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1
MED 0.352 0 0 1 0.479
APPEAL 0.500 0.5 0 1 0.502
REPUT 238 413.600 5 325.000 7 7 450 000 950 545.900
° SA 3.433 2.835 0.471 8.295 1.969
AGE 13.063 14 3 31 4.807
TRIAL_TIME 16.816 13.500 2 65 13.345
INDIV 0.901 1 0 1 0.299
FOREI 0.197 0 0 1 0.399
InAMOUNT 5.934 6.177 ~0.223 9.888 2.141
InASSET 21.314 20. 850 18. 104 25.368 1.747
Lanjouw and Schanker— ", 6.225 4 -1 21 6.431
( RATIOI 12. 164 0.047 0 1 000 109. 081
) WIN 0.565 1 0 1 0.498
( Patent Infringement Suit)
( Patent Challenge Suit)
2 . (1)
N Dep. Variable
med (1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
REPUT -0.116 5" -0.1159 -0.054 7 -0.4432 -0.1492™ -0.158 7*
(0.0699)  (0.0709) (0.0742)  (0.0356) (0.0729)  (0.066 0)
SA -0.180 —6.544" 3.090
(2.043) (3.866) (4.361)
REPUT x SA -0.017 -0.087 6
(0.100) (0.194 8)
° AGE -0.084 9 -0.093 2 -0.103 —0.402" -0.0328 0.116
(0.0616)  (0.112)  (0.101)  (0.211)  (0.114)  (0.271)
TRIAL_TIME -0.110* -0.110* —0.174 %% -0.176 % -0.0550 -0.0525
(0.0497)  (0.0502) (0.0493)  (0.0565) (0.0675)  (0.068 2)
INDIV 0.702 0.699 1.849 2.131° -1.872 -1.138
(0.761) (0.762) (1.264) (1.148) (1.491) (1.927)
o FOREI -0.082 0 -0.088 3 0.301 0.143 -1.947 -1.873
(0.898) (0.905) (1.046) (1.112) (1.827) (1.826)
) InAMOUNT 0.054 5 0.054 7 -0.190 -0.201 0. 161 0.170
(0.115) (0.116) (0.195) (0.200) (0.159) (0.153)
InASSET -0.283 -0.084 6 -0.485 6.529 -0.344 -3.759
(0.182)  (2.283)  (0.319)  (4.439)  (0.424)  (4.770)
PO 0.099 3 0.099 3 0.029 5 0.020 9 0.194 0.184
(0.0638)  (0.0639) (0.0809) (0.0841)  (0.131) (0.126)
CONSTANT 6.579 3.064 12.36" -111.36 7.850 63.15
(4.176) (40.79) (7.034) (78.48) (10.79) (84.67)
OBSERVA-
TIONS 99 99 58 58 41 41
’ Solok ok« 1% 5% 10%
o (1)1(3) (5) (2) .(4).(6)
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3 . (2)
Dep. Variable med B 2) 03) @ ) (6)
REPUT -0.198 0 -0.222 9™ 0.100 3 0.136 8
(0.072 2) (0.101 5) (0.061 2) (0.1287)
SA 2.520* 3,457 -17.53" -21.09
(1.203) (1.761) (10.26) (16.77)
REPUT x SA -0.185 -0.256
(0.289) (0.681)
TRIAL_TIME -0.102* -0.115* 0.419 2 0.109** 0.289" 0.395
(0.043 0) (0.050 7) (0.046 7) (0.052 4) (0.154) (0.280)
INDIV 1.438 1.052 1.703"
(1.061) (0.825) (0.935)
FOREI -0.487 0.422 -1.873 7.698 7.888 ™ 11.50"
(0.862) (0.987) (1.826) (2.464) (3.126) (6.563)
InAMOUNT -0.058 0 -0.115 -0.0019 0.576 -1.071 —1.414
(0.154) (0.164) (0.199 2) (0.628) (0.936) (1.622)
InASSET -0.084 8 -2.911* -3.304™ -0.987* 19.62" 23.99
(0.261) (1.310) (1.504) (0.460) (11.61) (19.76)
CONSTANT 3.036 55.16* 61.41* 7.479 -366.4" -450.5
(6.008) (23.86) (27.13) (6.927) (213.0) (365.8)
OBSERVATIONS 51 51 51 43 43 43
ook | ek 1% 5% 10% o (1) .(4)
(2) (4 (3) .(6) -
20 .
()
4 N
(1) (2) (3) (4)
i REPUT -0.0539" -0.0551°  -0.088 7 -0.093 6**
(0.031 5) (0.032 0) (0.031 5) (0.035 1)
SA 0.354 5" 1.379
(0.191 5) (1.542)
REPUT x SA -0.058 5" -0.039 7
(0.034 1) (0.094 5)
RATIOL 1 -0.007 75™*  ~0.008 3 4.578 % 3.928"
(0.001 35) (0.001 4) (1.682) (2.229)
TRIAL_TIME -0.0135 -0.008 8
(0.037 7) (0.046 2)
WIN -3.103* -2.975"
(1.485) (1.540)
INDIV 1.377 1.1927
(1.152) (1.593 6)
4 InASSET 0.250 -1.097 7
° (0.369) (1.911 8)
CONSTANT 1.287 % 0.376 -3.953 20.27
(0.352) (0.632) (7.947) (36.31)
° OBSERVATIONS 53 53 27 27
4 : Sk | Sk | 1% «
5% 10% o (1) .(3) 7 (2) ((4)
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Settle or Appeal?
Research on Financial Constraints and Reputation Mechanism in

the Decision-making of Enterprises” Patent Litigation

MIAO Miao' ZHANG Xin* WEI Jian®
(1. School of Economics and Commerce South China University of Technology Guangzhou 510006 China;
2. School of Public Policy and Management Tsinghua University Beijing 100084 China;
3. The Center for Economics Research Shandong University Jinan 250100 China)

Abstract: In the era of knowledge economy patent system has become an important guarantee for the implementation of
innovation development strategy in China. To improve the efficiency of settlement of patent disputes is of great significance for
enterprises to reduce the cost of litigation and stimulate innovation. Based on the study of the patent litigation cases of A
shares listed companies in China during 2001—2014 this paper finds that financial constraints and reputation mechanism
both play an important role in the settlement of litigation and decision-making of appeal but take effect in different ways. The
weaker the financial constraints of listed companies are the more difficult for the parties to reach settlement and more inclined
to appeal. The listed companies with strong financial constraints however are also difficult to reach settlement and tend to
appeal in order to maximize economic interests. Companies who think highly of the innovative reputation are often difficult to
reconcile in the mediation stage but do not tend to appeal in the decision stage either. This discovery has significant implica—
tions to clarify motivation of enterprise patent litigation to promote resolution of patent disputes and to design and improve
“incentive compatibility” of the judicial mediation system and appeal system.

Key words: patent litigation; patent infringement; patent challenge; financial constraints; reputation mechanism; set—

tlement decision; appeal decision



