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An innovation measurement framework for the
South African cultural and creative industries

There is increased scrutiny on the directionality of innovation systems in advancing critical global sustainability
and development objectives. Equally, innovation policy mixes require complimentary measurement agendas to
track activity and outcomes and inform public investment decisions. South Africa has a clear innovation policy
mix for its arts, culture and heritage (ACH) dispensation. However, innovation indicators are not yet integrated
within the monitoring and evaluation framework of the ACH dispensation. In this paper, a directionality-sensitive
innovation measurement framework for the cultural and creative industries (CCI) is proposed with indicator
categories addressing a fuller variety of system actors than are typically assessed in innovation surveys. The
framework was piloted in South Africa’s Western Cape Province and yielded several methodological insights
and data. Key among these is the value of survey interviews for data enumeration that bridges respondent
understanding of the concept of innovation, as well as combining object- and subject-based approaches to
mitigate against measurement error. By adopting this framework, data comprising a richer cross-sectional
view of innovation in the CCI can be compared and analysed, in-country and across countries, enabling
several potential research and policy monitoring use cases.

Significance:

This article makes a methodological and an empirical contribution to the innovation measurement literature,
reporting results from survey piloting of a framework based on Gault’s theoretical concept measuring innovation
everywhere. It also makes a policy-oriented contribution, specifically at the nexus of ACH and innovation policy
in South Africa, by proposing a directionality-sensitive innovation indicator framework for the CCl that has been
tested in one province, and that can be used and adapted for future policy monitoring efforts.

Introduction

Cultural and creative industry in South Africa, whether for-profit or not-for-profit, occurs within and across various
organisational, social, physical and digital locations. It also occurs within and across discrete industrial domains,
value chains and types of occupation. The agglomerative term, the ‘cultural and creative industries’ (CCl), has
been adopted in South African arts, culture and heritage (ACH) policy, planning and monitoring documents to
capture this productive cross-sectoral environment.™ It is widely acknowledged that the CCl yield an assortment of
commercial, social and other benefits and, as such, should be enabled through public policy investment decisions.
In turn, creation of evidence in contextually relevant ways to inform decision-making is critical.* This paper reports
on the methodological design and results of a policy-oriented study to develop and pilot an innovation measurement
framework for the South African CCI.

Framework policy and empirical rationales

The concept of an innovation policy mix reflects a confluence of policy intent toward a desired future, and a
confluence in which any innovation measurement framework must locate itself.5¢ Critical, too, is the concept
of directionality: to the extent innovation systems have contributed to generating and reproducing key societal
and environmental problems, directionality is explicitly about governance of innovation to reverse these problems
systemically.” The innovation policy mix for the South African CCl as well as the specific directionality statements
that informed the framework’s design is this section’s focus.

Beyond the economic value of arts, culture and heritage

The National Development Plan provides policy direction for South Africa until 2030, aiming to overcome high
levels of unemployment, poverty and inequality.? These problems have a particular trajectory in relation to the
country’s colonial and apartheid histories, resulting in a persistent vicious cycle. The National Development Plan is
explicit about the overlapping intellectual-psychosocial and economic-industrial values of arts and culture, as well
as their broad innovation potential, to contribute to the desired economic and societal futures (Table 1).

