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Abstract:

The objective of this paper is to assess the impact of intellectual property on the performance, in particular, the
financial efficiency of Viethamese businesses. The results show that intellectual property has a positive impact
with a very strong coefficient on financial efficiency. From that, the author recommends that businesses should
invest in building intellectual property development to improve business efficiency and sustainable development
of the country.
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1. Introduction

Intellectual property is playing an increasingly important role in socio-economic development, especially in the
context of deeper and deeper integration. After more than 10 years of joining the World Trade Organization
(WTO), Vietnam has built a relatively adequate intellectual property system, in accordance with international
standards of the WTO, including policies, laws on the protection of intellectual property rights and the
organization of law enforcement policies. However, due to the intrinsic requirements of development in
Vietnam, a long-term development strategy for the intellectual property system is needed, making it a real tool
to promote economic development. - society of the country. The strategy for scientific and technological
development in Vietnam up to 2020 has also set the need for a programmed development (program) for the
intellectual property system. The Government has also assigned the Ministry of Science and Technology to
urgently develop a national IP strategy for submission to the Prime Minister (Notice No. 321 / TB-VPCP of
October 12, 2016). The Drafting Board of the Strategy-making project also set out requirements for three key
contents of the Strategy: Establishing intellectual property rights; Protection of intellectual property rights;
Develop intellectual property. In this context, this project was directly assigned by the Ministry of Science and
Technology to the Institute of Intellectual Property Science to provide theoretical and practical basis for the
development of strategic content on "development". intellectual property development.

In recent years, the positive impact of intellectual property such as patents, designs, trademarks ... on economic
growth has been measured and verified by a number of researches and measurement studies in the United States
and the region. In the European region (USPTO, 2012; EPO and OHIM, 2013), reaffirmed the hypothesis of the
role of intellectual property protection system as a tool for macroeconomic development. However, at the micro
level, apart from the recent OHIM (2015) study, there seems to be quite a few studies that measure
"development”, namely the creation, monopoly establishment and exploitation of intellectual property of an
enterprise, as well as the impact of its intellectual property on the business results of the enterprise itself. In
Vietnam, there has been almost no research on these issues so far. This situation shows that although enterprises
are the main actors creating intellectual property and exploiting those assets that bring benefits to the economy,
they are not paid much attention to researching and proposing environmental policy solutions. field maximum
advantage for the operation of this object. Therefore, the study of the current situation of intellectual property
development of Vietnamese enterprises aims to provide theoretical and practical basis to support the
formulation of macro strategies to promote the creation and exploitation of intellectual property. Contributing to
economic growth is really necessary. At the same time, the strategy for developing intellectual property by 2030
should be set in the context of compatibility with other national strategies in this period, such as the Science and
Technology Strategy up to 2020, the Strategy Vietnam's industrial development has a vision to 2035, the
Government's small and medium-sized enterprise development plan ..., therefore the feasibility and suitability

https://www.casestudiesjournal.com/ Page 85



https://www.casestudiesjournal.com/

Impact Factor 3.582 Case Studies Journal ISSN (2305-509X) - Volume 9, Issue 4-April-2020

of the intellectual property development strategy should also be considered. review and review systematically
and comprehensively with macro and sectoral strategies

2. Literature review

For more than a decade, the issue of enterprise intellectual property development has really attracted the
attention of many scholars and organizations. That's because in the intellectual property cycle (IP Circle),
businesses play a central role in all activities: creation - monopoly establishment - exclusive exploitation of
intellectual property.

