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Abbreviations

Research and development — R&D
R&D results — RDRs

R&D institution — RDI

Technology transfer - TT
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RDR transfer from RDIs: how to measure at the
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RDR transfer from RDIs: pieces of the puzzle

R&D output-to-
employment ratio

Output vs.
resources, case-
specific

Technology transfer

Technology transfer
VS. resources, case-
specific
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First complex survey of R&D institutions, 2007

> Coverage — 119 public R&D institutions (state research centers,
state academies for architecture and education, etc)

> Contents:

Performance

R&D output (local & international)

publications

patents, other IPR
contracts / grants
Commercialization of
technology

Innovation partnerships
Links with universities
PhD programmes

Resources
Personnel Financial
= stock sustainability
= flows " revenues
= training by type
Fixed assets of activity)
= land » expenditure
» buildings/premises " debts
= equipment (age, " profits
quality) = staff _
= unigue research remuneration
facilities

Organisation

Organisational structure

Experimental base
Innovation infrastructure
Training departments

Spin-offs
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2007 survey: effects of technology
transfer

* R&D results:

NO SUBSTANTIAL EFFECT
» Financial results:

Effect on structure of activities only
* Organisational mechanisms

Effect on structure of organisation

+ Technology transfer activities do not provide a
definite competitive advantage

* No direct motivation for technology transfer
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2007 survey: strategies

CLUSTER 1 (“National leaders™) 43% CLUSTER 2 (“Transitional”)
» High R&D quality & results * High R&D quality & results
» High resources supply » High resources supply
» High org. innovation * High org. innovation
» High financial sustainability » Poor financial sustainability
» High productivity » Poor productivity

10%

55%
RDls:

. Engaged in TT (26%)

[ ] Not engaged in TT (74%) 1%

CLUSTER 3 (“Government services™)
» Poor R&D quality & results

CLIUSTER 4 (“Outsiders™)
* Poor R&D quality & results

» High resources supply » Poor resources supply

* Poor org. innovation * Poor org. innovation

» Poor financial sustainability » Poor financial sustainability
» High productivity » Poor productivity

Source: ISSEK calculations based on the Rosstat data
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Survey on innovation behavior of RDIs, 2010

Sample: 305 research institutions; 196 perform RDR transfer

Contents: 58 questions; 160 variables

1. Performance
R&D performance; RDR trasfer - intensity, forms, level of novelty, etc.
2. Resources
Financial, human, organisational, intellectual, etc.
3. Transfer management
Goal-setting, market monitoring, quality control, etc.
4. Environment
Networks, benchmarks, customers, mediators
5. Transfer factors

Obstacles, sources of information, economic climate, government
support, etc
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Pilot: forms of RDR transfer (%)

Research and development projects
Patents

Patent free invention
Utility model

Patent license
Know-how
Trademark
Production piece
Engineering service
R&D cooperation
Complete products
"Brain outsourcing”

Informal networks

© HSE, 2010

19.9

13.3

13.3

Source: ISSEK calculations



Pilot: transferred RDRs by level of novelty (%)

New to market (38.2)
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Pilot: forms of RDR tran sfer, deviation by level

0,5 1 15

Research and development projects =
Patent free invention =
Patent license =|:I
Know-how =
Production piece ﬂ
Engineering service #
R&D cooperation =
Complete products =
"Brain outsourcing" =
Informal networks =_:—‘

H Modified O New to customer B New to market

I

Source: ISSEK calculations 11
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Pilot: competition factors

Customer’s refusal to implement
transferred RDRs... (100%)

...Refusal for benefit of
—» competitors... (44.5%)

v

l

...Refusal for benefit of domestic
competitors... (29.4%)

...Refusal for benefit of foreign
competitors... (15.1%)
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... By reason of...
... Lesser project costs (23.7% ... Higher quality of RDRs (7.8%
N proj ( ) gher quality (7.8%) -
... Lesser schedule time (5.7%) ... Extended services option (7.3%)
_> <_
Source: ISSEK calculations 12




Pilot: forms of RDR transfer, deviation by customer’s
refusal to implement transferred RDRs (k)
0 1 2
Research and development projects |
Patents
Patent free invention
Utility model
Patent license G
Know-how
Trademark
Production piece | < —
Engineering service
R&D cooperation DR
Complete products | G
Brain outsourcing
Informal networks : I | —
Source: ISSEK calculations 13
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External units, %

Pilot: Innovation infrastructure
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Source: ISSEK calculations