Equally, South African ACH policy and planning, as expressed in a White Paper' and accompanying plan for the
CCI?, contain clear innovation and directionality statements: the White Paper positions “sustainable development
and cultural inclusion” as key outcomes of a “creative and innovative society in which the full range of artistic
forms, diverse cultural practices, and heritage and knowledge traditions and technologies are harnessed” (p.8;
emphasis added); the plan’s vision statement foresees a qualitative relationship between “prosperity for creatives,
entrepreneurs and broader society” and a CCl that is “globally competitive, innovative, sustainable, vibrant and
transformed” (p.42; emphasis added)"2. These innovation and directionality postures in ACH policy and planning
reinforce, and are reinforced by, the main policy intent of the 2019 White Paper on Science, Technology and
Innovation, encapsulated in its tagline: “science, technology and innovation enabling inclusive and sustainable
South African development in a changing world” (emphasis added).°®" Regionally, a revision to the African
Union’s 2008 CCI action plan, “envisions an innovative, integrated, peaceful and prosperous Africa, where cultural
and creative industries are the cornerstone of inclusive and sustainable development driven by its people and
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%e
Table 1:  Values covered in South Africa’s National Development Plan
(NDP) policy statements on arts, culture and cultural and
creative industries
Value NDP policy statement’
Intellectual “Arts and culture open powerful spaces for debate about
where a society finds itself and where it is going.”8®36
Psvchosocial “Artistic endeavour and expression can foster values,
y facilitate healing and restore national pride.”8¢3)
“The country’s rich cultural legacy and the creativity of its
people mean that South Africa can offer unique stories,
Industrial/ voices and products to the world.”830)
Economic

“Promoted effectively, the creative and cultural industries can
contribute substantially to small business development, job
creation, and urban development and renewal.” 839

*A similar statement from the NDP is applied to a discussion of the country’s “rural
economiese:124,

rich heritage”°®9. Internationally, the UN’s Sustainable Development
Goals provide broad impetus for the creative economy’s role in global
development. This paper is primarily concerned with the creation of
innovation data that can contribute toward monitoring progress against
South African, regional and global goals.

Measuring innovation everywhere

Innovation measurement thinking has advanced since the first edition of the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) Oslo
Manual (1992), which codified methodological principles and practices.
Whereas early measurement efforts focused on developed economy
manufacturing firms, recent work across the world has emphasised
measuring innovation at household level", in the public sector’?, and
within informal businesses'. Gault has aptly termed this shift measuring
innovation everywhere.

The introduction of a general definition of innovation in the 2018 Oslo
Manual™> makes it methodologically possible to measure innovation
everywhere. In innovation surveys addressing the formal business
sector, the definition is:

A business innovation is a new or improved product
or business process (or combination thereof)
that differs significantly from the firm’s previous
products or business processes and that has been
introduced on the market or brought into use by the
ﬁrm.l5(p,20)

Whereas, the general definition of innovation that applies to all institutional
sectors is:

An innovation is a new or improved product
[good/service] or process (or combination thereof)
that differs significantly from the unit’s previous
products or processes and that has been made
available to potential users (product) or brought
into use by the unit (process).'>®2%

Following Gault, in a systems approach to innovation measurement, data
are collected from statistical units in multiple institutional sectors from
within one or more economic sectors.'® This could be more accurately
termed measuring innovation everywhere, at once. A precedent for this
refinement of Gault’s proposition is R&D measurement adhering to the
QECD'’s Frascati Manual.

Scholars have identified, researched and debated several shortcomings
of innovation measurement.'”'® These include the potential for structural
bias, measurement error and an undue focus toward R&D-led or tech-
nological forms of innovation, eliding, for example, services-sector
innovation, incremental innovation, or innovation in informal sectors. From
the perspective of the Global South, scholars have also highlighted the gap
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between what is measured and what should be measured, calling for more
contextualised approaches suited to the realities of developing countries, as
well as the need for stronger policy uptake of innovation indicators.'*?" In
turn, OECD guidance has been updated regularly, and in the South African
context measurement gaps have been addressed through, for example,
recent surveys on commercial agriculture? and informal businesses®.

