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Licensing of Quality improving Innovation Technology and Corporate Merge in
Structure of Stackelberg Duopoly

Yan Qingyou, Xu Shunqing, Zhu Lili
(School of Economics and Management, North China Electric Power University, Beijing 102206, China)

Abstract: Based on the model of Stackelberg duopoly, this paper analyzes the optimal licensing strategy and corporate merger of enterprises ow-
ning quality im proving technologies. T he main conclusions are as follows: whether the innovator is a market leader or a follower, it always prefer
to select mergeto transfer thetechnology instead of a fixedfee licensing; if the merger between enterprises is prohibited by the government, then
when the innovator is a follower in a market, it is willing to license its technology in the way of royalty licensing; from the perspective of social
welfare, licensing can improve social welfare, while the merger may not; only when the technical innovator is afollower in a Stackelberg structure
and the innovation is in a large scale, merger can im prove social welfare.

Key words: stackelberg competition; technological licensing; corporate merge

27