2.1. Intellectual property

The research works of Bosworth and Westaway (1984), Scott (1990), UN (2011) suggested that economic
factors play a decisive role in the creation of intellectual property, in which the profits from monopoly,
competitive advantage, cost savings ... are motivating factors, market saturation, barriers to market entry, low
monopoly protection effect are factors that hinder the create intellectual property of the business. According to
IPRIA (2005), Lorenz (2009), Theresa (2011), EUIPO (2016). The main reason urging businesses to use the
intellectual property protection system is to combat illegal copying, enhance legal stability, increase the value
and image of businesses, improve efficiency. monopoly protection force, empowering the licensing
negotiations, attracting investors. Factors belonging to enterprises such as lack of knowledge, intellectual
property are not creative enough, costly and registration procedures cause delays in bringing products to market,
risks in monopoly enforcement. .. is the reason hindering businesses from accessing intellectual property
protection system and establishing intellectual property monopoly. Rassenfosse (2011), Daral et al. (2012),
Ziegler et al. (2013) argue that enterprise-related factors such as organizational structure and management level,
the size of intellectual property blocks , the motivation for intellectual property exploitation, market acceptance,
licensing and business partners ... have an important influence on the exploitation of intellectual property in the
form of investment and use. directly or delivered. In general, although the aforementioned studies were
conducted in different contexts, yielding different results, those results were not contradictory but
complementary, reflecting the overall picture of Factors that positively and negatively affect the intellectual
property development activities of enterprises, including large and medium-sized enterprises.

2.2. Relationship between Intellectual Property and enterprise performance

The contribution of intellectual property to the business results of enterprises is also mentioned in many recent
studies. Munari (2012), Philipp and Christine (2013), OHIM (2015) have shown that enterprises with
intellectual property (inventions, designs, brands) have 29% higher revenue / labor than enterprises. Enterprises
have no intellectual property, especially for small and medium enterprises, the above difference is 31.7%
compared to 4% of large enterprises. The type of intellectual property and the way it is used have a positive
impact on business results, such as using a combination of trademarks and designs that increase the business
results of a business 39%, compared to using it only. patent, the increase is only 15%. These studies confirm a
positive relationship between intellectual property ownership, ownership size and business performance of the
enterprise.

The important role of intellectual property is recognized not only for macroeconomic growth and social welfare
but also for the formation and development of internal resources of enterprises (Menell & Scotchmer, 2007;
Rockett , 2010). The reward theory is that the reward for a creative result is the exclusive commercialization of
that creative result. The most important reason for policies to promote innovation is how to produce a lot of
intellectual property (Munari, 2014). According to the classic theories of Arrow (1962) and Nordhaus (1969),
information about the nature of the invention has typical properties of public goods, which are "non-
competitive™ and "non-type". minus". Once information about the nature of the invention is disclosed, anyone
can access, use it at zero cost, and can eliminate the invention of the inventor. The exclusive right to the
invention is a tool to overcome the aforementioned market failures and encourage creative activities. Contract
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theory holds that a patent for a patent is a contract between the inventor and society, whereby the exclusive right
to the invention is a trade-off in full disclosure of information. patent for the whole society (Rockett, 2010). The
inventor himself also benefits from the dissemination of patent information to further intellectual property for
his invention. According to Boldrin & Levine (2002), in a competitive market, patent monopoly brings an
advantage to market access and an advantage in the competition to bring products to market, bringing future
revenue streams from the invention. and the opportunity to reinvest in creative activities is also a great
encouragement for creators.

In Vietnam, studies on the situation and the need to develop intellectual property quantitatively seem to be quite
small. Some recent studies of Nguyen Minh Ngoc (2016) and Nguyen Huu Xuyen (2016) mainly mentioned a
number of factors affecting the exploitation of invention, technology and business results of enterprises
belonging to a number of industries such as manufacturing, processing, un-classified enterprises and research on
other types of intellectual property. Research by Nguyen Thi Phuong (2013) has only generalized a few points
about the current situation and solutions on patent exploitation and industrial transfer activities in Vietnam.

3. Research method

The sample is for businesses that include both large and small businesses. The author sent a survey to 200
enterprises across the country with intellectual property registered at the Intellectual Property Department of the
Ministry of Science and Technology of Vietnam. During the 3-month data collection period, the author
collected 196 surveys after filtering and classifying the remaining 189 questionnaires eligible for analysis.

