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1. The OECD workshop on Knowledge Networks and Markets (KNM) marked the commencement 
of a new DSTI project which sets out to fulfil the research agenda anticipated in the OECD Innovation 
Strategy. The OECD Innovation Strategy defined KNMs as “arrangements which govern the transfer of 
various types of knowledge, such as intellectual property, know-how, software code or databases, between 
independent parties”. While anecdotal evidence exists on the growing importance of KNMs, measurement 
of the supply and demand for external knowledge is still in its infancy as is a detailed analysis of its social 
and economic impact. There is little hard evidence on the scale, importance and evolution of these markets, 
networks and other mechanisms that support the creation and dissemination of knowledge.  

2. This new two-year project seeks to address this gap while contributing to the wider OECD 
project on “New Sources of Growth: Intangible Assets” that is led by the Directorate for Science, 
Technology and Industry. It brings together various activities within the Programme of Work of the OECD 
Committee for Scientific and Technological Policy and that of other OECD committees with a focus on 
innovation. In particular, the empirical and policy analysis of knowledge transfers through networks and 
markets will be a shared output of the CSTP’s Working Party of National Experts on Science and 
Technology Indicators (NESTI) and the Working Party on Innovation and Technology Policy (TIP), which 
is leading work on the Financing, Transferring and Commercialisation of Knowledge.  

3. Held at the OECD conference centre, back-to-back with the June 2011 TIP meeting, this joint 
workshop was the first of four planned workshops. The objective of this KNM workshop was to bring 
together subject experts and policy makers to consider the breadth of mechanisms used by firms and 
organisations to source and deploy knowledge in the pursuit of innovation. The discussions and findings 
from the Workshop will contribute to implement strategies for better measurement and understanding of 
KNM which can in turn help inform consideration of the most appropriate governance measures for 
knowledge creation, transmission and assimilation.  

4. The Workshop agenda, along with speakers’ presentations, will be posted on the OECD website 
at www.oecd.org/sti/knowledge. The KNM workshops and the wider project benefit from financial support 
from the European Union’s 7th Framework Programme under the KNOWINNO project grant. 

http://www.oecd.org/sti/knowledge�
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Box 1. Priority issues raised by workshop participants 

• Gradual shift of companies towards open innovation practices. Companies increasingly open up their 
innovation processes to knowledge and applications that reside outside their own boundaries. The existing 
differential access to information results in certain companies and institutions being favoured by this trend, 
while others are being marginalised. Policy-makers should therefore consider measures to promote co-
operation and knowledge flows between different actors in the economy. 

• The patent system and its relation to the efficient functioning of markets for technology. Patents can 
be used strategically in ways that limit information flows. There might be a need to reconsider the system’s 
design so that it can serve its original purpose, which is to incentivise innovation and information disclosure. 

• Shortage of data on flows of knowledge that is not patented. There is a growing need for additional 
measurements of different types of knowledge flows. 

• The increase in the amount of publicly available data. The agenda for future research and policy 
recommendations should include further facilitation of access to large amounts of data and the monitoring of 
their use in innovative activities.  

• Collaboration between industry and publicly funded research institutions and universities. The role 
of Technology Transfer Offices in initiating and managing such collaborations should be considered 
alongside other policy measures aimed at promoting public-private partnerships. 

• Appropriation of innovation that originates in publicly funded research. Policy makers should consider 
whether the results of publicly funded research are to be the property of research institutions and 
universities or whether they should be returned to national and regional economies. 

• Applied research and patenting as revenue sources for public universities. There is growing pressure 
on universities to patent and engage in applied research. However, for most universities, patents cannot be 
the main sources of revenue and should not be treated as such. 

 

Opening remarks 

5. In her opening speech, Yuko Harayama, Deputy-Director for Science, Technology and Industry, 
OECD, set out the background and main themes of the Workshop – to be a process that will examine the 
rapidly changing landscape that supports the creation and deployment of knowledge across organisational 
boundaries and what this means for science and innovation policy. The OECD Innovation Strategy was 
launched in May 2010 and recognised the key role played by the broad and diverse set of knowledge 
networks and markets. Examples of KNMs typically include R&D joint ventures and alliances, the 
licensing of technology and external R&D procurement. But knowledge also flows through a myriad of 
channels, for example as research staff move jobs or start new firms, as companies buy other intangibles-
rich companies and as customers support their suppliers’ innovation, sharing best practice and know-how. 
KNMs also exist outside commercial transactions, in the form of networks and communities of software 
programmers, researchers and several other formal and informal collaborative mechanisms. 

