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BBt s the value of EPO patents?

> FloyiEe flnd ‘software-related” patents in
“the EPO dataset?

j-l-._ e e

,_fwhat is the value of “software-related”
- patents in Europe?
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d ch framework: “Study of the effects of
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® Disclaimers: The opinions expressed are those of the speaker and

do not necessarily reflect in any way opinions of the European
Commission or any of the partners
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Mptivations S oo
o Treielfe onaJIy, pare a weak

RS et o pProtectInnovation i many”

SEGH or\ (Cohen Nelson and Walsh, 2000)
SN . wm “then, so many patents around?

Hncre reased tech opportunities? Stronger
*f-:f 6rceab|I|ty? Lower barriers to patent?

= e\What is their value to the owners?
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0 WrlelE Elgeue CWalE Pate

PP (Bt 52) computer programs "as
LegEgl ot patentable but ...EC has been
n~ dering standards for “computer
“implemented inventions”
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IMBEIBYY o fi d.:‘;%\g:rel’-p 57
IEVIernds method (Bessen-Hunt 2004) R—
—  Search for ((software) OF (computar AND.orog);

AND NOT (chio OF semicosicliaier 618 5ij5 0)F CII‘CUIt

OR clre 1try SR> SANDINOIF (@ntigen OR aNtIgeNIC
S Ehmetogra phy) in the patent document (title

2l glelil I text)

Patent class method (Graham-Mowery, Hall-
o va, ame)

— — IPC classes in the patent portfolios of the world’s
" *:"'—'-_-;_;,_ - largest specialized software firms

— = 3,518 classes-subclasses (117 if only the main IPC
codes in each patent are considered).

5. Hall, Thoma and Torrisi (2006): a combination of these
two methods
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siehie IR tHENERE by earmoRelitcction _—

Cumulative software patents granted by EPO

1978 1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002

Year of application

—0o— IPC method —»— BH method
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BNGSBYEENtration of “software” patentsis
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;J wm IS the value o _W
—paten S 1t = ope. -

0 HIJJ]](‘]\/HI‘ aded! firms from 17 European
(“OIJJ'JFFJ#\ (1984-2002)

J JfJEcJ '“'@ rCES
= r’ PATSTAT Delph|on

'_:""'...-:-

— “WOW Thomson Fmanaals Datastream
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ESfilmating|the economic value
JJEJ;"?&‘IJ"K ' 1_.
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SISaITpl SV 2AimSHSICOUnLHES)S
JS (rJrJJl ema anatlierrisy, 2006)
tation a larger sample - 1,046 firms, 5,444
OJJ rrom In ‘countries

2 Our riLr ident variable:
= J:JF Sq Market value (M)/tangible assets (A)

e /g explanatory variables:
'- ~ R&D stock/A
~— Pat stock/R&D

— SWPat stock/R&D stock

— Quality: cites and Lanjouw & Schankerman ‘composite’ index:
forward cites, family size, No. 8-digit IPC classes
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Table

Log Q regressions 1984-2002
(5444 observations, 1,046 firms, 17 countries)

Nonlinear least squares (robust s.e.s)

Variable model 5 model 6 model 7 model 8
R&D stock/assets 0.762 (0.079) = 0.785 (0.0%4) **  0.669 (0.066) ™  0.634 (0.068)  **
Pat stock/R&D stock 0.153 (0.034) ™ 0.152 (0.038) ** 0.1 (0.029) ™  0.116 (0.029) =
D (no patents) 0.174 (0.054) ™= 0.171 (0.056) ** -0.013 (0.038) -0.010  (0.036)
SW pat stock/R&D stock 0.169 (0.499) 0.221 (0.522)
D (no sw patents) 0.051 (0.055) -0.045  (0.032)
Cit stock/Pat stock 0.041 (0.008)  ** 0.039 (0.008) ***
SW cit stock/ SW pat stock 0.013 (0.006) **
Index stock/Pat stock 0.313 (0.062) * 0310 (0.061)  *=*
SW index stock/ SW pat stock -0.072  (0.058)
log (sales) 0.022 (0.010)0 * 0.021 (0.012 * 0.020 (0.008)  ** 0.016 (0.009)  *=*
D (sales missing) 5.873 (1.579) == 6.138 (1.703) *=* 5169 (1.313) ™ 4907 (1.268)  **
Adjusted r-squared 0.268 0.264 0.264 0.265
Standard error 0.719 0.738 0.721 0.721
Elasticities from nonlinear least squares
R&D stock/assets 0.425 (0.054) 0.438 (0.062) 0.323 (0.040) 0.314 (0.042)
Pat stock/R&D stock 0.085 (0.019) 0.085 (0.022) 0.063 (0.014) 0.057 (0.015)
SW pat stock/R&D stock 0.095 (0.279) 0.109 (0.259)
Cit stock/Pat stock 0.022 (0.004) 0.022 (0.005)
SW cit stock/ SW pat stock 0.007 (0.003)
Index stock/Pat stock 0.169 (0.035) 0.173 (0.037)
SW index stock/ SW pat stock -0.040  (0.033)

All equations include country dummies, year dummies, and sector dummies.
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sBHGlusions (1 I

J ENE) b I), ients worthimore to) Eliropean firms than
US ozligpiisuienblsniify

sliRGitation-weighted EPO patents worth less
biiaircitation-weighted US patents.

Wh\/"

= Are EPO patents different? Are European firms
'! “different?

= Inrthe EPO system cites are assigned by examiners .
-~ upper bound to the number of citations

® Future research: US patents and EPO patents for
the same sample of firms
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I ]ndex;-" estors have, information to
cligtlnle J|JJ=- patents withi a consistent set of
Cllzlfe]e eristics (forward cites, family size
il ‘E"‘ fiields)
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- \/\/JI']\/ ch:":) We :"rcEZF'L'J"’,

IEIRELZA(the private value)
ienrebservations and high concentration of EPO
Jorrw“'- PALS

J Ijgg ed enfiorceability (normative framework)

_-—'-_— ,._.- '.i-"'

nvestors see these as ‘strategic’ patents in a
— f eld'with highly cumulative, sequential change
— litigations, transaction costs ...
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What about'the socialivalue of ———
so'fth ie'patents? J"
atial, cumulative ¢ ange
UM EeC alms/ patent
< Of ¢ ocumented prior art
fetection reinforces increasing returns

Lo i externalities)

ow (prlvate and social?) value of sw
nts suggests:

— AIIow a limited right to reverse englneerlng
— More aggressive compulsory licensing
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