Directionality and CCI innovation measurement

In South African state-sanctioned innovation measurement through the
2000s*+%, sampling choices foregrounded the larger economic sectors
in value-added terms, bypassing the CCl. In 2015, Manzini argued for
studying innovation in “arts and other creative industries”?6®4., Around
this time, small-scale CCl-specific innovation studies were pioneered by
Booyens and several collaborators, including a study with Molotja on
innovation in new media businesses in Cape Town that found innovation
to be localised and incremental.?” In their study of innovation within
creative tourism in the Western Cape?, Booyens and Rogerson found
economic competitiveness and urban development to be key rationales.
However, they also found innovation to be critical in deepening creative
tourism’s engagement with local arts and culture spaces, practices
and dynamics. This finding echoes cultural policy scholarship that has
questioned heritage, design, tourism and urban development discourse
practices that, out of narrow commercial or governance instrumentalism,
have elided, appropriated or distorted local histories, memory and
knowledge.>-* Most recently, research by Snowball et al.?, drawing on
the UK’s Brighton Fuse study®, was a first larger-scale attempt to deploy
OECD-defined measures in the Cape Town creative cluster, with a strong
directionality lens on workforce diversity specifically. Examining the fuse
in production of digital technology and creative design capabilities in a
realised sample of 72 formal businesses, the authors found that fused
businesses were more likely to be process innovators, as well as to
employ a more diverse workforce, than non-fused firms.

Accounting for the above policy context and empirical studies, missing
from the CCl-specific innovation studies to date has been a focus on a
broader set of actors comprising the CCl — from government programmes,
non-profit organisations and informal businesses — as well as a finer-
grained emphasis on the social and environmental benefits of CCl
innovation. Thus, the research question addressed in this study is: given
the innovation policy mix for South African arts, culture and heritage, to
include the CCI, to what extent is innovation measurement suitable as a
tool for monitoring the innovation performance across the CCI?

Framework development

The study reported on here was exploratory by design, following a
consultative-collegiate approach emphasising knowledge co-production. "3
Its focus lay in a discrete segment of the survey research cycle, notably
sampling and instrument development, and testing. This is conceptualised
in Figure 1 as two consecutive phases, with iterative learning feedback
loops and a scaffolding of research results. These are reported and
discussed below.

Activating the study’s co-creative design, a public research seminar was
hosted by the Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) in June 2020
to discuss the framework’s initial conceptualisation as elaborated by the
author.®® Present were public officials from the National Advisory Council
on Innovation and line departments for innovation and arts and culture,
as well as sector policy and innovation measurement experts. Further
appraisal from four innovation measurement experts, two of whom
attended the seminar, was solicited during instrument development and
after piloting. These interactions were reinforced post-data collection,
through a workshop and study presentation with survey respondents
and sector experts in February 2024.

Sampling
As a pilot study, non-probability purposive stratified sampling based on
convenience was employed (detailed in the and

).%0 Stratification was based on three key criteria:
economic sector classification as given by the 2009 UNESCO Framework
for Cultural Statistics combined with Statistics South Africa’s 2012
standard industrial classifications to the five-digit level; institutional sector
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o

Phase |: Instrument Adaptation

Step 1: Expert and stakeholder
engagement

Step 2: Development and population of A
purposive stratified sample frame

P

Step 3: Questionnaire development >
and expert appraisal

Step 4: Ethical
clearance

_l" Phase transition
Across phase feedback

D) Learning/improvement loop

Figure 1:  Conceptual representation of the study process.
Table 2:

Question bank

Harmonised data collection for the CIS 2020 X
South African Agricultural Business Innovation Survey, 2016-2018+ X
South African Business Innovation Survey, 2014-2016% X

A pilot survey for measuring innovation across the public sector*
Measuring public innovation in Nordic countries*

The importance of measuring household innovation*®

Free Innovation (Appendix 1)47

The informal ICT sector and innovation processes in Senegal*®
Innovation in the South African Informal Sector Survey*

Measuring innovation in the informal economy (Annexes 1-3)%°

classification as given by the System of National Accounts 2008; and
geographic location within the six main municipalities of the Western Cape
Province of South Africa. The application of these criteria was consistent
with the Oslo Manual’s (Chapter 2) requirements for an innovation measure-
ment framework. Snowballing was used to ensure that potential respondent
individuals or organisations fell within the correct strata.

