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Patentees as Nascent Entrepreneurs: Evidence from Greece 
 

 
 

Abstract 
Entrepreneurship is a process. In this process entrepreneur discovers, evaluates 
and exploit the opportunities for future goods and services.  What is the role of a 
patent in this process? Does patent constitute a discovered technological 
opportunity which should be implemented and exploited?  Literature suggests that 
the possession of a patent make the individual more likely to engage in the 
entrepreneurial process because the possibility of appropriateness, among others, 
decreases the uncertainty in the decision-making for the commercial exploitation 
of the invention. However, many of the patented inventions, made by individuals, 
remain commercially unexploited. This paper, using data from a national survey 
conducted by the Organization for Industrial Property of Greece on the population 
of Greek patentees, aims at the explanation of the factors affected the decision of 
individual patentees to start a new business. It uses the responses of 430 
individuals-inventors, residents of Greece. Applying the collected data into a logit 
model, this paper addressed the questions raised in the literature about the role of 
financial capital, the source of knowledge and the past business experience on the 
decision of a patentee to start-up a new venture. Financial restraints strongly 
affect the decision of a patentee to start-up a new venture. The collaboration with 
a higher education and research institution does not lead to an invention-patent 
which is considered as technological opportunity and this reflects the 
particularities of Greek academia. The opposite is the perception for the 
knowledge coming from competition (market). Regarding the question old vs new 
entrepreneur, at least for Greek patentees new wins! This finding contradicts the 
previous findings for the US and we believe that it may be the consequence of the 
Greek commercial and financial law and national culture idiosyncrasies.  
     
Keywords: Patents, entrepreneurship, logit 

 2



1. Introduction 
 
Entrepreneurship is a process. In this process, entrepreneurs discover, evaluate, 
and exploit opportunities for future goods and services (Shane and Venkataraman, 
2000). Does a patent constitute a technological opportunity which should be 
converted into entrepreneurial opportunity for implementation and exploitation?  
Griliches (1990) assumes that the inventor would never proceed to the application 
for a patent unless the cost of the process is lower to the expected future income 
he expects from the patent exploitation. Shane et al. (2003) suggest that the 
possession of a patent makes the individual more likely to engage in the 
entrepreneurial process. The possibility of a provisional monopoly, limits the 
danger and the uncertainty in the decision-making for commercial exploitation of 
an idea.  
Recently, literature has given some light on the decision of individual patentees to 
establish a new venture (Shane, 2001a; 2001b, Nektar and Shane, 2003; Giuri et 
al, 2007). However, these studies examine either a specific group of patentees 
(Shane, 2001a; 2001b; Nektar and Shane, 2003) or they cover national patentees’ 
population but they do not distinguish between individual and firm patentees since 
entrepreneurship is not their objective (Giuri et al., 2007). Furthermore, these 
studies refer to the US and the most developed European Union economies. Our 
paper contributes to literature because aims, using data from a national survey on 
the population of patentees, at the explanation of some factors affected the 
decision of individual patentees to start a new business in a less technologically 
developed country. It uses the responses of 434 individuals-inventors, residents of 
Greece, from a survey conducted by the Greek Organization for Industrial 
Property on March 2007. Applying the collected data into a logit model, the paper 
addresses the questions raised in the literature about the role of financial 
restraints, the source of knowledge and the past business experience on the 
decision of a patentee to start-up a new venture.    
The paper is organized as follows. Section two presents the theoretical 
underpinnings of the hypotheses. Section three presents some of the survey 
findings and the data. Section four presents the model and the empirical results, 
the discussion and the policy implications. Finally, section five offers some 
concluding remarks. 
 
