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Abstract

The paper presents an agent-based simulation model of the defence industry. The model resem-
bles some of the key characteristics of the European defence sector, and studies how firms in this
market will respond to the challenges and opportunities provided by a higher degree of openness
and liberalization in the future. The simulation analysis points out that European defence firms
will progressively become more efficient, less dependent on public procurement and innovation
policy support, and more prone to knowledge sharing and inter-firm collaborations. This firm-
level dynamics will in the long-run lead to an increase in the industry’s export propensity and a
less concentrated market.
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1. Introduction

In the period from the end of the Cold War to the end of 1990s, sever-
al European countries have experienced a substantial decrease in their
military budget and a significant loss of market shares vis-a-vis other
international competitors. Defence firms and national authorities have
reacted to these challenges by undertaking a process of restructuring
and consolidation aimed at obtaining cost reductions through e.g. in-
ter-firm collaborations, mergers and acquisitions. This process is cur-
rently coupled with the recent attempt of EU public authorities to in-
troduce a greater degree of market liberalization in the future in order
to avoid duplications and achieve stronger efficiency and international
competitiveness in this market (Guay and Callum, 2002).

A recent EU Directive (The European Union’s Defence and Security
Procurement Directive 2009/81/EC) intends to provide a new frame-
work for policy interventions in the European defence market by lim-
iting the extent of national protection, extending cooperation and
cross-border trade within the EU and eventually introducing a higher
degree of market liberalization (Edwards, 2011). This EU Directive
will be implemented by national Member States starting in early 2012,
although it will probably face resistance and take some time until it
will lead to a more open and more competitive EU defence market.

The future scenario of openness and liberalization does certainly rep-
resent an important change for firms in the European defence industry.
How will defence companies respond to these new challenges and op-
portunities — will they be able to adjust their innovation and business
strategies in order to be more competitive in international markets?
And how will the impacts of market liberalization differ between large
and smaller European countries?

Our investigation of these questions is rooted in the recent literature
on firm heterogeneity and international trade, which has rapidly be-
come the new paradigm in the international economics literature. This
framework highlights the importance of firm-specific capabilities (e.g.
productivity, innovative ability) to explain why, within each industry,
some enterprises are able to export whereas others are not (Melitz,
2003; Helpman et alia, 2004).! Companies respond differently to the
process of market liberalization, and firm heterogeneity has therefore
rapidly become the key pillar of these new theoretical structures.

LI\ survey of this new strand of models is presented by Castellacci (2011).
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While broadly in line with this new strand of international economics
literature, we make use of a different modeling approach to study the
effects of market liberalization on the international activities of firms
in the defence industry. Agent-based models and simulations (ABMS)
provide a framework to analyze a set of heterogenous agents and the
interactions among them (North and Macal, 2007; Macal and North,
2010). This modeling approach is well suited to investigate heteroge-
neity and complexity as key features of physical, biological and social
systems. Among several other fields, this theoretical framework has
recently found an increasing number of applications within economics
and business research, e.g. in the fields of computational and evolu-
tionary economics (Tesfatsion, 2002; Frenken and Nuvolari, 2004;
Dosi et alia, 2010). To the best of our knowledge, however, the
ABMS approach has not been used before to analyze the question of
exporting firms’ reaction to market liberalization, and, more specifi-
cally, it has never been applied before within the context of the de-
fence industry.

A specific model of our interest is the so-called SKIN model (Simulat-
ing Knowledge Dynamics in Innovation Networks), introduced in a
number of recent papers by Gilbert et alia (2007), Pyka et alia (2007)
and Ahrweiller et alia (2011). This is an agent-based model that pro-
vides an accurate analysis of private firms’ interactions and
knowledge dynamics in high-tech (or knowledge intensive) industries.
Our theory is rooted in this recent model and extends it further by ap-
plying it to the study of the defence sector, and shifting the focus to
the relationship between innovation and export dynamics within a
context of increasing market liberalization. While the main structure
of our model follows the main basic pillars of the SKIN approach, our
framework departs from it in some important ways, given the peculi-
arities and idiosyncrasies that characterize the defence industry.