6. Yuko Harayama explained that the OECD has unique expertise and a track record in delivering 
influential statistics, analysis and policy insights relevant to KNMs, ranging from its work on developing 
the framework for innovation statistics and the analysis of patent data, through to the policy 
recommendations and standards in collaborative mechanisms in life sciences, the licensing of genetic 
inventions principles and guidelines for access to research data from public funding, research exemptions 
and patenting and licensing at Public Research Organisations. She expressed her hope that workshop 
participants could help identify the key features of KNMs that statistics producers and policy makers 
should focus on in order to understand the benefits of KNMs to participants and society at large.   
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7. Patrick Vock, Chair of TIP and Senior Advisor at the State Secretariat for Education and 
Research, Switzerland, emphasised that the focus of the workshop was the use of knowledge exchange 
mechanisms in their broadest sense. He added that the work on KNMs took forward the tradition of OECD 
and TIP work on national systems of innovation and its approach to looking at knowledge flows. He 
explained the relevance of KNMs for the TIP project on Financing, Transferring and Commercialisation of 
Knowledge. The starting point for the TIP project was the perceived change in the way that different actors 
in the economy dealt with knowledge. In the public domain - the move towards open science and in the 
private domain - the shift towards open innovation. The main idea behind the project was to assess the 
impact on policy when these two trends are combined. He then outlined the structure of the Workshop. The 
morning session set the scene for the analysis of KNMs and proceeded with a focus on the move toward 
novel market dimensions that concern the exchange of knowledge between private companies, looking at 
open innovation and markets for technology. The afternoon session dealt with the specifics of private-
public interrelations, discussing the role of Public Research Organisations (PROs) and knowledge 
networks. The final session consisted of an experts’ roundtable aimed at summarising the workshop and 
providing ideas for the future steering of the broad KNM project and the specific work to be produced by 
TIP. 

8. Fernando Galindo-Rueda, Secretary of NESTI, DSTI, OECD, and KNM project co-ordinator 
highlighted the economic opportunities potentially brought about by the development of KNMs through 
increased specialisation. The financial crisis had nonetheless triggered a debate on the limitations of 
markets dealing with complex products, raising questions about transparency and the role of 
intermediaries, on which the study on KNMs should shed new light. The fiscal consolidation scenario 
across most countries provided another important contextual element, as the funding and impact of science 
and research is under increased scrutiny while public research organisations look at their intellectual assets 
as a potentially major source of revenue. Providing a brief outline of the new DSTI project, Galindo-Rueda 
stressed the need for improved measurement of knowledge flows and the identification of new and existing 
mechanisms for which the evidence base was limited or non-existent. He highlighted the development of a 
comprehensive taxonomy of KNMs as a key initial step in the project, supported by case studies and 
existing data, to provide the basis upon which measurement, analysis and policy work would be structured. 
Next steps will include an assessment of the impact of various types of involvement in KNMs on 
participants as well as third parties. The analyses will be based on literature reviews, new innovation-
survey derived measures of knowledge exchange and protection and new data on patenting propensity and 
drivers of economic performance constructed by matching the PATSTAT patent database to global 
company databases.  

9. The overall general aim of the project is to support an evidence-based approach to key policy 
issues. NESTI will lead on the development of a guide to measuring knowledge flows, identifying key 
gaps and potential solutions. In parallel to the analytical work, a selected number of innovation policy 
areas with an impact on KNM will be investigated by the various CSTP Working Parties with an interest in 
KNMs. For example, KNMs and collaborative mechanisms for enabling technologies in the life sciences 
have been a long-standing interest of the OECD Working Party on Biotechnology, KNMs for human 
resources in science and technology are a highly relevant topic for the OECD Working Party on Research 
Institutions and Human Resources, and issues of open science and publicly funded research 
commercialisation are also of high importance to TIP.  Appropriate links have also been made with work 
being carried out under other DSTI committees, for example, by the Committee on Industry, Innovation 
and Entrepreneurship’s Working Party on Industry Analysis which leads on patent analyses and their 
impact on innovation.   