 
2. Theoretical Framework 
 
Patents, as documents, grant a right to exploit monopolistically an invention, if it 
has an economic value. Griliches (1990) states that patents represent a quantum of 
inventions that passed the test of the investment of effort and resources by the 
inventor and his organization into the development of this product or idea, 
indicating, thereby, the presence of a non-negligible expectation of its utility and 
marketability. However, Coen and Levin (1989) found that only a small share of 
the patents granted is commercially exploited.  
Some of the inventors exhibit personal characteristics that lead to the avoidance of 
commercial exploitation. For example, some inventors are hobbyists who are 
satisfied by inventing and they feel ingenuous if a state organization (e.g. patent 
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office), after careful examination, grant the certificate for the originality of their 
idea-invention. There is no evidence in the literature on the percentage of this type 
of inventors, but 16% of our sample may fall in this category. The rest of 
patentees are not, in principle, against commercial exploitation of their invention. 
At this stage, it is essential to identify whether the invention is a really new 
scientific or technological knowledge and if there is possibility this knowledge to 
create economic value and appropriate part of this value (technological 
opportunity). Some of the inventors are not able to achieve this task and their 
invention, though a technological opportunity, remains unexploited. Then again, 
technological opportunity is necessary condition for entrepreneurial opportunity 
but not sufficient. Shane and Venkataraman (2000) define entrepreneurial 
opportunity as the situation in which goods and services, raw materials and 
organising methods can be introduced and sold at a greater than their cost of 
production. Thus, some inventors may recognize a technological opportunity in 
their invention but may not able to recognize an entrepreneurial opportunity. In 
these definitions, recognition is purely subjective and the inventor should possess 
the cognitive abilities to value the technological and entrepreneurial opportunities. 
Some of the inventors who have recognized the technological and entrepreneurial 
opportunity of their invention will proceed to commercial exploitation and some 
not. At this stage, not only cognitive abilities are necessary but also a favorable 
external environment e.g. social context, macroeconomic environment.  
The new scientific or technological knowledge constitutes technological 
opportunity as long as there is possibility this knowledge to create economic value 
and appropriate part of this value. For that reason, the source of knowledge may 
be decisive in the decision process to start a new business venture. Inventors use 
one or more different sources of knowledge, ideas and technology in their effort. 
They, usually study markets, attend conferences and read reports, and collaborate 
with higher education or research institutes. Knowledge acquired from the 
permanent and continuous communication with market might create important 
ideas (market pool). Individual inventors, by studying incumbent firms, may 
decode the formal and informal knowledge via the reverse mechanics since 
products, patents, or licenses exemplify this knowledge. This friction can reveal to 
the researcher the technological and consumer trends in a market but also its 
restrictions and give ground to new ideas. Higher Education and Research 
Institutes, chambers and professional unions compose another space for 
distribution of information and knowledge (Verheul et al., 2006). Even more, 
professional unions blend technological and entrepreneurial ideas and interests 
and may create synergies or networks between their members.  
Therefore, we posit the following hypothesis:   
 
Hypothesis 1: The sources of knowledge innovation influence the decision-making 
for foundation of a new venture.  
 
New entrepreneurs, usually, confront liquidity constraints. The access to financial 
capital is of significant importance for new ventures with low sales in their first 
steps and high constant expenses (Evans and Jovanovic, 1989; Bates, 1995). In 
addition, cost of capital is negatively related to firm size in inefficient financial 
markets and Audretsch and Acs (1994) found strong evidence that interest rate is 
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negatively correlated to new start-ups. Montgomery et al. (2005), using data from 
the program Washington Self-Employment and Enterprise Development 
Demonstration, also found that financial capital helps the start-up and the survival 
of a new business. Suzuki et al. (2002) found that the financial capital availability 
influences more the new start-ups in Silicon Valley than in Japan. On the other 
hand, a patent may facilitate the collection of necessary financial resources from 
the direct environment of the inventor (informal investors) (Heinonen and 
Korvela, 2005). Even more, the new entrepreneur can cause the interest of 
investors (banks, private individual investors, business angels, venture capitals, 
etc) only on the base of the knowledge and the patents he possesses (Stuart et al., 
1999; Kamiyama et al., 2006). Finally, Shane (2001a; 2001b) found no evidence 
on the impact of financial capital on new start-ups engaged in by MIT patentees.  
Thus, we posit the following hypothesis: 
 
Hypothesis 2: Financial capital restraints influence the decision to found a new 
venture.  
 
