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Examples of evaluations with two
policy instruments

Haegeland and Moen (2007), Norway

— R&DEEFRHID A A additionality =L (ZhEERY) . & Rl
TELANIILTIIFHEZRZHA, T7OLNILTIERER

Berube/Mohnen (CJE, 2009), Canada

— R&ADEBERFIEF ALI=EXRICDOLT, RRDWBEIEDH
NEZHER GHERMEIZDWTIEAEA)
Busom/Corchuelo/Martinez-Ros (2012), Spain

Lhuillery, Marino, Parrotta (2013), France

— R&D##EBIE D AN additionality BXE< GhEER) | #H5EH
[XIFEAE RN, HBIEDEMNEXDEEDGZE L
ZEDIGEIZTHEL(UFE)

By Pierre Mohnen (UNU-MERIT, Maastricht University), OECD workshop
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« TLO ;& (1998)
— To Establish Tech-Licensing Organization as an independent agent
— In combination with

e Patent low amendment (to reduce patent fee for TLO)
e Subsidy and guaranty of liabilities (from METI and MEXT)

o BHAERRR/NAF—JLi% (1999)

— To give ownership of IPR resulting from government contract

e |E

research

U RFDEANE (2004)

— To give more autonomy and independence from the government
— In combination with

» Special purpose subsidy for IPR management
* Claim of ownership and compensation rule of faculty generated inventions
* Decreased block grant (general purpose subsidy)
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Example of typical “hidden” university patent
( Co-invention including faculties which was filed solely by a firm)
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About 60% of faculties produce more than 1 publication per year
About 15% of faculties produce more than 1 patent per year
At both universities, these ratios are quite stable over time

Source: J Suzuki et al., 2008
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Conclusions
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Collective Impacts of Institutions

> Increased licensing

e TLOs established
* Decreased patent cost

TLO Act » * Financial support from gov. o
* Encouraging faculties to
invent more
e Additional cost for TLO and -7
lawyer Increased IPR
consciousness Greedy
* IPR ownership to universit university?
Japanese P Y Y
Bavh-Dole A * Decreased faculty
ayh-Dole Act - in licensi Increased
Y commitment in licensing IPR Enhanced iNhovation?
collaborative
research
Technology
preemption

by large firms?

* Increased autonomy Addiction

* Subsidy for IPR management

Incorporation »  Ownership of every invention
of Natl. Univ. « Compensation rule for

to subsidies Short-term
research
preference?

invention
* Decreased block grant

Indirect impacts?
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Implications
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Installed photovoltaic and

wind power facilities (MWp)
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e Full FIT has mainly stimulated the import growth
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Conclusions

B ARBATF(X1970F K E1980F K2, ERICKBELGH TSA-HAMRFDIRES
1To1-
f H‘v*r%)l";ﬁ)‘f%ﬁﬁ (ILHERR) CEERIIBFGIRNBEREES, EREMBIBEG
1T -
ZTORE BRATLEDOEM/KEIHEDOHAREHICEEL-, LML
— BARTELIRRRIE. BRICULNESFEBEZITHEN ST
— BFIXEZAOENLTRIBEZTFIAZIVT IKEATEHIENTELI ST
ZTDHEER. 1990FE K E2000FE R ICFHEEZFILIFEESEENDZTDIF. HAET
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FNODTEE. DVRIEABAERNTELEASKEEEZRHEFIT) DEESE
ZZL TS

TIVEHARBERDEBADZAZIUYT FIEEIZEE (first mover advantage
periods)
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SUBSIDY AND NETWORKING: The effects of direct and indirect support

programs of the cluster policy
Nishimura, J. and Okamuro, H. Research Policy 40 (2011)

* Industrial Cluster Project (ICP) initiated by METI in 2001 in Japan

ICP includes both direct R&D support and indirect networking/coordination support

* Research questions

Do the ICP participants who exploit various support programs are more successful in network formation
within the cluster than others?

Which kind of support program had contributed to improve firm performance?

What kind of the conditions are necessary for the effective organization of cluster policies to improve
firm performance?

 Data and analysis

An original survey to the ICP participants (2668 manufacturing firms) was conducted in 2009

511 firms had responded including 322 firms which had utilized ICP support programs between 2006 and
2008

Estimation: The difference-in-differences (DID) estimation with propensity score matching, and
Heckman’s two-step procedure with the negative binomial model
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Table 3
Utilization of support programs and outputs of the ICP.

Support programs Number of responses
Provision of information on websites (d_web) Utilizing websites (d_web) 481
Organizing meetings and events (d_event) Research meetings (d_meeting) 454
Business matching events (d_business) 488
Matching events with financial institutions (d_finance) 482
Service of coordinators and advisors Technological consultation and advice (d_technology) 492
(dcord) Management consultation and advice (d_evaluation) 483
Financial consultation and advice (d_funding) 482
R&D support (d_rd) R&D consortia (d_consorttum) 487
R&D subsidy (d_rdsubsidy) 450
Incubation services (d_incubator) 483
Outputs Number of responses
Number of technology, manufacturing, and Firms (network.f) 142
sales alliance networks formed Universities (network_u) 152
Public research institutes (network_p) 145
Number of financial deals, sales Number of financial deals (finance) 145
transactions, and innovations Number of sales transactions (business) 147
Number of new products and processes (innovation) 160
Subjective overall evaluation Sales (out_sale) 316
Profits (out_profit) 316
Technology (out_tec) 316
Reputation (out_repu) 313

Note 1: The names of the dependent and independent variables in empirical models (Section 5.3) are in parentheses.
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Results

 Who uses the support program?

Larger firms are more likely to use public supports

Firms that are actively engaged in academic societies tend to utilize support
programs

Firms that have applied for patents before participating in the ICP are more
likely to use support programs

Highly motivated firms, especially those motivated by a desire for network
formation and R&D support, are likely to use support programs

* Effects on firm performances

Support program users are more likely to construct collaborative networks with
universities than non-users

Business matching and consultation services significantly contribute to sales
growth and profit improvement

The participants using websites can gather more information on technological
development

Event participation lead to an improved reputation for cluster participants

R&D subsidy (weakly) improves firm performance in all four measures (sales,
profit, tech, reputation)
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Conclusions and Implications

* Insum, the results clearly suggest the importance of indirect
networking/coordination support

— Indirect support programs have an extensive and strong impact on
discrete outcomes, especially on innovation outcomes, whereas direct
R&D support has a rather weak effect

— The government invested approximately 55 billion yen in direct R&D
support under the ICP (between 2001 and 2004) but only 2 billion yen
in indirect support

— An interpretation for the limited effect of direct R&D support derives
from government failure such as the crowding-out effect

* From the viewpoint of efficiency, the government may finance
projects with lower risks and higher private returns, such as
networking/coordination support, which would be undertaken even
in the absence of public subsidies
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