OECD Workshop on Knowledge Networks and Markets, 15 June 2011 – Summary of Proceedings 
 

 4 

Understanding knowledge networks and markets: towards a new taxonomy 

10. Mark Beatson, from FTI Consulting and former Innovation Strategy Advisory Group member 
and Chief Economist at the UK Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills, presented a first set of 
proposals for the general framework for developing a KNM taxonomy that can enable the identification of 
common features on which to focus future analysis and debate. He discussed the properties of an effective 
taxonomy that takes into account the objectives of its users, in this case, principally innovating businesses 
and policy makers. The taxonomy will fit the guidelines set by the CSTP scoping document of March 2011 
and be based on the nature of the players involved, the type of knowledge being exchanged or transacted 
upon and the mechanisms potentially deployed to ensure the exchange. Mark Beatson suggested that the 
distinguishing variables for a potential taxonomy can include the organisational form or motivation (profit-
making vs. not-for-profit) and the price mechanism – whether explicit or implicit. As an example he 
presented a classification with a focus on the extent to which price and profit-making motives differentiate 
KNMs. Next steps will include testing for explanatory power and ability to differentiate between KNM, 
alignment with data collection and analysis as well as the development of ideas for the subsequent work 
programme. 

11. The Lead Discussant, Andreas Fier, Senior Economist at Deutsche Telekom AG, highlighted the 
importance of discussing the differences between classical and novel knowledge exchanges in the 
taxonomy and examining how each has been affected by advances in Internet usage. When it comes to 
classical knowledge exchanges in the form of research papers, researchers’ mobility, conference 
participation etc., the Internet has led to faster diffusion, but not necessarily to faster knowledge creation. 
The Internet has, however, led to the creation of new knowledge exchanges, which include expert blogs, 
tweets and wikis. These can assist companies in harnessing the knowledge and expertise of users and 
translate them into products and profits. From the OECD’s point of view, it is important to assess whether 
it is simply the quantity of knowledge that has been amplified by the availability of the Internet or whether 
quality has also been augmented and what are the overall economic impacts of these processes on 
innovation and growth. 

12. In the discussion, Jerry Sheehan of the US National Institute of Health (NIH) and TIP delegate 
stressed the importance of identifying the various channels through which knowledge flows. In cases 
where there are barriers, it should be examined whether the relevant channels are amenable to government 
policy intervention and what the likely impact of such intervention would be. Roland Sommer from BIAC 
commented that the users of the taxonomy are not only policy makers and innovative businesses but also 
universities and public research institutions. Furthermore, he stressed the importance of distinguishing 
between codified and tacit knowledge, which is clearly more difficult to measure. The French delegate 
added that Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) are also important for knowledge creation and exchange and 
should be added to the taxonomy. The Dutch delegate suggested examining whether open innovation is 
indeed accessible to all the actors in the market and proposed investigating the importance of new social 
media. The Austrian delegate highlighted the spatial dimension, considering both the local and the global 
aspects of knowledge markets. Ward Ziarko, Chair of NESTI and Belgian delegate commented that it is 
important to find a way to measure companies’ investments in intangibles. The Turkish delegate suggested 
classifying the nature of the players in the market as well as the nature of the knowledge. 

13. Mark Beatson recognised the importance of considering the extent to which different types of 
KNM are amenable to policy intervention. He acknowledged the role of PPPs and the importance of 
reflecting current policy initiatives in the taxonomy. However, he also questioned whether there is a 
tendency to focus on PPPs because of their high visibility. He suggested that once additional measures of 
diffused knowledge communities are available, further discussion and policy initiatives will be able to 
address them as well. 
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Session 1: Markets for technology and the future of open innovation 

14. Ahmed Bounfour, Chair on Intellectual Capital at the University of Paris-South introduced the 
session and the speakers, who presented evidence on the trend towards open innovation practices by 
enterprises and on different types of markets where technology is traded. Some of the case studies 
discussed were based on business survey data while others were presented by industry participants and 
intermediaries operating in technology markets. Issues of asymmetric information, adverse selection, 
expropriation and transparency in technology markets were also discussed. In his introduction, Ahmed 
Bounfour presented the concept of knowledge territory, designed to seize conditions for knowledge 
creation, flow and dissemination among different spaces, whether physical, virtual or both. He provided a 
brief overview of several on-going academic projects investigating knowledge territories.  