In the ABMS model presented in this paper, heterogeneous agents
(defence firms) in a given country compete in the market by produc-
ing new products. In any period ¢, the agents will sort in three distinct
groups: (1) successful innovators that meet the requirement for receiv-
ing public R&D funding; (2) successful innovators that do not qualify
for public support; (3) unsuccessful performers, which will try to ad-
just their performance by undertaking a new privately-funded R&D
project or by imitating external knowledge and searching a coopera-
tion partner.

The simulation analysis of this model points out that defence firms,
when faced with a market liberalization scenario, will progressively
become more efficient, less dependent on public procurement and in-
novation policy support, and more prone to knowledge sharing and
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inter-firm collaborations. This firm-level dynamics will in the long-
run lead to an increase in the industry’s export propensity. Further, the
effects of market liberalization will differ in large and smaller Europe-
an economies. Large countries are likely to experience greater overall
benefits, e.g. in terms of reduced market and export concentration, but
the impacts of market liberalization on their export propensity and in-
ternational performance will take a longer time to realize its full po-
tential.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 points out some key styl-
ized facts that the model seeks to reproduce; section 3 presents the
model; section 4 defines the firm-level and industry-level variables
used in the simulation analysis; section 5 presents the long-run proper-
ties and main outcomes of the model; section 6 discusses some alter-
native policy scenarios; and section 7 concludes by summarizing the
key results and implications of the work.






2. The defence industry: stylized facts

The defence industry is in many respects a peculiar branch of the
economy. In order to achieve a proper understanding of firms’ export
activities in this sector, our model intends to resemble some of its key
stylized facts and idiosyncrasies.

Stylized fact 1: Firm heterogeneity: Defence firms are highly heter-
ogenous. They produce in a number of distinct market segments, rang-
ing from electronics to ICTs, engineering, chemicals and material sci-
ences, and are therefore characterized by a wide spectrum of technical
competencies and product portfolios.? In different market segments,
large oligopolistic producers co-exist with smaller specialized suppli-
ers of defence material and equipment (Markovski et alia, 2010).

Stylized fact 2: Stable and concentrated structure: The industry is
typically characterized by a rather stable population of firms and little
turbulence, and the entry and exit rates are much lower than in many
other sectors. Most market segments are highly concentrated and
characterized by an oligopolistic structure in which incumbents ex-
ploit their dominant position through high capital intensity and econ-
omies of scale and scope (Lichtenberg, 1995). The sector resembles
closely the description of a Schumpeter Mark II type of innovation
regime (Klepper, 1996; Malerba and Orsenigo, 1996).

Stylized fact 3: High innovativeness: Technological innovation is as
well-known a crucial ingredient in the production and commercializa-
tion of defence-related material. The industry is characterized by a
very high share of enterprises with R&D activities (R&D propensity),
and individual firms do on average spend a substantial amount of re-
sources to develop new products and processes (R&D intensity). The-
se technological activities are however characterized by a high degree
of uncertainty and a long lag between the initial production of a new
technology and its successful market commercialization (Lichtenberg,
1995; Mowery, 2010). Further, a substantial share of firms’ R&D ac-
tivities is financed through public funding, due to their strategic im-
portance in terms of military capabilities and national security. Col-
laborations between private firms and public scientific organizations
are frequent and important. In short, it is reasonable to characterize the
defence industry as a science-based sector (Pavitt, 1984).

2 An accurate overview and classification of the different technological fields covered by

firms in the defence industry is provided by the taxonomy developed by the European De-
fence Agency (EDA; see: http://www.eda.curopa.cu).
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Stylized fact 4: High export propensity: The industry has on aver-
age a high share of firms that sell their products abroad (export pro-
pensity). Differently from the very skewed size distribution that char-
acterizes most manufacturing industries, where only a few large enter-
prises within each sector are able to export (Melitz, 2003), in the de-
fence market it is often both large enterprises and smaller specialized
suppliers that seek to compete in international markets through export
activities (Castellacci and Fevolden, 2011). Their export success is not
so much based on the price they set and the related terms of trade, but
rather on the quality of the products and their degree of technological
sophistication. In fact, the demand for defence equipment typically
sets strong requirements in terms of the precision and reliability of the
exported products. Accordingly, cooperation agreements and interac-
tions between user and producers are extensive (Malerba and Mon-
tobbio, 2003).