Instrument adaptation

Harmonisation at the construct level was critical to give effect to the
measurement framework’s intent and sampling strategy. This required
uniformity and differentiation across survey instruments administered
within different institutional sectors, to account for the distinct nature of
goals and activity (public, private, third sector). To this end, several key
decisions were taken with expert input, described below.

The first key decision, discussed with Expert A, was to create three
questionnaires (1=Formal Business, 2=Informal Business & Household,
3=Government & NPO) drawing on established questionnaire models
and question banks to minimise the need for validity testing (Table 2).

The second decision taken was to orient all instruments to sector-specific
conditions, including mandates, funding sources and technologies, as
workshopped extensively with Expert B. The third key decision was to
explicitly address directionality by adding a new question on innovation with
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— Step 5: Informal
L.+ | testing

.s®

....................... 'S Step 7: P||ot|ng ‘

Formal Business

Phase lI: Instrument Testing & Piloting

-~
-~
-~

Step 6: Cognitive
» | testing

Step 8: Respondent and
expert engagement

List of sources (‘question banks’) collated to develop and adapt questionnaires to institutional sector and country specificities

Government & NPO Informal Business & Household

X

X | X X | X | X

social benefits. This question mirrored the Eurostat Community Innovation
Survey (CIS) 2020 question on innovation with environmental benefits, which
was also included. The new question, developed by the author, similarly
tests the idea that innovation may result in social benefits inside and beyond
the business/organisation. A draft of this question was workshopped and
modified with Expert C, while Expert D separately cautioned that answers to
this question may be subject to social desirability bias. Expert A suggested it
was a useful question to add but that it should be tested.

The fourth key decision concerned customisation for general South
African geographical and governance specificities such as the District
Development Model's district municipalities, as well as appropriate
professional and colloquial language for the South African context (e.g. use
of “business” rather than “firm”). The fifth key decision was to include a
focal innovation question using the Oslo Manual’s object-based approach
to surface innovation examples and, following Cirera and Muzi, to mitigate
measurement error.'”"

After initial instrument development, the study was reviewed by the
University of Johannesburg College of Business and Economics’
Research Ethics Committee, receiving clearance on 21 December 2021
valid until 26 February 2024 (code: 21SEC0040). Research permits
from the one municipal government and one national entity were also
granted. All data reported were anonymised unless otherwise agreed.
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Image: Created by Enathi Motolwana, Human Sciences Research Council
Figure 2:  Geo-spatial map representing pilot survey realised sample by institutional sector and district/metropolitan municipality.

Instrument testing and piloting

Testing and piloting of questionnaires early on is vital to detect problems,
whether structural or non-structural.®® Informal testing was initiated as
a pre-cursor to a more formal cognitive testing step. During the latter, a
combination of comprehension, paraphrasing, confidence judgement, recall,
and specific and general probes was developed and administered. Further
development of the survey instruments was undertaken after informal
testing and cognitive testing, in preparation for the piloting step. In sum, a
total of 26 completions were realised: informal testing (7 = 2), cognitive
testing (7 = 3) and piloting (7 = 21) (detailed in ).

Discussion of testing feedback data: Structural and
non-structural problems

Several problems of a structural and non-structural nature emerged:
with the concept of innovation, the relatability of the questionnaires to
organisation and sector circumstances or conditions, and respondent
burden (structural problems); and stylistic and technical inconsistencies
(non-structural problem). These are discussed briefly in turn with reference
to research-potential respondent correspondence metadata.

In the case of one Qverberg-based non-profit organisation (NPO), for
example, after review of the questionnaire, the potential respondent was
unable to conclude that there was a link between their organisation’s
activities and innovation. They wrote:

| shared it with the members of [anon] and | must
say we are not sure how we could be of help to you.
Ours is mainly a group of older people interested in
SA history. We try to be inclusive and look at the
broader picture and record, publish and archive our
talks and interviews. | don’t know how this could
be considered innovative and help towards policy
change. (Potential Respondent: Heritage Society)