Shane and Venkarataman (2000) relate the experience with information and state 
that people having developed useful information for entrepreneurship from their 
past employment are more likely to exploit entrepreneurial opportunities e.g. 
experienced versus new entrepreneurs. In Begley (1995) previous experience is a 
relatively strong dimension for the founders of young companies and in Shane 
(2001a; 2001b) the probability a patentee from MIT to engage in a new venture 
increases with the past entrepreneurial experience. However, sometimes, new 
entrepreneurs are not intimidated by the uncertainty of new business activity 
because they are more optimistic. Baron (1999) found that entrepreneurs are less 
likely to engage in counter- factual thinking e.g. “what might have been if…” 
Furthermore, in societies with specific cultural characteristics, patentees who tried 
a business venture in the past may be disenchanted due to the old failure or be 
reluctant to start a new venture because they fear a new failure will be condemned 
by society (Hofstede, 1980).  
Thus, we posit the following hypothesis: 
 
Hypothesis 3: Patentees with less past business experience are more likely to 
engage in a new business venture. 
 
Entrepreneurship is the process where a person discovers, evaluates and exploits 
opportunities to create future goods and services (Shane and Venkataraman, 
2000).  In this process individuals search for entrepreneurial opportunities, that is 
situations in which goods and services, raw materials and organising methods can 
be introduced and sold at a greater than their cost of production. Patentees face the 
problem of whether their patent represents a technological and entrepreneurial 
opportunity. Since an invention- patent consists of new knowledge in general fits 
to the definition of the technological opportunity (Shane, 2001a) but it does not 
guarantee an economic value also. Being, however, a technological opportunity is 
not sufficient for the result of the patent (good, service or method) to be sold in 
the market in a price higher than its cost. Patentees, which perceive market 
opportunities for their patent consider their patent as an entrepreneurial 
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opportunity and may proceed to the next steps of the entrepreneurial process, the 
evaluation and the exploitation of these opportunities. Shane and Venkarataman 
(2000) state that market opportunities are real but their recognition is subjective. 
Some individuals identify or recognise market opportunities but others not.  
Archivili et al. (2003) state that opportunity recognition includes three processes: 
perceiving of market needs, discovering a “fit” between particular needs and 
specified resources, and creating a new “fit” between heretofore separate needs 
and resources in the form of business concept. Hence, the opportunity recognition 
is a much more complex process than perception of market needs.  
Therefore, we posit the following hypothesis: 
 
Hypothesis 4: The opportunities recognition by patentees influences positively the 
decision to start a new business. 
 