Stylized fact 5: Active public involvement: The defence industry
plays a strategic role in terms of national military and security objec-
tives, and it is for this reason heavily regulated and subject to an ex-
tensive and active public involvement. Public procurement, in particu-
lar, represents a traditional policy instrument through which defence
authorities purchase a wide range of products and equipment from
domestic firms. Public demand does therefore represent a stable and
secure source of income for defence firms in a given country. Interna-
tional trade has also traditionally been actively regulated through so-
called offset, counter-trade agreements and national favoritism (dis-
crimination) such as the “buy-American act”, which impose re-
strictions to the amount and source of import and export activities
(Markovski et alia, 2010).

Stylized fact 6: Towards increasing liberalization: From the end of
the Cold War to the end of 1990s, many European countries experi-
enced a substantial decrease in military budget and lost market shares
vis-a-vis other international competitors. European defence firms and
national authorities have reacted to this by undertaking a process of
restructuring and consolidation aimed at obtaining cost reductions
through e.g. greater cooperation, mergers and acquisitions. Further,
EU public authorities are currently trying to introduce a greater degree
of market liberalization in the future in order to avoid duplications and
achieve stronger efficiency and international competitiveness in this
market. The new EU Directive (2009/81/EC) mentioned above takes
an explicit step in this direction (Guay and Callum, 2002; Edwards,
2011). Increased liberalization represents an important new scenario
that European defence companies will soon be faced with.



3. The model

Agent-based models and simulations (ABMS) provide a framework to
analyze a set of heterogenous agents and the interactions among them
(North and Macal, 2007; Macal and North, 2010). This modeling ap-
proach is well suited to investigate heterogeneity and complexity as
key features of physical, biological and social systems. Among several
other fields, this theoretical framework has recently found an increas-
ing number of applications within economics and business research,
e.g. in the fields of computational and evolutionary economics
(Tesfatsion, 2002; Frenken and Nuvolari, 2004; Frenken, 2006; Dosi
et alia, 2010).

A specific model of our interest is the so-called SKIN model (Simulat-
ing Knowledge Dynamics in Innovation Networks), introduced in a
number of recent papers by Gilbert et alia (2007), Pyka et alia (2007)
and Ahrweiller et alia (2011).3 This is an agent-based model that pro-
vides an accurate analysis of private firms’ interactions and
knowledge dynamics in high-tech (or knowledge intensive) industries.
Our paper is rooted in this recent model and extends it further by ap-
plying it to the study of the defence sector. While the main description
of the model follows the main basic pillars of the SKIN approach, our
model departs from it in some important ways, in the attempt to re-
produce the peculiarities and idiosyncrasies that characterize the de-
fence industry described in the previous section. Figure 1 presents a
diagram describing the behavior of agents (private firms) and their
market interactions within any given period ¢.

3 Anextensive presentation of this approach along with a complete list of project activities

and publications is available on the SKIN model’s website:
http://cress.soc.surrey.ac.uk/skin/home.
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Figure 1. Model flowchart
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3.1 Agents

Defence firms (business companies producing defence material,
equipment and products) are the micro agents in the model. In line
with our stylized fact 1 (firm heterogeneity), agents differ from each
other in two main respects. First, they have different initial endow-
ments of financial capital, which they use both for their productive
and innovative activities. Large firms co-exist with SMEs in the de-
fence market. Secondly, they differ in terms of their knowledge base,
i.e. the pool of scientific and technological competencies and skills
that the company employs in its innovative activities.* The model rep-
resents the firm’s knowledge base as a set of units of knowledge. Each
unit is a vector composed of three elements (or triple):

e The capability (C), which defines a domain or area within the de-
fence industry (e.g. weapon production). It is represented in the
model as a randomly chosen integer between 1 and 1000.

e The ability (A), defining a specific ability or skill that the firm
possesses in this C domain (e.g aerodynamic design technologies
for platforms and weapons). It is a randomly chosen integer be-
tween 1 and 10.

e The expertise (E), which indicates the level of expertise that the
firm has in using the ability A. This is also represented as a ran-
domly chosen number between 1 (lowest) and 10 (highest).

