
community of European statisticians. The CSB complies with
the European Statistics Code of Practice and additionally,
a new Quality Management System will be phased in over
the next few years.
The CSB provides domestic and foreign data users with
timely, internationally comparable statistics on economic,
demographic, social, and environmental domains in Latvia.

www.csb.gov.lv

Better Life: OECD
Directorate for
Financial and
Enterprise Affairs
call for papers
www.oecd.org/daf/competition/
finance-enterprise-affairs-call-forpapers.htm
It is easy to say that in policy planning
we need to move away from a
narrow focus on material growth to
a broader notion of well-being and
inclusiveness, but how do we go
about it?
This call for papers is directed at
young researchers and PhD-level
students. We are looking for fresh
ideas that challenge our thinking
on how government policies in the
areas of competition, corporate
governance, capital markets and
financial services, international
investment and foreign bribery can
have an impact on our well-being as
defined by the OECD's Better Life
Initiative.
The call for papers will include a total
of five challenges, starting with the
Competition Policy Challenge.
The other challenges will be rolled
out consecutively over the next few
months.
CHALLENGE No.1 Competition
policy is about making business
more competitive, whether through
reforming government policies that
restrict competition, or applying
competition law against cartels and
other abuses. How could competition
policy affect the quality of life as
measured by the OECD's Better Life
Initiative? How can competition policy
help make the lives of citizens better?
Send your paper, a short
curriculum vitae and contact
information by midnight
CET on 31 March 2014 to
daf.contact@oecd.org.
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Publications

Recent publications
Revenue Statistics 2013
Tax revenues continue bouncing back from the low levels reported in almost all countries during
2008 and 2009, at the height of the global economic crisis, according to new OECD data in the
annual Revenue Statistics publication. The average tax revenue to GDP ratio in OECD countries
was 34.6% in 2012, compared with 34.1% in 2011 and 33.8% in 2010.
The ratio of tax revenues to GDP rose in 21 of the 30 countries for which 2012 data is available,
and fell in only 9 countries. The number of countries with increasing and decreasing ratios was similar to that
seen in 2011, indicating a continuing trend toward higher revenues.
OECD (2013), Revenue Statistics 2013, OECD Publishing.
www.oecd.org/tax/revenue-statistics.htm

Government at a Glance 2013
The global economic crisis has undermined trust in government. Today only four out of ten citizens
in OECD countries say they have confidence in their national authorities. Not surprisingly, trust
declined in the countries hit hardest by the crisis, such as Ireland, Greece, Slovenia and Portugal.
But measures can be taken to rebuild trust, according to a new OECD report. The OECD’s
latest edition of Government at a Glance argues that governments need to be more inclusive,
transparent, receptive and efficient. For that, they need to put their fiscal houses in order, deliver high quality
services to their citizens and provide open and transparent data.
OECD (2013), Government at a Glance 2013, OECD Publishing.
www.oecd.org/gov/govataglance.htm

Development Co-operation Report 2013: Ending Poverty
The Development Co-operation Report (DCR) 2013 explores what needs to be done to achieve
rapid and sustainable progress in the global fight to reduce poverty. The world is on track to
achieve the Millennium Development Goal (MDG) target of halving the proportion of people whose
income is less than USD 1.25 a day. Nonetheless, we are far from achieving the overarching
MDG goal of eradicating extreme poverty. While we have learned much about what works in
terms of reducing poverty, "getting to zero" remains a challenge in the face of the intractable
difficulties of reaching those mired in extreme poverty.
The report focuses on the very poor and will set out, in concrete terms:
•• The nature and dimensions of poverty today
•• What development co-operation – and the global partnerships it supports – can do in the fight against poverty
The DCR 2013 will focus on the positive experiences of countries, highlighting policies and approaches that
have worked.
OECD (2013), Development Co-operation Report 2013: Ending Poverty, OECD Publishing.
www.oecd.org/dac/dcr2013.htm
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Agenda

Forthcoming meetings
OECD
Date

Meeting

3 February 2014

2nd Expert Meeting on Pesticide Risk Indicators, OECD Environment Directorate. OECD Paris,
France
2014 Global Forum on Competition, OECD Directorate for Financial and Enterprise Affairs.
OECD, Paris, France
www.oecd.org/competition/globalforum
Statistical Meeting of the Joint OECD/ITF, International Transport Forum. OECD, Paris, France
Working Party on Indicators of Educational Systems (INES), OECD Education and Skills
Directorate. OECD Paris, France
Working Party on International Trade in Goods and Trade in Services Statistics (WPTGS),
OECD Statistics Directorate. OECD, Paris, France
Environmental Indicators Workshop. OECD Environment Directorate. OECD, Paris, France
OECD Global Forum on Public Governance: "Women in Government and Public Policies:
Fostering Diversity for Inclusive Growth", OECD Directorate for Public Governance and
Territorial Development.OECD, Paris, France
www.oecd.org/gov/oecdglobalforumonpublicgovernance.htm
Committee on Statistics and Statistical Policy (CSSP), OECD Statistics Directorate. OECD,
Paris, France
Working Party on Territorial Indicators, OECD Public Governance and Territorial Development
Directorate. OECD, Paris, France
OECD Forum 2014. OECD, Paris, France
www.oecd.org/forum
12th Global Forum on Tourism Statistics, organised jointly by the Ministry of Regional
Development of the Czech Republic, the Czech Statistical Office, the Czech Tourism Board,
EUROSTAT and the OECD. Prague, Czech Republic
www.mmr.cz/en/Microsites/TSF2014Prague
International Transport Forum Annual Summit 2014, International Transport Forum. Leipzig,
Germany
http://2014.internationaltransportforum.org
Health Care Quality Indicators (HCQI) Expert Group, OECD Directorate for Employment,
Labour and Social Affairs. OECD, Paris, France
Focus Group on BEPS: Working Party No. 2 on Tax Policy Analysis and Tax Statistics, OECD
Centre for Tax Policy and Administration. OECD, Paris, France
Working Party on Indicators for the Information Society (WPIIS), OECD Directorate for Science,
Technology and Industry. OECD, Paris, France
Working Party No. 2 on Tax Policy Analysis and Tax Statistics, OECD Centre for Tax Policy and
Administration. OECD, Paris, France
Working Party of National Experts on Science and Technology Indicators (NESTI). OECD
Directorate for Science, Technology and Industry. OECD, Paris, France
2nd International Conference on Governance, Crime and Justice Statistics, Mexico City, 17-20
June 2014.
http://us2.campaign-archive2.com/?u=e8c256f825824a8aa9fc6cc12&id=12cf02ed79&e=d2902
0dc87

27-28 February 2014

6-7 March 2014
10-12 March 2014
24-26 March 2014
31 March-1 April 2014
2-4 April 2014

7-8 April 2014
9 April 2014
5-6 May 2014
15-16 May 2014

21-23 May 2014

22-23 May 2014
2 June 2014
2-3 June 2014
3-5 June 2014
4-6 June 2014
17-20 June 2014

Other meetings
9-11 April 2014
11-13 April 2014

Conference of European Statisticians. Paris, France
www.unece.org/stats/documents/2014.04.ces.html
2014 Spring Meetings of the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank Group.
Washington, D.C., United States
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