 
3. Survey findings and data  
 
The Greek Industrial Property Office (GIPO) granted 3.887 patents during the 
period 1995 -2005. 3.361 (86.5% of total) patents granted to individual inventors, 
476 (12.2% of total) granted to private firms and 50 (1.3% of total) granted to 
academic and research institutions. As reported in Amesse et al. (1991), the share 
of patents granted to individual inventors in the US, UK, France and Germany 
declined to 20% or 25% in the 1970s and in Italy and Canada to around 40%. 
Recently, a survey (Pat-Val) on the patentee population conducted in six 
European Union countries: France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Spain and UK. 
Individual patentees represented the 0.7% of the respondents, firms represented 
the 93.1%, and universities and public research institutions represented the 5.4% 
(Giuri et al., 2007). Thus, individual inventors are still dominant in Greece but 
since we do not have data for other small countries, it is difficult to conclude 
whether this fact is a Greek idiosyncrasy or it is a pattern related to country size. It 
is worth mentioning the relative low share of universities relative to the Pat-Val 
survey.   
The Greek Industrial Property Office contacted a survey on individual inventors 
who patented at least one idea in the period 1995-2005. The anonymous 
questionnaires send by mail to 3.312 recipients-individual inventors, in a single 
round, between 20 and 30 March 2007, without any follow up. 434 (15.02 %) 
inventors responded to the questionnaire. Thus, our data set consists of 434 
observations-units.  
The questionnaire contains, among others, questions related to the hypotheses set 
in the previous section. The questionnaire comprises of four parts. The first part 
consists of questions for the commercial exploitation of the patent. The second 
part consists of questions on the obstacles faced in their commercial exploitation 
of the patent by starting a new business venture. The third section consists of 
questions for the sources of knowledge used in the invention process. Finally, the 
fourth part consists of questions regarding the Greek Industrial Property Office, 
the location of the inventor and the industrial classification of the patent. Since 
only 2.5% of the inventors were females, no question was included regarding 
gender. The responded could choose more than one answer in each section.  
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Tables 1 and 2 present the summary statistics and the correlation matrix. The 
geographical distribution of the respondents was similar to the geographical 
distribution of the inventors as shown in the GIPO database. Very few 
respondents filled the cell for the industrial sector a fact that constraints the 
empirical model of the next section. 148 (34.1%) respondents reported that started 
a new venture to exploit commercially the patent. This first finding is surprising 
and surpasses the findings of the Pat-Val survey (Giuri et al, 2007). Although 
their questionnaire was send to the patentees population, independently of status 
(firm, individual, etc), they found that on average only a 5.1% of the patents gave 
rise to a new start-up, 1.6% for France, 2.7% for Germany, 6% for Italy, 4.7% for 
Netherlands, 9.3% for Spain, and 9.7% for United Kingdom. Unfortunately, Giuri 
at al. (2007) do not provide further information on the number of individual 
patentees who started a new firm. Furthermore, this high percentage of starting  
new business based on patents  challenges the findings of Coen and Levin(1989) 
that only a small share of patents are commercially exploited. It confirms 
Griliches (1990) that the inventor having already considered that the economic 
value of the patent right exceeds a minimal threshold limit is more probable to 
proceed to its commercial exploitation. 
The perceptive character of some variables of the survey are perceptive may give 
inconsistent estimators (Norton et al. 2003) in the model of the next section for 
that reason, we discuss them in this section using descriptive statistics, tests of 
independence and correlations with the variable “start or not start new business”.  
Table 3 presents the distribution of the positive answers of the five perceptions 
between starting and not starting a new business. For example, 10.8% of those 
decided not to start a new business do not believe in entrepreneurship. Table 4 
presents the test statistics for the independence between these five perception 
variables and the variable “start or not start new business”. With the exception of 
the societal recognition of the entrepreneurship, the null hypothesis of no 
independence is strongly rejected. Table 2 gives the signs of the corresponding 
correlations. In what follows, we present a discussion of the survey findings 
concerning the correlation between the perception variables and the variable “start 
or not start new business”. 
The question set to illustrate personal motivation for commercial exploitation of 
the patent was “I have not commercially exploited my patent because I am not 
interested in entrepreneurship and I am content with the grant of the patent”. The 
answers to this question are not independent from the variable “start or not start 
new business” with negative correlation sign and follow previous findings in 
literature. Some inventors invent and the patent that certifies their intelligence 
appear to be a strong motivation per se. Therefore, patenting an idea (Asterbro 
and Dahlin, 2005) may not correlate to its productive and commercial 
exploitation. Moreover, according to Holmen et al. (2007), perception and 
uncertainty are important elements of innovative opportunities while perceptions 
