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Arizona State University⚫ Over 64,000 students on four metro campuses

– Over 13,000 annual graduates, including nearly 1,400 engineers and over 2,500 

business students

– 14th most international students of any US university

⚫ More than 250 different degree programs in 22 different colleges/schools

⚫ Top faculty: 

– 12 National Academy of Engineering members 

– 5 American Academy of Arts and Sciences members 

– 40 National Science Foundation Career Awards 

✓
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➢ Academic Technology Transfer “Business” Model

❖ Expense

❖ Income

• Academic institutions

• Summary database, AUTM

• Venture capital

➢ “Efficient” zone

➢ Conclusions
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Business Model
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Historical Venture Capital 

Returns

Through 2011
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Power-law Distribution

F(x)=Cx-(alpha)

Fat or heavy tail
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➢ Early stage venture capital returns

➢ Name frequency in US

➢ US city population

➢ Paper citations

➢ Web hits

➢ Individual net worth

➢ Books sold

➢ Telephone calls 

➢ Earthquakes

➢ Solar flare intensity

Power-law Distributions

are Not Rare
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Two Very Different
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Two Very Different

Academic Institutions
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y = 1E+09x-1.523
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y = Cx-1.572
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➢ Academic technology transfer income tends to be 

a fat/heavy tailed distributions. 

➢ Similar to venture capital the hits/winners are a 

significant percentage of the total return.

➢ AUTM and academic technology transfer data 

indicate that royalty income is power-law 

distributed. 

➢ Ideas are cheap; get as many as possible (e.g. 

invention disclosures), is reasonable; however, 

inefficiencies of scale (cost) may eliminate or limit 

return.

➢ AUTM data indicate an income optimum of        

$2-2.5M in research funding per filed invention 

disclosure.
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