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Part 1
The “Ocean”: Canada’sThe Ocean : Canada s 
Corporate R&D Scene



Why Does It Matter?Why Does It Matter?

Corporations account for nearly all higher Corporations account for nearly all higher 
education sector technology licensing
Represent a substantial proportion of ep ese t a substa t a p opo t o o
research contracting activity
Heavily involved in collaborative R&D, y ,
networks, Chairs, etc.

As goes corporate R&D spending, so goes 
tech. transfer



The Big Picture: Real Corporate The Big Picture: Real Corporate 
R&D S di D iR&D S di D iR&D Spending DroppingR&D Spending Dropping

Corporate R&D Spending (2002=100 $ Million)Corporate R&D Spending (2002=100, $ Million)
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US Funding Also DroppingUS Funding Also Dropping



R&D Spending Becoming Less R&D Spending Becoming Less 
C dC dConcentratedConcentrated



R&D Intensity DecliningR&D Intensity Declining
(R&D/Revenues)(R&D/Revenues)
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Business Spending on Higher 
Education Research

Business Spending on Research in the Higher Education Sector 
(Constant $M)(Constant $M)
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Growing Reliance on the
Hi h Ed S tHigher Ed. Sector

Proportion of Business R&D Spending in theProportion of Business R&D Spending in the
Higher Education Sector
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US Funding Smaller … and 
Dropping

Notes:Notes: 1% of Total R&D Spending1% of Total R&D Spending
Spending fallingSpending falling



The Corporate Tech. Transfer 
“Market” - Licensing

Source: StatCan 88Source: StatCan 88--222.  Survey of Intellectual Property Commercialization222.  Survey of Intellectual Property Commercialization
in the Higher Education Sector.  2010in the Higher Education Sector.  2010



The Corporate Tech. Transfer 
“Market” – Research Contracts

Source: StatCan 88Source: StatCan 88--222.  Survey of Intellectual Property Commercialization222.  Survey of Intellectual Property Commercialization
in the Higher Education Sector.  2010in the Higher Education Sector.  2010



Companies Account for 30% of 
All Research Contracting

Figure 8 All Institutions - Projects by Contractor TypeFigure 8.  All Institutions - Projects by Contractor Type
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Corporate R&D Performers:Corporate R&D Performers:
G h C iG h C iGrowth ContinuesGrowth Continues

R&D Company GrowthR&D Company Growth
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Average Spending DroppingAverage Spending Dropping

Average Per Company R&D Spending (Current $)Average Per-Company R&D Spending (Current $)
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Company Growth Outpacing 
R&D Spending

R&D Company Growth vs. Real R&D Spending Growth
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R&D Participation Rate GrowingR&D Participation Rate Growing
(R&D Companies as a % of Total)(R&D Companies as a % of Total)

Corporate R&D Participation Rate (% of all Companies)
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R&D Persistence: A Moving TargetR&D Persistence: A Moving TargetR&D Persistence: A Moving TargetR&D Persistence: A Moving Target

Persistenceof R&D PerformersPersistenceof R&D Performers
1994-2000
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Business R&D PersistenceBusiness R&D Persistence

Data imply that approx  49 000 –Data imply that approx. 49,000 
57,000 different companies
performed research in a 7-year performed research in a 7 year 
period

“Research-ready” market much 
l  th  th  l t t l  tlarger than the annual totals suggest



Similar to the 58,000 “high tech” Companies 
i th I ti Atl f C din the Innovation Atlas of Canada

30,000 Manufacturing + 28,000 Service companies30,000 Manufacturing + 28,000 Service companies



Business InnovationBusiness Innovation
Capacity =Capacity =

R&D Spending $R&D Spending $R&D Spending $R&D Spending $
XX

# of R&D Performers# of R&D Performers

Proposition:Proposition:Proposition:Proposition:

Improving Capacity Means ImprovingImproving Capacity Means Improving
Spending Spending ANDAND PerformersPerformers



Part 2 – Implications for
Tech. Transfer



The Bad NewsThe Bad News

Corporate R&D Spending has flat-Corporate R&D Spending has flat
lined; no real growth
• US figures also dropping• US figures also dropping

Most licensing to foreign companies



The Good NewsThe Good News

Number of R&D players growingNumber of R&D players growing
• More players = more customers

Large pool of R&D-ready firmsLarge pool of R&D ready firms
• Between 49,000-57,000 in a 7-year period
• A lot of businesses to “engage”

Business spending on university 
technology/research increasing
• Both in real terms and as a % of total
• Canada doing better than US



Implications for Tech TransferImplications for Tech Transfer
Foreign multinationals a key customer (for Foreign multinationals a key customer (for 
“codified” knowledge)
• Represent the “export” of R&D/knowledgeg

Many channels for knowledge transfer to 
business
• IP, contracts, collaborative R&D, etc.

Coordinated marketing strategies can 
supplement individual ones
• Need to boost economies-of-scale in marketing 

higher ed  R&D to businesshigher ed. R&D to business



Thank you !Thank you !yy
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