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Fig.1  Process of data collection
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Tab.1 Faculty patent assignment and disclosure by disciplines
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Tab.2 Faculty patent assignment and disclosure by patent claims
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Fig.4 Difference of maintenance time between university and non-university patent assignment
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Investigation of Faculty Invention Disclosure in
Chinese Universities

—Status Quo Institutional Reason and Improving Measures

CHANG Xu-hua' > ZHAN Ze-hui* ° CHEN Qiang' FONG P S W*
(1. School of Economics & Management Tongji University Shanghai 200092 China;
2. Department of Building and Real Estate Hong Kong Polytechnic University Hong Kong China;

3. Center of Educational Information Technology South China Normal University ~Guangzhou 510631 China)

Abstract: Based on the special dataset including 18 435 faculty/patent pairs it made an institutional analysis from the

government and university perspectives. The results indicate that 13.16% of pairs are not solely assigned to universities

in 35 top patent application Chinese universities from 2002 to 2012  and high—quality inventions are more likely to be

assigned to non-university assignees. It illustrates that the invention ownership scheme employee invention manage—

ment

licensing revenue distribution or government’s financial policy of patent application cant improve the high—quali—

ty patent disclosure while both university’s patent review strategy and performance assessment system cant effectively

screen the low—quality invention disclosure. Finally it provides new insights as well as operational policy implications

for China’s policy makers.

Keywords: university faculty; invention disclosure; institutional analysis; policy recommendation