15. Ellen Enkel of the Dr. Manfred Bischoff Institute of Innovation Management of EADS, Zeppelin 
University, described in detail the ongoing survey on open innovation practices in Europe, conducted by 
University Paris-Sud and Zeppelin University. The survey asked companies which knowledge sources they 
used in their innovative process. In general, the survey’s findings confirm that companies are increasingly 
opening up their innovation processes to knowledge and applications that reside outside the company’s 
boundary. There are three broad categories of open innovation typically used by companies: the first is 
“outside-in”, which means that companies are assimilating ideas that originate externally, often by 
customers or suppliers, into their own innovative processes. This is most relevant in ICT and consumer 
goods. The second is “inside-out”, which normally refers to the commercialisation or licensing of 
companies’ existing technologies and the finding of new applications for these technologies in completely 
different markets. These kinds of activities are predominantly undertaken by large companies. The third is 
“coupled or joint processes” which are performed with entities from outside the industry, and involve the 
search for new sources of knowledge and the recombination of knowledge from inside and outside the 
company. The survey also finds that external knowledge is accessed not only for accelerating innovation, 
but also in order to speed up processes and time to market. When external knowledge resides with people 
or entities that are outside the company’s community and are unknown to it, intermediaries assume an 
important role. In this process, SMEs might be marginalised, because they are less likely to be embedded 
in a network and often lack access to knowledge that resides within larger enterprises. In addition, they are 
likely to be too liquidity-constrained to employ the services of intermediaries. Overall, it is possible that 
open innovation is favouring some types of companies, mainly the ones that were already doing well in a 
closed innovation surrounding. 

16. Gérard Pannekoek, President and CEO of IPXI Holdings, LLC discussed the evolution of IP 
monetisation and focused on licensing. According to Pannekoek, IP was previously regarded as a deal 
breaker and was only raised at the end of M&A discussions from a legal risk assessment point of view. 
However, beginning in the last decade, IP became a value instrument. The last couple of years have 
witnessed the creation of IP auctions, patent brokerage and standard setting instruments. IPXI Holdings, he 
explained, creates a marketplace in which IP is traded in the standardised form of unit licence rights. A unit 
licence right is the right to use a technology in the manufacture or sale of one product. Acquired rights can 
be put on balance sheets of licensees as an asset. If too many units are bought, they can be resold on the 
market. Similarly, if too few rights are bought, additional ones can be purchased from other market 
participants. In this way, a secondary market is created. The benefits of creating this marketplace are 
potentially manifold. Licensors are able to outsource marketing and enforcement and economise on 
resources necessary for such activities.  As a result, they can transact with many small licensees rather than 
a few, larger ones. For licensees, the acquisition of licences becomes easier. Overall, there is an increase in 
transparency and the IP is available for a larger universe of end users. As far as its impact on innovation is 
concerned, an efficient IP market results in more accurate corporate R&D investment decisions. Firms can 
decide, based on relative, transparent prices, whether it is more efficient to develop the technology in-
house or to purchase it on the market. An additional benefit is that all actors in the market are on the same 
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level playing field. Smaller companies as well as universities, who often lack the resources to monetise or 
litigate, become better rewarded for pursuing their innovative efforts. He concluded by saying that overall, 
the creation of a marketplace for IP is likely to positively affect innovation. 

17. Gary Dushnitsky, Associate Professor of Strategy and Entrepreneurship and Academic Director 
of the Deloitte Institute of Innovation and Entrepreneurship at the London Business School, discussed his 
research on online markets for knowledge. He presented evidence and analysis of two types of emerging 
online knowledge markets: venture capital markets (VCM) and intellectual property markets (IPM). The 
sample selected was of 30 online marketplaces identified through Lexis-Nexis. The research’s findings 
suggest that online markets and brokers of technology can assist in the monetisation of IP and broaden its 
application space. They allow firms to consider the use of their technologies outside routine contexts and 
bring together a broader range of transaction partners, which possess distinct complementary assets 
(including cash) and experience in diverse product market applications. However, while they save on 
search costs, they are linked to other problems such as adverse selection and expropriation. In general, 
when there is free entry to a market, it may easily become crowded with lower quality goods. While 
traditional social networks can help solve problems of adverse selection and expropriation, online markets 
have to find other ways to deal with them, such as contingent payments and disclosure requirements. 
Disclosure requirements are more likely to be employed in markets with strong IPR protection, all else 
being equal. 
 
18. Frédéric Caillaud, Director of Licensing and Business Development, L’Oréal, gave a presentation 
which demonstrated how certain visualisation tools can increase transparency in IP markets and assist 
companies in quantitative analysis (mapping) and qualitative analysis (rating) of patents. The analysis of 
patents, using these tools, can help identify innovation trends, the R&D strategy of other companies, 
increase efficient partner selection, find potential licensees and breakthrough innovations and improve 
patent portfolio management. Clearly, increased transparency implies a more efficient functioning of the IP 
market, but as far as companies are concerned it is both an opportunity and a threat since it increases risks 
of imitation and expropriation that may limit first mover advantage.  