Defence firms compete in a highly innovative and technologically so-
phisticated environment (stylized fact 3). Our model assumes that all
firms in the market actively use their knowledge base in the attempt to
create new products and processes. Innovative activities are represent-
ed in the SKIN model in such a way that, at any period ¢, each compa-
ny formulates an innovation hypothesis, i.e. an idea or a plan for de-
veloping a new product or process. The model represents this innova-
tion hypothesis (IH) as a subset of the firm’s knowledge base, i.e. the
enterprise focuses on a specific subset of its technological competence
(capabilities, abilities, expertise) that it finds particularly promising
and worth developing further. The subset of expertises (E;) used in the
innovation hypothesis are assumed to increase by one unit in the peri-
od, whereas those that are not used decrease by one unit (learning by
doing and forgetting mechanisms).

3.2 Economic environment

In any period ¢, each enterprise uses its innovation hypothesis to try to
develop a new product. The outcomes of the innovative process are
subject to a high degree of uncertainty and introduce an important sto-

4 Inthe original version of the SKIN model, the knowledge base is labelled kene.
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chastic element in the model. The new product is characterized as an
index number that depends on the number of capabilities and abilities
entailed in the innovation hypothesis according to the function:

P=(YC;-A)modN (D

where N is the maximum number of different products. The product is
therefore characterized by the breadth of the innovation hypothesis,
i.e. the number of different capabilities and abilities that the firm mas-
ters and it is able to combine in the development of the new artifact.
By contrast, the quality of the product depends on the depth of the in-
novation hypothesis, i.e. it is a function of the enterprise’s specific
abilities and expertise. Specifically, product quality is defined as an
index number obtained by multiplying the abilities and expertise lev-
els for each of the vectors composing the innovation hypothesis and
then normalizing the result. In other words, the key characteristic and
value added of a new product does not depend on how broad the
firm’s technological competence is, but rather how deep and special-
ized the company is in a specific sub-set or market niche. As ex-
plained below, this trade-off between competence breadth versus
depth is an important characteristic driving the model’s outcomes.

In order to produce the new product, the firm searches for inputs (e.g.
capital equipment) in the market. The type of input it needs depends
on the characteristics of the product it wants to develop (P), and it
eventually purchases the one with the lowest price and, ceferis pari-
bus, the highest quality. If the enterprise does not find any input in the
market at a price it can afford, it will not enter the production process.
Once the product is ready for market commercialization, the firm sets
its price by applying a mark-up (profit margin) over the total costs.
Depending on the market demand available for this product, an ad-
justment mechanism tends to increase (decrease) its price over time if
the demand level is high (low).

More specifically, the model assumes that demand patterns differ for
different segments of the defence industry. On the one hand, interme-
diate products are sold to other firms within the defence sector and
their price is subject to the adjustment mechanism noted above. On the
other hand, new products that are destined to the end users are always
absorbed by the market. This assumption is in line with the fact that,
in the defence industry, public procurement assumes a pivotal role, i.e.
defence authorities typically purchase a substantial amount of new (or
existing) defence products and material from domestic firms in order
to secure military capabilities and so achieve national defence strate-
gic objectives.
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Given these market interactions and outcomes, at any period ¢ the firm
achieves a certain level of profit — which is largely dependent on the
characteristics and quality of the new product it sells. We further as-
sume that if the enterprise’s profits are large enough to cover sunk ex-
port costs (i.e. above a given profit threshold), then the enterprise is
able to start the commercialization of its product also to foreign mar-
kets. This is in line with the key idea of the recent literature on firm
heterogeneity and international trade (e.g. Melitz, 2003; Helpman et
alia, 2004), according to which only the most successful and produc-
tive enterprises within each sector are able to pay sunk export costs
and overcome trade barriers in international markets, whereas most
other companies will only produce for the domestic market.