A follow-up email, with the intention of further explaining and persuading
the respondent on this point, yielded no result. Similarly, the owner of a
Cape Town manufacturing-based export and tourism business, which
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has a public viewing point onto its plant and machinery (suggesting at
least the potential for the presence of innovation activity), declined to
participate. They wrote:

Having read through part of your questionnaire |
realise that there is not much | can contribute to
your research. (Potential Respondent: Polished
Gemstones Manufacturer)

For a Cape Town based informal business, the potential respondent
indicated that they “did browse through some of the questions” but “felt
most of them did not relate to my type of business” which was “still in
start-up phase, and pretty informal at the moment” (LP Retailer). By
contrast, two in-situ testing interviews with informal business owners
were highly data generative, pointing to a potential problem with the
email and form mode of survey administration. From this evidence, it
appears likely that non-response bias arose out of a lack of conceptual
understanding and relatability to innovation.

Apart from conceptual and relatability challenges, various practical
circumstances also prevented responses. The owner of a home-based
pottery studio on the Garden Route, for instance, could not participate due
to a recent injury. “We don’t have the resources to respond to academic
research questions”, was one auto-response from a well-established Cape
Town based local newspaper. To the extent that respondent burden of any
type prohibited completion, it is identified here as a structural problem.

Cognitive testing feedback (i.e. feedback given after enumerating the test
questionnaire) echoed that received from informal testing interactions.
For a Cape Town based craft NPO:

Creativity, design & innovation as terms are
interchangeable. Our overall thought is that
[anon] was not a fit with the questionnaire and the
answers you are seeking. We provide an enabling
environment for others to create, innovate and
design. We do not do this ourselves. You will see
that there are mostly ‘No” answers! (Craft Business
Park, NPO_CT001)
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A bestselling Cape Town based non-fiction author with various writing
projects at any given time — from books and journalism to bespoke
newsletters — participated in cognitive testing, providing rigorous
feedback. They expressed some confusion about which aspects of their
writing work could be considered innovation, as defined:

I’'m not entirely sure | understood the concept of
innovation as you intended me to. In my line of
work | feel that writing a book or a creative article
comprises innovation. But creating a newsletter is
not innovation. But perhaps | have totally missed the
point. (Bestselling Non-fiction Author, H_CT001)

Constructively, the author suggested conducting an interview to collect
data, rather than doing so via self-completion. They also recommended
provisioning substantially more time for self-completion than what
was indicated on the test questionnaire (Bestselling Non-fiction Author,
H_CT001).

Non-structural problems included stylistic and technical issues that
were identified in cognitive testing; these included language error and
questionnaire length (Bestselling Non-fiction Author, H_CT001). Form
code bugs were also reported (Commercial Wildlife Visitors Centre,
BUS_CT001).

Questionnaire improvement and piloting

Addressing the structural and non-structural problems, key decisions
were taken to re-shape the instruments for the piloting step. These
included removing a cumbersome question requiring disaggregated

Cultural and creative industries innovation measurement framework
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expenditure data, shortening the documents, refining wording, correcting
stylistic errors, and improving signposting of skip patterns. Even with the
amended instruments, analysis of reasons given by a selected number
of piloting respondents surfaced some of the same challenges, as well
as new ones. These were coded as three higher-level categories of
structural problem: respondent burden, respondent misinterpretation and
respondent paralysis. Put differently, in addition to finding a survey request
burdensome, other reasons for non-response included a lack of capacity
or mandate to participate on the spot (paralysis) or poorly scaffolded
conceptual understanding of the survey content (misinterpretation).

In all, during piloting, 10 questionnaires were completed via semi-structured
interview and 11 were self-completed. While self-completion elicited
useful and accurate data, a key insight from piloting was that generating
understanding of innovation with respondents through semi-structured
interview dialogue was highly effective in eliciting potential focal innovation
examples (Table 3), as well as validating these in terms of the definition of
innovation. Such discussions also aided respondents in answering dependent
survey questions with reference to the focal innovation examples, in surfacing
insights on organisational and sectoral conditions, as well as in mitigating the
potential for response and non-response bias, and measurement error.