Statistical analysis tools: SPSS software; Smart PLS software for searching database of SHCN (VIPRI_INV,
VIPRI_NH, VIPRI_KD); software to search database of business activities (Stox, KLS, CafeF ...).

From an enterprise perspective, the author will focus on studying three core activities of intellectual property
development: creation, establishment of monopoly rights, and exploitation of intellectual property. Factors with
positive and opposite effects on these three activities will be identified in order to analyze and assess the direct
effect on intellectual property development. The relationship between the development of intellectual property
and the business results of an enterprise is also verified to analyze and assess the role of intellectual property
development in the enterprise. On that basis, strategic solutions will focus on factors that promote / hinder the
creation, establishment of monopoly and exploitation of intellectual property of enterprises in order to continue
developing intellectual property. Intelligence of Vietnamese businesses until 2030.

intellectual

property

Figure 1: Research model
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To assess the impact of intellectual property on business performance, we use the research model of EUIPO
(2015), whereby the relationship between the amount of intellectual property of the business and the Business
results are reflected in the following equation:

Regression equation: FP = B0 + B1.IA + U

in which: FP (dependent variable) is the business result of the enterprise, measured by the turnover / labor ratio;
financial performance measurement indicators of the survey year compared to the previous 3 years (period:
2016 - 2018); 1A (independent variable) is the amount of intellectual property owned by the enterprise,
measured by the number of inventions and protections under its ownership; B0 is the blocking factor; £.

4. Research results

Results of regression testing of the impact of intellectual property on the business results of enterprises:
The variables in the model are measured and tested for reliability and satisfaction of conditions

Table 1

Construct Reliability and Validity

Average
Cronbach's ho A Composite Variance
Alpha = Reliability Extracted
(AVE)
F;'r‘;‘::;i‘t:;“a' 0981 | 0982 0.980 0.664
;ﬂ?gf:;nce 0.920 0.925 0.920 0.698

Table 2
Discriminant Validity

Fornell-Larcker Criterion

intellectual property Financial performance

intellectual property 0.815
Financial performance 0.460 0.836
Table 3
Model_Fit
Fit Summary
Saturated Model Estimated Model
SRMR 0.064 0.064
d_ULS 2.543 2.613
d_G 2.360 2.366
Chi-Square 9583.928 9583.932
NFI 0.246 0.252

The F-test result shows that the adjusted coefficient of determination R2 = 0.625; sig. = 0.000 bias of the
dependent variable (FP). Based on the above evaluation and testing results, it can be said that in the period of
2016-2018, there is a basis to confirm the existence of the relationship between the amount of intellectual
property owned by the enterprise and the results. business of business:
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0438 (0.000)—*

intellectual property Financial performance

Figure 1: Results of hypothesis testing

The results show that intellectual property has a very strong impact on financial efficiency in Vietnamese
enterprises. Since then encourage Vietnamese businesses to develop and build intellectual property. Intellectual
property has a very strong impact on financial efficiency at the impact level of 0.438 at the 1% significance
level (P_value = 0.000).