3.3 Performance adjustment and feedback loops

After having produced and commercialized its product, the firm looks
at its current market performance (i.e. the profits it has realized at time
f), and decides whether this is satisfactory or not, and how it can be
improved in the future. The model’s parameter success threshold (de-
fined in further details in section 4) indicates the profit level that
marks the distinction between successful versus unsuccessful perfor-
mance. This parameter is exogenously set at a given level for all firms
in the market. For simplicity, we start by assuming that this success
threshold corresponds to the mean profit level in the industry: enter-
prises whose profits are above (below) the industry-level mean will be
satisfied (not satisfied) with their current performance.

There are two ways in which an enterprise can improve its perfor-
mance over time. One can only be pursued by successful innovators,
whereas the other is followed by unsuccessful performers.

New publicly-funded R&D projects: If a firm is satisfied with the
profits it has realized, it may decide to apply for public funding for
improving its product further (publicly-funded incremental innova-
tion). Public defence authorities typically finance a substantial amount
of domestic R&D activities through public procurement (stylized fact
5: Active public involvement). We assume that this public funding is
granted to the applicant according to two complementary criteria: (1)
The quality of the firm’s product has to be above a given product
quality threshold; (2) The firm’s technological and competence
breadth (i.e. the number of capabilities C in its innovation hypothesis)
has to be above a given competence breadth threshold. The intuition
behind this public funding allocation mechanism is in line with the
practice that public defence authorities typically follow. Put it simply,
when policy-makers evaluate the possibility to finance a company to
develop a new product, they look at both: (1) the quality of its current
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product, which gives them an indication of the likelihood that the firm
will be able to produce a successful incremental innovation of it in the
future; and (2) the breadth of the firm’s expertise in several different
areas, since large multi-product and multi-competence enterprises are
those that have presumably received public funding already in the past
and thus previously developed a reliable user-producer relationship
with public authorities. All in all, the possibility for successful firms
to apply for new publicly-funded R&D projects introduce a source of
cumulative causation in the model, since in any period ¢ there will be a
limited number of successful companies that will be able to qualify for
public R&D support, which is likely to lead to further incremental in-
novation and satisfactory profits for them in the future.

New privately-funded R&D projects and cooperation: If a firm is
not satisfied with the profits it has realized, it will try to improve its
performance by starting to search in a new direction (Nelson and Win-
ter, 1982). An enterprise can apply two different search strategies to
adjust its performance. (1) If its current product was sold in the market
but the demand level was not sufficient to realize a satisfactory profit
level, the company will undertake a new R&D project funded through
its own internal resources (financial capital). The new R&D project
will aim at improving one of the abilities (A) in its innovation hypoth-
esis — or, put it differently, to achieve a better specialization and tech-
nological sophistication in the technological space on which it is cur-
rently focusing (i.e. an increased technological depth, given its current
breadth). (2) By contrast, if the firm’s current product did not meet
any demand in the market (hence leading to negative profits), this
gives a clear indication that the firm’s current innovation hypothesis is
not well suited to the user requirements, and that it must be adjusted.
The enterprise can do this by searching for an external partner for co-
operation. The firm will first search among its previous partners, then
its suppliers and users, by looking at the capability sets they possess as
indicated by their respective innovation hypotheses and market prod-
uct characteristics. When a firm finds a collaboration partner, it can
add the partner’s innovation hypothesis triples to its own, thus achiev-
ing a broadening up of its capability set and knowledge base. Put it
differently, cooperation enables the exchange of knowledge among
different agents, and this is likely to improve the performance of these
by augmenting their respective knowledge bases and technological
competencies. All in all, the two strategies pursued by unsuccessful
performers — privately-funded R&D and cooperation — introduce in
the model a catch up mechanism, since firms lagging behind the tech-
nological frontier may improve their technological position and adjust
their market performance by means of such R&D and imitation strate-
gies.
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A summary and overview of the model (see figure 1) highlights the
following two key features of this theoretical framework. First, in any
period ¢, the agents will be sorted in three distinct groups: (1) success-
ful innovators that qualify for public funding (see figure 1, loop 1); (2)
successful innovators that do not meet the criteria for public support
(loop 2); (3) unsuccessful performers, which will either undertake a
new privately-funded R&D project or imitate by searching a coopera-
tion partner (loop 3). Secondly, the overall dynamics of the model, as
shown in the next section, depends on the combination of two differ-
ent mechanisms: (1) a cumulative causation mechanism according to
which the best performers will tend to get public support and hence
strengthen their market position even further in the future; (2) a catch
up mechanism through which less successful companies will be able
to adjust their performance and possibly achieve a leading market po-
sition in the future. Section 5 will analyze how these mechanisms
shape the long-run properties of the model, and section 6 will then in-
vestigate how future policy changes towards liberalization (see styl-
ized fact 6) may shape export dynamics and market opportunities in
the defence industry.