Framework indicator proposition

In Figure 3, the framework is conceptualised as systemic with its focus
on multiple transactors within the same economic sector. The proposed
framework is also multidimensional: the three dimensions are actor and
sector indicator variables; innovation and sectoral system indicator
variables; and directionality indicator variables (Table 4). Although not

Table 3:

Institutional sector

Product innovations

Informal Business

Household

Formal Business

NPO

Government

Process innovations
NPO
NPQ

Focal innovation examples

Participant

Wire Art and Craft Trader (IB_P2)

Musician/Preacher (H_P1)

Film Production Company (BUS_P3)

Cultural Heritage Venue and Tour Operator
(NPO_P3)

Government Culture and Arts Unit (GOV_P3)

Open Data Software Publisher (NPO_P6)
Community Radio Station (NPO_P8)

Combined (product and process) innovations

Formal Business

Formal Business

NPO

NPO

Government

Government

Government

Research Article

Book Shop (BUS_P1)
Musical Theatre (BUS_P5)

Music Sector Promotion Organisation
(NPO_P4)

Second-hand Goods Charity Shop (NPO_P7)

Natural Heritage Conservation Research Unit
(GOV_P2)

National Park (GOV_P4)

Public Theatre Company (GOV_P1)

https://doi.org/10.17159/sajs.2025/19260

Example

New wire and bead animal craft product line (good) marketed at a busy Cape Town
intersection.

New YouTube music video (zero-priced good) based on a public performance that was
filmed on a mabile device by a member of the audience.

New YouTube broadcast-only documentary series on entrepreneurship (zero-priced good).

Five new walking tours (service) led by guides featuring storytelling and interactive indoor
and outdoor experiences to ensure an immersive heritage experience.

New service to Cape Town youth: after-school art classes taught by 40 local artists using
10 under-utilised facilities, totalling 20 000 engagements over a 9-week period.

Implementation of a case management tool.

Radio studio building and technology upgrades.

Website capability improvements (process) to enable online transactions and a delivery
system for remote sales (product-service).

Stage performance backdrop and accompanying AV rig (improved product-service).

The implementation of online ticketing and streamed content (process) as part of
fully staging an industry promotional event comprising talks and interviews online
(product-service).

Implementation of a second-hand goods market online (product-service).

Implementation of an online portal (process) for research applications to be lodged and
permits to be issued (product-service)

Implementation of 88 camera traps and GPS collars (process) for animal monitoring
(product-service).

Introduction of a new experimental theatre (service) with audience capacity of up to 100
for commercial feasibility testing of new performances.
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Unit of observation within Cultural and
Creative Industries

(formal and informal businesses, households, NPOs,
govemment departments/units)
» ..

Innovation &
system indicator
categories

Innovation and
innovation
activities

.

Directionality .
indicator categories "a

=

. Sector conditions and
innovation strategies

Innovations with environmental and
social benefits

Data analytical linkages
Figure 3:  Framework dimensions and categories.
Table 4: Framework dimension and indicator categories

Actor and sector indicator category  Innovation and system indicator categories

Sector conditions and innovation

Unit of observation Innovation and innovation activities

Directionality indicator category

Innovations with social and

strategies environmental benefits
. Identity and location . Product innovation . Degree of importance of . Social benefits of innovation and
) ) sector-specific factors contribution to society
. Industrial category . Zero-priced products

. Industrial sub-category (SIC7) | Novelty of product innovation

. Industrial sub-category (own) | ¢ Distribution of turnover by product

novelt
. Employment y °
. T . Who developed the product
urnover innovation?

' bD|s|tr|buttl|on Off tlL!rn(t)vIe; + Why develop the product
y location of clientele, innovation?

constituency .
. Process innovation

o Age
. Struct . Who developed the process *
fucture innovation?
' Gender . Why develop the process *
«  Formal educational level innovation? .
*  Income (2022) *  Performed R&D
. Types of non-R&D innovation
activities *

statistically representative, piloting nevertheless yielded meaningful
survey data and metadata that could be analysed to explore and
substantiate an argument for a systems approach to measurement, and
point to possible utilities of variables for research and policy purposes.

