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Abstract: A framework is proposed to analyze the performance of the Industrial
Technology Research Institute (ITRI), a national industry technology
development research institution, set up by Taiwan's government in 1973.
Financial statements measure short-term and tangible assets. As R&D

performance indices are lagging indices, and moreover, they are difficult to
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quantify or measure their external impacts. The primary purpose of this study is to
evaluate the overall performance of ITRI for the past 30 years. The study first
explores internal R&D outputs and the external effects of ITRI, then attempts to
model the specific diffusion effects and multiplier impacts.
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