Session 2: Public-Private markets for knowledge: Strategies for commercialising and disseminating 
research 

19.  The flow of knowledge between industry, academia and public research organisations is an 
important source of innovation. According to many sources, including innovation surveys, patenting and 
licensing appear to account for a relatively small part of the wider set of pathways that support knowledge 
exchange. This session set out to consider additional, more informal, knowledge exchange and 
collaboration mechanisms, with a strong public policy focus. The merit of certain public policies aimed at 
enhancing university-industry collaboration was considered, as was the desired level of interaction between 
publicly funded research institutions and local communities and industries. 

20. Mario Cervantes, Secretary of TIP, DSTI, OECD set out the background and main themes of this    
session, whose aim was to inform policy making. Governments expend considerable effort and funds on 
diffusing knowledge that is publicly funded. The main question addressed in this session was how can the 
new tools and channels created for knowledge flows impact public support of knowledge generation and 
diffusion. Cervantes highlighted the need for a more evidence-based approach to policy and the avoidance 
of simplistic messages. Unlike the case of the private sector, where profit maximisation is the main motive, 
the public sector is also accountable to society and has a commitment to improve public knowledge 
creation, diffusion, as well as commercialisation. 

21.  Alan Hughes, Director of the Centre for Business Research, University of Cambridge, presented 
a cross-disciplinary approach to the examination of knowledge flows between universities and businesses. 
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The evidence was based on two UK-based surveys: one of academics and one of businesses, as well as on 
case studies. He discussed universities’ roles as educators and creators of codified knowledge, but also as 
problem-solvers in regional contexts and as providers of public space for interaction mechanisms that feed 
into the other three roles. Publicly funded research relates to a spectrum of domains that range from 
fundamental understanding to applied research. The study aimed to identify the many pathways that relate 
universities to the private sector and found that by far, the most important channels for academic external 
interaction were people-based activities such as attending non-academic conferences, consultancy services 
and giving invited lectures. Commercialisation by patenting, licensing or spin-outs was a relatively small 
fraction of total external interaction. Technology Transfer Offices (TTOs), although important for 
managing and developing external relations, were the least important for initiating them. In the vast 
majority of cases, external relations with businesses were initiated by the businesses themselves and 
provided academics, particularly in the STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) 
disciplines, more resources to support research. For the businesses, the links with academia provided 
access to innovative activities. When asked about impediments to the formation of these relations, 
academics often mentioned time-constraints and a preference to allocate time to academic publications, on 
which promotions depend, rather than to interactions with industry. Businesses replied that they sometimes 
had difficulties in identifying potential academic partners and lacked resources to manage such 
partnerships. Hughes concluded by highlighting the fact that in UK universities, the share of social 
sciences disciplines is relatively larger than that of STEM. Therefore, a too narrow focus on patenting and 
licensing as the sole channels for knowledge transfer risks underestimating the contribution of the social 
sciences to the diffusion of innovation, which is done through research and consulting on marketing, 
management, training, logistics etc. 

22. Paul van Dun, General Manager of K.U. Leuven Research and Development and Managing 
Director of Gemma Frisius-Fonds K.U. Leuven nv discussed technology transfer in universities and the 
role of TTOs in that process. The origin of TTOs had a lot to do with the enactment of the Bayh-Dole Act 
in the US 30 years ago, which entrusted government sponsored research institutions with the 
commercialisation of their inventions. Recently this Act has been criticised by members of the private 
sector who claim that universities patent too aggressively and render negotiations difficult. Initially, TTOs 
were involved in a linear process of protecting existing innovation and licensing it out. Recent advances in 
open innovation and science have meant that TTOs had to become more pro-active and create 
opportunities for cross-fertilisation. In general, there are three channels through which university-industry 
collaboration can take place: collaborative research, patents and licensing and spin-outs. Nowadays these 
three channels are no longer exclusive. Most spin-outs are born of collaborative research as are many 
patents. There has also been a move towards open innovation and open science within universities, with 
researchers from different departments collaborating on common projects. TTOs are well placed to put 
researchers in different departments in contact, since they have a university-wide overview of research 
being conducted. Van Dun agreed with Hughes that TTOs generally play a relatively small role in 
establishing contacts between specific researchers and particular industrial partners. They can, however, 
act as facilitators and create general opportunities for academics and industrialists to meet. He concluded 
by noting that recent public policy measures tended to attach too much weight to universities’ patenting 
activities and to the creation of spin-outs. This has resulted in many patents which have no economic value. 
Collaborative research with industrial partners is by far more productive and fundamental for bringing 
academic innovations to the market and for benefiting the regional economies. Universities’ focus should 
be more on impact than on raising their own income. As a result, policy makers should encourage this 
approach and avoid pushing universities into over-patenting. 