Data use cases for ‘traditional’ innovation indicators

South African innovation data have given rise to varied empirical analyses
covering employment, productivity and technological effects.5*% These
analyses complement a broader empirical and theoretical research
agenda focused on innovation in Africa and globally, exemplified in
research and training networks such as the Open African Innovation
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Environmental benefits of
innovation and contribution to
environmental protection

Factors in decisions to introduce | *
innovations with social and
environmental benefits

Factors in decisions to start or
execute innovation activities

Impacts of legislation on
innovation activities

Technology use (2020-2022)
and planned use (2023-2025)

Cooperation on innovation
activities

Cooperation partner by location

Applied for and obtained, applied
for and not obtained, or not
applied for funding

Use of existing tax incentives

Types of intellectual property
(IP) protection

IP-out transactions
IP-in transactions

Willingness to sell IP rights

Research Partnership (Open AIR) and Global Network for Economics
of Learning, Innovation, and Competence Building Systems (Globelics),
which increasingly include the informal sector.2 Such studies principally
rely on nominal turnover and employment data, as well as measures of
product and/or process innovation ( ). These
data provide a valuable potential use case for empirical analysis at the
sectoral level, as well as for distinguishing services-sector innovation
patterns in the CCI from those found, for example, in manufacturing or
agriculture. From a policy use case perspective, data on the introduction
of zero-priced products, as well as the relative importance of a local
funder/customer base, provide important clues about innovation
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diffusion and resource mobilisation strategies, which in turn can be used
to inform design of policy support or investment programmes. Piloting
also yielded rich data on, inter alia, innovation and innovation activities
(Supplementary tables 12 and 13).

Focal innovation questions yielded rich descriptive data that can be
analysed for insight into actual innovation projects. Given that the survey
reference period of 2020-2022 coincided with COVID-19 lockdowns, it
is unsurprising that some of the innovations reported are characterised
by digital transitions — to online sales, delivery models and content
provisioning — pointing to a reinvigoration of organisational value
propositions during the pandemic’s challenging public health, regulatory
and socio-economic environment.5” Equally, data on technology use and
planned use (Supplementary tables 14 and 15) provide an important
potential evidence base for policy actors promoting technological
adoption, as well as for technology adoption studies. Identifying a distinct
benefit of adoption to their business, one informal business owner said:

When you have a Yoco machine you earn more.
(Traditional Head Dress and Jewellery Trader, IB_P1)

Survey data also yielded important information on the types of linkages
there are between actors within a sector, and their geographic proximity,
providing valuable potential opportunities for spatial analysis at different
scales, including on the relative frequency of territorial collaboration.

New directionality indicators

Given South Africa’s historical context and policy priorities for ACH
outlined earlier, social benefits of innovation are especially important
indicators to construct in a survey of CCI. For instance, in the case of one
provincial government department, their arts programmatic innovation
using available public space and local expertise enabled multiple social
challenges to be addressed. “We solved three problems with one idea”, the
respondent said (Government Culture and Arts Unit, Gov_P3). For another,
innovating with digital meeting tools brought about cost savings, but also
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afall in stress levels as a function of reduced travelling time (Government
Archive Unit, GOV_P5; emphasis added). In piloting a shortened version of
the question with informal business owners, two social benefits included
teaching others and the acquisition of knowledge of design (Traditional
Head Dress and Jewellery Trader, IB_P1). Employment creation on an ad
hoc basis was another social benefit, according to one informal business
owner. “When | am not here, they [friends] sell for me and | give a per
cent”, the Wire Art and Craft Trader (IB_P2) stated.

