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. Pateting increases with access to markets, following
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Mses and the creation
mdarket for patents

Vi region

th of this “distribution system” facilitated creation
of cohort of people who specialized in invention

o “Golden age of the independent inventor”
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IPNCR D CRChanges in organization

ipal of an established firm

lly in the Midwest, increasing assignments to
preneurial firms formed to commercialize an

a And increasing patenting rates in the Midwest overall



NOCIES Of Innovation in the
OVentieth century

antic, large firms with in-house R&D
nventors

‘ ire employees to assign patents to firm
' showing ur e first 4 of the 20t c.

&D units evaluate externally produced patents from
0ss the country

s actively traded in national secondary securities
et

e Midwest, networks of inventor-

yreneurs

= Patents assigned as part of process of attracting local
capital and forming new entrepreneurial firms

= Just as successful at invention and commercialization, but
not at surviving economic crisis




]m:,r importance of
SOTpPoYdate patenting

Assigned to a company with financial report :
dAssets >= $10 million Assets < $10 million % assigned
% with % withno % with % withno toother

)lab R&Dlab R&Dlab R&Dlab  company

Panel A: atents
13.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.6

15.7 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 13.0
11.0 1.2 2.2 0.2 2.6 135
7.2 16.1 4.4 2.0 4.4 22.1

Source: Lamoreaux, Sokoloff, Sutthiphisal Reorganization of Inventive Activity
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WO WesTeYn innovation looked
different:

'_') o1 patent assignments by type of
Taa firm

Firms w R&D | Firms w/o Privately
labs R&D labs held firms

1910-1911 Midwest 0.8 3.7 16.9
Mid-Atlantic 3.3 8.8 16.4

1928-29 Midwest 17.4 11.9 27.5
Mid-Atlantic 29.0 8.4 19.5

Source: Lamoreaux, Sokoloff, Sutthiphisal Reorganization of Inventive Activity



sloveland case study

of patents issued to Cleveland
to assignee firms (1870 - 1930)

ned their patents to local firms

yst firms relied on local invention

sssful firms functioned as hubs, bringing
her established and younger inventors,
anufacturers, and local financiers

= Vet
- = Spawned new firms

oed inventions

= Attracted productive inventors to Cleveland
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geveland case study

e of patents issued to Cleveland

nventors

dre assignmen ational” firms

veland’s most prolific patentees
me outmigration during 1930s, but many stay in

o But they are less inventive and less entrepreneurial

o Lmkmg 1920s sample to 1930 Census



veland case study:
-Ntore directions

of all patents issued to Cleveland

become less reliant on local
t over time?

s pattern of inventor-entrants endure?

t hypothesis: more likely that the

ssion killed Midwestern inventive
k model

= Initial hypothesis focused on the rise of the large
firm

= WWII and increased federal role in innovation still
to be explored