4. Variables and indicators

4.1 Key parameters: environmental and policy characteristics
The following four parameters describe some key characteristics of
the economic environment in which agents operate, which may be af-
fected by policy actions and strategies over time. They represent the
main explanatory variables of interest in our simulation analysis.

Cooperation propensity: This defines the extent to which agents are
willing (and able) to cooperate with others in the same market, i.e.
their collaboration propensity. This parameter ranges on a continuous
scale from 0,50 (lowest cooperation propensity) to 0 (highest propen-

sity).

Success threshold: This indicates the threshold above (below) which
firms consider themselves satisfied (not satisfied) with their current
market performance (e.g. corresponding to the mean profit level in the
industry). The parameter is defined in the profit space ranging from 0
to 12 000. This parameter is largely dependent on the extent and in-
tensity of market competition, i.e. the success threshold is higher
(lower) in a more (less) open and competitive market, because agents
must compete with a greater (smaller) number of competitors (includ-
ing foreign firms) in order to maintain their market position. In other
words, in a more (less) open and competitive market companies tend
to be more (less) demanding because they are aware they face a
stronger (weaker) competition.

Public funding requirement I: Product quality threshold: This is
the first of the two criteria set by public authorities to grant public
support to private defence firms. It ranges on a continuous scale de-
fined on the quality domain between 0 (loose quality requirement,
easy to get public funding) to 10 (strict quality requirement, difficult
to get public support).

Public funding requirement II: Competence breadth threshold:
This is the second requirement for qualifying for public support. The
parameter ranges on a continuous scale defined on the innovation hy-
pothesis domain between 0 (narrow technological competence, easy to
get public funding for most firms) to 10 (broad technological compe-
tence, difficult to get public support for many narrowly specialized
companies).
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4.2 Other model parameters

These parameters do also represent environmental characteristics af-
fecting the industry dynamics. However, they may not be influenced
by policy actions in the short-run. We will not report the results of the
simulation analysis for these variables in order to save some space
(these are available upon request).

Number of firms: Total number of enterprises in the market.

Number of products: Total number of products that are sold in the
market.

Share of large firms: Number of large enterprises as a percentage of
the total number of firms in the market.

Share of end products firms: Number of enterprises that produce
final products as a percentage of the total number of firms in the in-
dustry.

4.3 Key aggregate (industry-level) outcomes

The following six variables are aggregate outcomes of the model, i.e.
emergent properties that are observed at the industry-level as the result
of micro-level behavior and agents’ interactions. They represent the
key variables defining the performance of the defence industry, and
thus the main factors we seek to explain in our simulation analysis.

Export propensity (%): Number of exporters as a share of the total
number of firms in the industry. This is the variable typically high-
lighted by recent models of firm heterogeneity and international trade
(e.g. Melitz, 2003; Helpman et alia, 2004). As explained in the previ-
ous section, only firms that are above a given profitability level are
assumed to be able to cover sunk export costs and export their prod-
ucts in foreign markets, whereas most other enterprises will continue
to produce only for the domestic market. This is the main variable of
interest in our simulation analysis, since it is typically used as an indi-
cator of the export performance of an industry for a given country.

Mean product quality: It is the industry-level average of the index
measuring each firm’s product quality.

New privately-funded R&D projects (%): Number of companies
that undertake new privately-funded R&D projects as a percentage of
the total number of firms.
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New publicly-funded R&D projects (%): Number of enterprises that
qualify for publicly-funded R&D projects as a share of the total num-
ber of firms.

Concentration index: We use the C5 concentration index, defined as
the total financial capital owned by the five largest firms in the market
as a share of the total financial capital in the defence industry.

Export concentration ratio (%): We define this as the ES export
concentration index, i.e. the total value of export obtained by the five
largest firms in the market as a percentage of the total value of export
in the defence industry.