Figure 4 visualises a combined process and product innovation introduced
on YouTube during the COVID-19 lockdown by the Cape Town Philharmonic
Orchestra in collaboration with the Cape Town City Ballet. Potential social
benefits of this innovation, made available to the public at zero price,
included both performer and user (audience) well-being. An example
of the environmental benefits of innovation is evidenced for instance in
the re-purposing of aluminium tin can waste or Nespresso pods in craft
product design (Figure 5).

Next to the environmental benefits of innovation, this study presents
a new potential set of measures of social benefits of innovation as a
basis for critical discussion and improvement (Supplementary table 16).
Reinforcing policy, these data provide a critical directionality lens, and
potential data use cases that include both policy monitoring and evaluation,
as well as a governance of innovation research agenda in the context of
uneven global development trajectories®® in which persistent, intractable or
wicked societal and environmental challenges are reproduced.

Critical reflections on the framework

A key limitation of the framework concerns what it does not or cannot
purport to measure rather than what it does. While the framework is
multidimensional (Figure 3), it does not reflect the depth or breadth of
CClI value chains, which span creativity, production and dissemination,
and may extend beyond the FCS domains and concomitant SIC7
criteria. Additionally, 2012 standardised industrial classifications, while

Figure 4:
principles in informal business product design and development.
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Collage from photographs taken at Franschhoek market (left) and Hout Bay market (right). Environmental benefits of innovation — circularity
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Source: Screenshot from the Cape Town Philharmonic Orchestra YouTube channel (reproduced with permission).

Figure 5:

still useful in large part, are also somewhat outdated, given the rapid
pace of digital technological development and, consequently, industrial
change. Updates to standardised classifications, coupled with the use
of alternative data sources, may contribute to fill these gaps, which will
warrant further adaptations to this framework. Additionally, deliberate
inclusion of the household, informal business, government and NPO
sectors within the framework can directly contribute to shining a
spotlight on innovation barriers and outcomes, which can inform public
policy investment decisions toward addressing critical goals.

Methodologically, this article also demonstrates the complexities of
operationalising the systems approach to measurement in terms of
construct validity, encapsulated in the question “are we measuring
what we say we are measuring?”. The concept of innovation was not
self-evident to several respondents and potential respondents. Next to
other factors, this resulted in non-completion. By contrast, where author
and respondents were able to establish dialogue on a focal innovation
through a semi-structured interview, an interpretive frame for answering
questions that relied on the concept of innovation as a scaffold was
created. Using interviews contributed to clearer respondent understanding
of innovation and, as such, enabled accurate data collection. This is not
a challenge unique to innovation surveys, but is one faced by survey
practitioners across the sciences who employ standardised constructs.

Practically, a census of innovation in CCI government entities and non-
profit organisations is possible, as is representative surveying of formal
businesses within the CCIl. However, it is more onerous to collect such
representative data at the level of informal businesses and households,
although this was recently attempted at a national level in South Africa®®
and has been achieved in China®.

Conclusion

Innovation surveys traditionally target one institutional sector at a time,
whether formal or informal businesses, public sector entities, not-for-profit
institutions serving households, or households. Despite several stumbling
blocks, this paper demonstrates that measurement of innovation in multiple
institutional sectors within the same economic sector can provide a richer
picture of the nature of innovation at a systemic level. This systems approach
to measurementis called measuring innovation everywhere, at once. National
innovation indicators aim to provide a basis in evidence for monitoring and
evaluation of South Africa’s national system of innovation. Sectoral innovation
measurement in the South African CCl, following the systems approach, can
contribute similarly to this agenda. Setting out an innovation measurement
agenda within a sector in which measurement has only occurred on a
limited basis requires experimentation to ensure what is measured should
be measured. Using standardised measures also means that the framework

Research Article
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Social benefits of innovation — free COVID-19 lockdown performance by Cape Town Philharmonic Orchestra with Cape Town City Ballet.

can be adapted in contextually relevant ways across national contexts. The
challenge ahead is to articulate meaningful pathways toward the creation of
these data to contribute to effect the desired policy visions.
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