23.  Kazuyuki Motohashi, Associate Professor at the Research Centre for Advanced Science and 
Technology (RCAST), University of Tokyo, presented a study which evaluates Japanese university-
industry collaboration (UIC)  policies using patent analysis. Among the policies evaluated was the 
Japanese version of the Bayh-Dole Act. The study found that UIC policies tend to increase the number of 
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university patents which are co-invented or co-applied with industrial partners. In general, UIC patents 
proved more valuable than patents filed by single corporate applicants with co-invented patents being of 
higher quality than patents which were co-applied. The difference between the value of jointly invented 
university–industry patents and the value of jointly-applied university–industry patents raises questions 
about the recent pro-UIC policies, which focused on strengthening the management power of universities 
with regards to their intellectual property. These policies have, to some degree, transformed universities 
into commercial entities and might obstruct the original purpose of the policies which was to facilitate the 
transfer of research results to the private sector. 

24.  Philip McCann of Groeningen University discussed the spatial dimension of knowledge flows 
and its implications for innovation policies. Knowledge sources and flows clearly have a spatial dimension 
since knowledge is sticky with respect to regions and institutions. Regional innovation policy should 
identify regional strengths and specialisations, linkages and sources of technology and aim to provide local 
public goods to respond to externalities, networks and congestion effects. Policies should also encourage 
inter - as well as intra-regional flows, so as to avoid the dominance of specific areas, such as large cities, 
over the rest. 

Final roundtable 

25. In this final roundtable, invited panellists were asked by the Workshop Chair to address certain 
key issues. The first was the identification of new elements in the use of knowledge exchange mechanisms 
and an assessment of whether these elements justified future work. The second was the discussion of 
priorities for future work in the context of the DSTI KNM project and the work of TIP on the Financing, 
Transferring and Commercialisation of Knowledge. Finally, panellists were asked to comment on what 
they considered to be important measurement and policy gaps and what should be the guiding principles 
for constructing a comprehensive taxonomy. 

26. Jerry Sheehan remarked that collaborative research, patenting, licensing and spin-outs were 
indeed topics that have been studied before. What was new was the role that these instruments played in 
the context of open innovation. Open innovation has become the framework in which innovation is 
happening and instruments have evolved accordingly. It is therefore important to assess which knowledge 
exchange channels and collaboration mechanisms work and which do not, and how should different 
mechanisms be employed with the aim of pursuing both social and economic goals. He added that more 
priority should be given in future research to studying how information and access to information stimulate 
innovation. If one considers public sector research (in health for example), the output of that research 
consists not only of patented or patentable inventions but also of data. Although data have been previously 
available, two important things have changed: the first is the much larger volume of data that is currently 
generated and the second is the relative ease of access to that data. In health for example, there are more 
data than ever on genomics, electronic health records, clinical trials which are increasingly being made 
more accessible and simple to use. Policy makers should come up with incentives for information sharing 
in a format that people can easily access. Infrastructure should be provided for data repositories and 
generic data sharing. In addition, publicly funded research results should be made publicly available. 
Emphasis should be put on reaching out beyond the research community to entrepreneurs, customers and 
others. As far as measurement is concerned – there is a need to come up with creative ways to measure 
access to data and the impact that this access has on knowledge creation. 

27. Jacques Darcy of the European Investment Bank presented his thoughts on what was new from 
the investor’s point of view. Although many of the phenomena that were discussed at the workshop have 
been present before, there is a lot of acceleration in the processes, and there are vast amounts of data to be 
tracked. The Internet is a distributive mechanism and the overall trend is for knowledge generation to move 
east. An important question is how to capture value which is created in a distributed way.  In general, 
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researchers’ allegiance is to a global discipline but funding is regional or national. This raises issues 
regarding the entitlement to knowledge generated by universities. Should the institutions themselves be 
monetising their research or should the results of publicly funded research be returned to the public 
domain? Other important issues to be further investigated relate to the impact of open innovation on 
corporations as well as SMEs. Further work should also consider the increasing sense of unease about 
patents and a thorough review of patents and litigations as forms of protectionism would be welcomed. 
Policy makers should consider a possible revision to the patent system whereby different types of patents 
will be granted in different sectors or for different technologies. The OECD is probably well placed to look 
into all these issues.  