5. The long-run properties of the
model

We have carried out the following set of simulation exercises in order
to analyze the long-run properties of the model. We have focused on
the six key aggregate (industry-level) outcome variables (listed in sec-
tion 4.3), and investigated how each of them is affected in the long-
run by variations in the set of the four explanatory variables (the key
policy and environmental parameters listed in section 4.1). Specifical-
ly, for each explanatory variable, we have run a set of 200 simulations
(each of which lasting for a 300-period time horizon’) where the vari-
able takes all possible values in its definition domain (from the mini-
mum to the maximum). In each simulation, we have recorded the val-
ue of the six (industry-level) outcome variables at the end of the simu-
lation run (¢ = 300), and then plotted on a two-dimensional graph the
relationship between each explanatory variable and the resulting
(long-run) value of each outcome variable. The results of this analysis
are presented in figures 2 to 5. Each figure focuses on one explanatory
factor and its relationships to the six aggregate outcome variables.
These graphs point out the four main long-run properties of the model,
which we briefly outline as follows.

Result 1: A logistic relationship linking the cooperation propensity
and the export propensity.

The first panel of figure 2 shows this positive long-run relationship
between the cooperation and the export propensity. The intuition be-
hind this result is that when the cooperation propensity is very low, its
effects on firms’ export activities are on average limited. Among the
firms that register an unsatisfactory market performance, only a small
share of them are able to find an external partner for cooperation, so
the overall extent of imitation and intra-industry knowledge spillovers
is limited, and it does not affect substantially the export propensity of
the industry. By contrast, above a certain threshold of the cooperation
propensity parameter (< 0,30), unsuccessful firms are much better at
exploiting external knowledge opportunities, and, thanks to the related
spillovers effects, they may be able to catch up with the technological
frontier in the industry and even export their products abroad. Put it
differently, referring to the model flow chart previously presented in
figure 1 (section 2), when the cooperation propensity increases over a

5 We have decided to stop our simulation run at period 300 because the model dynamics

gets remarkably stable from that period onwards.
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certain threshold, a good number of unsuccessful firms (loop 3) are
able to escape their “poverty trap” and enter one of the more virtuous
circles (loops 1 and 2) that may lead them to export activities.

This model dynamics is mirrored and further explained by the other
panels of figure 2. An increase in the cooperation propensity parame-
ter also leads to an increase of the industry’s product quality (as a re-
sult of this catch up dynamics), a smaller share of new privately-
funded R&D projects and a larger share of publicly-funded R&D ac-
tivities (since more firms are satisfied with their performance, and on
average better at meeting the requirements for receiving public inno-
vation support). Further, the last two panels of figure 2 show a de-
crease in the C5 industry concentration index (more firms catch up
with the technological frontier and the market becomes less concen-
trated) and also a decrease in the E5 export concentration ratio (SMEs
increase their export shares vis-a-vis large oligopolistic exporters,
which worsen their international performance).

This first result has an important policy interpretation and relevance.
When a higher degree of liberalization will be introduced in the Euro-
pean defence market in the future — i.e. with the implementation of the
new EU Directive by national Member States — each national market
will be characterized by a higher cooperation propensity, as defence
firms will progressively become more aware of the external sources of
technological opportunities available in an enlarged and more inte-
grated economic environment and thus more prone to collaboration
agreements and knowledge sharing. Therefore, this first result may be
seen as an indication of how the export propensity in each national
market will react in the long-run to this policy change and the shift
towards liberalization.
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Figure 2: Effects of an increase in the cooperation propensity (X-
axis) on the six industry-level outcome variables (Y-axis).
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Result 2: An inverse U-shaped relationship between the success
threshold and the export propensity.

Figure 3 (first panel) illustrates this second result. When the success
threshold is low, firms are on average satisfied with their market per-
formance. To illustrate, if the industry is characterized by very low
openness and competition intensity, domestic enterprises are arguably
not too concerned about the threat of international competition, and
are therefore likely to continue their business-as-usual activities with-
out feeling too much pressure to become more productive or explore
different technological trajectories. Under these conditions, the mean
product quality in the industry is relatively low, and the firms are not
under pressure to increase their product quality by means of coopera-
tion and new privately-funded R&D projects (firms in loop 3) or pub-
licly-funded projects (firms in loops 1 and 2). The export propensity in
the industry is therefore low: the enterprises are relatively satisfied
with their domestic position and performance, and do not have the
ambition and capability to sell their products abroad.