5. Conclusion

Intellectual property is increasingly recognized as having an important role in the formation and development of
internal resources of the business and has a positive contribution to the business results of the business. Many
empirical evidence in the world has confirmed the necessity of the enterprise's intellectual property
development activities and identified the incentives / reasons for creating, establishing monopoly, exploiting /
commercializing assets. intellectual property of the business. At the micro level, there are also many studies
measuring the "development™ of intellectual property of enterprises, namely the creation, establishment of
monopoly and commercialization of intellectual property, as well as the impact. of intellectual property to the
business results, the establishment and internal development of the enterprise. The positive relationship between
intellectual property and business results has been confirmed in the aforementioned studies. To analyze and
assess the status of creation, monopoly establishment and commercialization of intellectual property of
Vietnamese enterprises, we learn about the feelings and experiences of 201 enterprises through in-depth
interviews and surveys. by questionnaires, especially those that promote or hinder intellectual property
development. The analysis results show that in terms of policies, in order to encourage enterprises to establish
monopolies on intellectual property, the State should pay attention to facilitating the process of protection
registration by shortening the time limit. application processing time, reducing the application requirements and
detailed instructions for applicants; improve the efficiency of monopoly enforcement, significantly limit the
situation of infringement and build trust for businesses; enhance the service of the industrial property
information assurance system to help enterprises fully and promptly access existing patent, business and
banking data, avoid duplicate creation and improve their creation of intellectual property. For businesses, the
commercialization of intellectual property depends heavily on the effectiveness of exclusive protection. The
monopoly regime on intellectual property is effectively implemented, the infringement situation is limited and
repelled will contribute to promoting the commercialization of intellectual property. At the same time, the abuse
of monopoly rights on intellectual property may also lead to the risk that intellectual property is used at low
levels in industries and negatively affect the promotion of technology transfer. . It seems that the exploitation of
information on intellectual property is still inadequate, many intellectual property created have not kept up with
the level and trend of technology development, the link between intellectual property and demand. The
industrial sector is still lax, leading to the fact that many intellectual properties are created but outdated
compared to current technology, have little economic value and potential for commercialization, making it
difficult to attract investors. The analysis results also show that the limitations of resources, especially capital,

https://www.casestudiesjournal.com/ Page 89



https://www.casestudiesjournal.com/

Impact Factor 3.582 Case Studies Journal ISSN (2305-509X) - Volume 9, Issue 4-April-2020

are difficulties that businesses can overcome through cooperation in investment, development and
commercialization of intellectual property, transfer. (including cross-licensing) technology.

To confirm the benefits of intellectual property development for Vietnamese businesses, we conduct a survey
and analyze the impact of intellectual property on business results with the above survey sample. . The analysis
results show that there seems to be an imbalance in the development of intellectual property according to the
structure of industry: industries in which Vietnam has a competitive advantage (labor, resources) are held. holds
not much intellectual property, while highly competitive industries and capital that are not Vietnam's
technological strengths have relatively many intellectual property (mainly NH). This situation shows that the
economic growth model at the enterprise level is relying heavily on low-level competitive advantage and the
shift of investment resources for technology development from the State to enterprises is quite slow. In terms of
business results, the analysis of the survey sample shows that it appears that intellectual property has a certain
contribution to the business. Firms holding more intellectual property have higher returns per employee than
those holding less intellectual property. It can be seen that in the extracted sample, when the number of
intellectual properties of the business increases, the business results also increase. The estimation of the
regression coefficient also indicates that if the number of intellectual properties increased by 1 unit, it is likely
to increase the business results of enterprises by more than 10.97 times. Thus, the analysis results show that it is
consistent with the reality and previous studies on the positive relationship between intellectual property and
business results of enterprises, in the context of Vietnam, intellectual property Intelligence plays an important
role in the business activities of the enterprise. The correlation between the amount of intellectual property and
the turnover / employee of the business indicates that the more intellectual property enterprises have, the better
their chances of improving their competitive position in the market.

The above-mentioned national and international contexts posing a general challenge for Vietnam's intellectual
property system but also creating new development opportunities. Based on the analysis of the research
overview, the situation and the needs of intellectual property development of Vietnamese enterprises in recent
years, from the perspective of macro management, the State should pay attention to a number of views. develop
the following: attach importance to the role of intellectual property protection in Vietnam's socio-economic
development career; Intensive intellectual property system development is a thorough requirement, improving
quality is the top priority; improving human capacity is a breakthrough measure; raising technology level is an
important measure; and active and proactive international cooperation, especially in ASEAN, on intellectual
property. The overall development goal is to have a significantly improved quality of intellectual property
system; Vietnam strives to reach the level of leading ASEAN countries by 2030 on the basis of a reasonable,
transparent and effectively enforced legal basis, meeting practical requirements. , protecting the legal interests
of intellectual property rights holders as well as consumers and society, intellectual property has contributed
significantly to the country's economic growth.
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