28. Francesco Lissoni, DIMI-University of Brescia and KITES, Bocconi University, provided 
general comments as well as comments specific to his field of specialisation, which is academic patenting. 
He noted that there was a general problem of asymmetric information in knowledge markets that has been 
aggravated by the increasing complexity of the patent system. This has resulted in a growing dependence 
on brokers and intermediaries for operating in these markets. Lissoni suggested that a more straight 
forward solution to the complexity of knowledge markets might be a revision of the patent system, since 
the current exchange mechanisms may not be addressing problems of knowledge exchange but rather 
problems that were caused by certain distortions related to the patent system. He added that in some of the 
examples presented in the workshop, the instruments (auctions, on-line markets etc.) were presented as 
markets in the classical sense and required no pre-existing social relations. Other research, on the other 
hand, showed that social networks pre-exist markets. It is therefore important to examine what are the 
institutional features in different countries that enable the creation of social networks. Further research 
should also consider the labour market and the circulation of students, scientists and engineers as a 
mechanism that eases the creation and subsequent trade of knowledge and to what extent can on line 
markets replace social interactions. As far as academic patenting is concerned, the growing pressure on 
universities to patent should be scrutinised. It is not clear that universities’ research output should be 
measured in patents. Policy makers should consider whether they would support a European version of the 
Bayh-Dole Act and what should be expected from TTOs when dealing with IPR. Are TTOs to be charged 
with the mission of discovering blockbusters and cash-cows or should they act as transfer tools? In 
addition, should TTOs of public universities be bound to their local industries or regional economies? 

29. Roland Sommer, Senior Policy Adviser at the Federation of Austrian Industries and Vice-Chair 
of the BIAC Technology Committee commented on the new features of KNM which include the further 
development of clusters in the narrow sense. Different players such as large and small companies work 
together, inside and outside the supply chain, linked to each other by enabling technologies. Regional 
proximity still matters, but not in all cases, with an increasing number of companies sourcing knowledge 
abroad. An analytical focus on patents implies a concentration on a narrow field, namely technology, and 
neglects other aspects such as business models. A recent survey of CEOs found that 70% of them wanted 
to change their business models, and at times, this was considered to be more important than the nature of 
their technology. Business models are particularly important for the development of absorptive capacity. 
For SMEs for example, it is often difficult to tap into external knowledge. A priority for further research 
should be to link business models and IPR, particularly intangible assets. Since human resources, who 
make network creation possible, are also an important driving force in knowledge creation and exchange, 
further examination of career paths would be useful for shedding additional light on the issues discussed. 
Another issue that should be addressed in research and policy making is the incorporation of developing 
countries, which often do not have well-functioning IP systems, in knowledge exchange. Finally, policy 
makers should consider promoting a better mutual understanding between academia and industry to 
enhance public-private knowledge flows. 

30. Commenting on the issues raised by Francesco Lissoni, the Workshop Chair questioned how, in 
the absence of a Bayh-Dole Act or equivalent, will universities be able to raise funds that are important for 
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their survival.  Lissoni replied that patents and IPR revenue should not be a source of funding for 
universities and that universities should not be encouraged to think that they could be. This form of 
funding is only viable for a few top American universities and even so, with a lag of many years. Society 
should not wish scientists to put money considerations at the top of their agenda, as this is likely to 
compromise the abstractness of their research. Researchers should aim to maximise use rather than 
revenue. Alan Hughes warned of the real danger in being overly optimistic about open innovation. He 
claimed that this model mostly reflects business strategies concerned with risk-sharing and the decreasing 
marginal returns to in-house R&D. For universities and PROs, moving away from risky R&D could alter 
scientific endeavour and would lead to losses to society. An important issue to be considered by 
policymakers is the political justification for funding science. While it is local tax payers’ money that funds 
universities, the knowledge created is universal in essence. It should be considered what policy is 
acceptable in this regard and what should each individual nation do about these issues. The excessive 
reliance on patents might be due to the relative ease of their measurement. Further research should extend 
the range of things that can be measured and this should result in taxonomies, definitions and dimensions 
of knowledge that will enable the capturing of additional pathways in which knowledge is transformed into 
useful activities. Jerry Sheehan added that it is important to examine how knowledge, other than patents, is 
transferred from universities to the private sector. Regarding regional aspects of knowledge flows, he 
added that public universities should be encouraged to communicate with local communities and address 
problems related to their regions. Jacques Darcy acknowledged the tension that exists between curiosity- 
driven and agenda-driven research. He warned of a move towards agenda driven research and highlighted 
the importance of having curiosity-driven research, which is likely to come under attack due to budget 
cuts. He agreed that only top universities are able to generate a third of their budget from TTOs, but even 
this revenue only accrues with a lag of approximately 30 years.  

