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Study on Effects and Modes of Knowledge Innovation Synergy of
Research Institutes and Universities

Wu Rongbin', Wang Hui’
(1. School of Management, Huazhong University of Science and Technology, Wuhan 430074, China;
2. School of Economic and Management,China University of Geosciences, Wuhan 430074 ,China)

Abstract; Knowledge Innovation Synergy refers to the phenomenon that research institutions and universities achieve the
synergy of strategy,organization and resources through cooperative network,to promote the knowledge innovation, diffu-
sion and application. Unlike traditional knowledge innovation mode, knowledge innovation synergy has some unique fea-
tures. In this paper,three major manifestations have been analyzed and two modes have been generalized,including coopera-
tive R&.D agreements and joint research laboratory. Employing a game theory model,a comparative study on resource in-
vestment and expected net profit among non-cooperative mode and other two synergy modes. The results show that joint
research laboratory has the highest economic efficiency.
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