However, as the market becomes more open and competitive, the suc-
cess threshold increases and these outcome variables tend to respond
positively: firms increase their private R&D efforts (loop 3), their
product quality and their ability to attract public funding (loops 1 and
2). As a result, a larger number of firms will be able to achieve high
profitability and export their products in international markets.

Nevertheless, this type of dynamics will not continue indefinitely. Af-
ter a certain limit (> 9000), the success threshold and market competi-
tion intensity will be so high that the enterprises will not be able to
improve their performance any further. This happens when the entry
of foreign productive firms into the domestic market makes it too hard
for domestic enterprises to continue to produce. After this point, fur-
ther increases in the success threshold (market competition) will there-
fore result in a stagnant product quality dynamics and a decrease in
the industry’s export propensity. Similarly to the previous, this second
result does also have a direct policy interpretation, since the progres-
sive increase of our success threshold parameter simulates the possible
effects of the introduction of a higher degree of market liberalization
and competition in the future enlarged EU defence market.
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Figure 3: Effects of an increase in the success threshold (X-axis)
on the six industry-level outcome variables (Y-axis).
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Time path of the concentration index (C5)
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Time path of the export concentration ratio ES (%)

0 Small Country

Current
25

igher Success
Threshold
her Compet.
Breadth

20 Hig

Higher Quality

15 Threshold
Higher

Cooperation

10 "M
Market

Liberalization

U s L L L R s L S

SRR T R IR S SR SRR SR IR SIS

” Large Country
12
Higher Compet.
10 Breadth
Current
8 Higher Success
Threshold
6 Higher Quality
Threshold
Higher resho
2 Cooperation
T—— Market
Liberalization
2
U TTTTTIT T I T I T T T T T T T T T T T T e T T T T T T T T T T T I T T T T T AT AT e T T T T T T T T
O P PRSP PREH PSP
















54

Martin Blom, Fulvio Castellacci and Arne Fevolden

flows and the structure of innovative activity”, Journal of Evolu-
tionary Economics, 13: 411-434.

Malerba, F., Orsenigo, L. (1996): “Schumpeterian patterns of innova-
tion are technology-specific”, Research Policy, 25: 451-478.

Markowski, S., Hall, P. and Wykie, R. (2010): Defence Procurement
and Industry Policy: A Small Country Perspective, Routledge,
London.

Melitz, M. (2003): “The impact of trade and intra-industry realloca-
tions and aggregate industry productivity”, Econometrica, 71 (6):
1695-1725.

Mowery, D. (2010): “Military R&D and innovation”, in B. Hall and
N. Rosenberg (Eds.), Handbook of the Economics of Innovation,
Elsevier.

Nelson, R.R. and S.G. Winter (1982): An Evolutionary Theory of
Economic Change, The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, USA.

North, M. and Macal, C. (2007): Managing Business Complexity:
Discovering Strategic Solutions with Agent-based Modelling and
Simulation, Oxford University Press.

Pavitt, K. (1984), “Sectoral patterns of technical change: towards a
taxonomy and a theory”, Research Policy, 13: 343-373.

Pyka, A., Gilbert, N. and Ahrweiler, P. (2007): “Simulating
knowledge-generation and distribution processes in innovation col-
laborations and networks”, Cybernetics and Systems, 38 (7): 667-
693.

Tesfatsion, L. (2002): “Agent-based computational economics: Grow-
ing economies from the bottom up”, Artificial Life, 8 (1): 55-82.

Acknowledgment

The article is produced as part of the INNDEF project. Financial sup-
port from the Norwegian Research Council (FORFI programme) is
gratefully acknowledged. The paper was presented at the workshop on
Innovation and Internationalization in the Defence Industry, Oslo,
August 2011. We wish to thank all the participants, and in particular
Alessandro Nuvolari, for the very helpful comments and suggestions.