31. Roland Sommer commented that patents should not be relied on too heavily when trying to 
measure innovation. He underlined what was said by Alan Hughes and agreed that some companies patent 
for protective reasons and therefore their patents are not truly reflective of a high level of innovativeness. 
On the other hand, many companies who have radical innovations choose not to patent because of the risk 
of being emulated by competitors. The French delegate addressed the issue of university research being 
aimed at making an impact rather than making income. In some countries it is not obvious what university 
research should aim at and this message should be emphasised. Knowledge created in universities is often 
not ripe enough to go on the market and some public funding should help mature the technology. Further 
research should examine which countries develop instruments that help in that process and with what 
degree of success. She also highlighted the need to study clusters with a KNM perspective. The Turkish 
delegate suggested examining how pressure on universities to patent and to engage in market-driven 
research affects their research. She also suggested studying how the level of embeddedness of firms affects 
their access to KNM and their innovation. Dense or sparse networks can influence firms in their 
exploration and exploitation activities and are likely to have different impacts on firms’ innovation 
activities. 

32. Gary Dushnistky emphasised current trends in globalisation and demographics. The 
internationalisation of innovation means that its commercialisation and use may not take place where it 
was funded. It is important to study where the economic value of innovation is captured. As far as 
demographics are concerned, there is an increasingly larger pool of highly skilled retired people whose 
talents can be harnessed. Policy makers should consider the creation of platforms that can manage their 
knowledge. The Spanish delegate commented that when measuring public-private collaborations, we 
should be taking into account not only patents but also other forms of agreements. The representative from 
Qualcomm commented that he was concerned about the expressed unease about patents and their view as 
instruments of protectionism and as barriers to open innovation. According to him, patents and IP are the 
currency when it comes to collaborative research and standardisation of complex systems. In their absence, 
no company would be ready to share its ideas in a standards body or in collaborative research bodies.  
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Alan Hughes agreed that patents are important in some sectors. He gave as an example the oil companies 
that make their exploration material openly available, leading to massive research on geological 
foundation, because the commercial advantage lies with what they can do with exploration. When it comes 
to oils, on the other hand, which are directly marketable, patenting becomes important. 

33. Fernando Galindo-Rueda summed up the key conclusions emerging from the Workshop for the 
next phase of OECD work on KNMs. Although the initial, descriptive phase of the project was for obvious 
reasons intended to be comprehensive of the full range of mechanisms for exchanging and collaborating in 
the production of knowledge, it was neither feasible nor advisable to cover all in depth within a two-year 
project.  The workshop had proved particularly valuable in identifying which were the issues deserving the 
most attention for the purposes of developing new data sources and conducting policy-relevant analysis. 
Rapid developments in KNMs raised throughout the workshop puzzled policy makers and were still in 
need of being documented and interpreted. The private sector is, for example, embracing fundamentally 
new approaches to sourcing and exploiting knowledge, using technologies that were not available very few 
years ago. These new approaches often bear implications for the public policy domain, for example 
through their implications on IP, tax and competition policy in general, but also on very specific research 
policy issues. Policy makers are interested in examining how public involvement – through regulation and 
incentives– changes the way that KNM operate, their effectiveness and their broader impact on society. 
There was a clear interest from TIP delegates in new types of KNMs that involve higher education 
institutions and other public funded bodies, with a view to preventing the emergence of anti-commons and 
encouraging private sector innovation that both draws on and feeds into science. Fernando Galindo-Rueda 
concluded by thanking experts and delegates for their contributions, inviting them to consult the Workshop 
material on the webpage to be set up to that effect, as well as sharing research and policy experiences with 
the OECD secretariat throughout the remainder of the project.   
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