about entrepreneurship influence the decision to found a new venture (Shane et 
al., 2003; OECD, 2006; Berger and van Winden, 2007). Jovanovic (1982) argued 
that the nascent entrepreneur is not confident for his abilities to control the new 
firm, neither certain for the success of its undertaking. This uncertainty increases 
with the complexity of the new venture which is related to the complexity of the 
patent. Lunnan et al. (2006) found evidence that risk aversion reduces the 
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probability to start-up new forest business in Norway. Moreover, Greek society 
exhibits the highest uncertainty avoidance in Hosftede’s classification (1980). 
Greeks may feel uncomfortable in uncertain situations and the establishment of a 
new firm is by default a situation with very high uncertainty. Hence, even though 
inventors are not against entrepreneurship, they are not willing to be involved in 
high uncertainty situations.  
The survey used two questions to illustrate the patentee’s perception on social 
context: “I have not commercially exploited my patent because I think that the 
social environment is not responsive to business activity” and “I have not 
commercially exploited my patent because I think that Greek society does 
recognize the entrepreneurs’ role in the economy.” The answers to the first 
question correlate to the variable “start or not start new business” with a negative 
sign, but the answers to the second are independent. The social and cultural 
environment influences the decision of starting a new business activity (Aldrich, 
1979; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Stevenson and Lundstrom, 2001; Autio, 2007). 
For example, the fear of failure in a society, the shame that accompanies failure 
and the rejection of risk do not render the idea of starting a new business as 
attractive. In terms of this sentiment, IOVE (2004) classifies Greeks in the first 
position between 33 countries that participated in the GEM research for 2004, 
with a percentage of 52%. This is similar to the findings of Suzuki et al. (2002) 
that Japanese, when starting business, have greater society orientation than do 
entrepreneurs in Silicon Valley.  
Society also determines the career path of its members. Greek society considers 
the employment in public sector as social success. Furthermore, the exercise of 
business activity in Greece does not appear to be recognized sufficiently and this 
social attitude changes difficult (OECD, 2004). Japanese society considers 
employment in large corporations as more prestigious and respected and 
therefore, educated Japanese choose careers in large corporations (Suzuki et al., 
2002). Finally, societal perceptions influence the mentality of public bureaucracy. 
The more against entrepreneurship a society is the more obstacles public 
bureaucracy puts in the entrepreneurial activity, increasing the cost of 
establishment and production. In addition, a complex legal system increases the 
ambiguity and discourages the undertaking of such initiatives (OECD, 1998).  
The competence of the institutional framework (technology, regulations, 
processes, education, infrastructure, etc.) appears to affect the decision of 
undertaking an entrepreneurial initiative (Begley et al, 2005).  We used two 
questions to measure the perceptions of patentees of those institutional factors that 
according to literature affect the decision to start a new business. The first 
question refers to the insufficient protection of the IPRs and the second to the 
infrastructure related to business activity. R&D and its diffusion are economic 
decisions that depend on the expected cost and income. An innovator invests in 
R&D in order to create excess economic returns. Since the price of a product 
depends on the monopolistic power of the firm, the higher its monopolistic power 
is the higher the expected revenues are. A firm exploits monopolistic power only 
if the patent protection framework is strong enough.  Varsakelis (2001) identified 
intellectual property rights protection as significant stimulus for R&D and 
innovation because reduces uncertainty about appropriation possibility and 
permits appropriation of temporary technological rents and affects diffusion of 
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knowledge (Edquist and Johnson, 1997).  The European Commission (2003) 
considered that the protection of IPR not only promotes creativity and innovation, 
but also increases employment and improves competition. On the other hand, the 
excessive use of patents and the strong IPR framework may affect negatively the 
diffusion of knowledge and the growth of innovation (Hunt, 1996b; Grandstrand, 
2000; Jaumotte and Pain, 2005). The danger, however, from a loose IPR 
framework is that it  provides the possibility of imitating without cost the 
invention and leads to the stagnation of the entrepreneurial activity, as well as to 
the restriction of knowledge in the future increasing secrecy (Thurow, 1997). The 
perception of the patentees with respect to IPR protection is independent of the 
variable “start or not to start new business” as shown in the contingency table. 
However, the patentees consider the availability of sufficient infrastructure for 
doing business as significant with the correct sign of correlation with the variable 
“start or not start new business”. 
 
 
4.  Empirical Results and Discussion 
 
 
4.1. The model  
 
In this part, we proceed to the estimation of a model to test for the hypotheses set 
in the theoretical section. He following equation represents these hypotheses:  
 
Y = f (Sources of Knowledge, New Entrepreneur, Market Opportunity, 
Financial Restraints)  
 
where Y, is the dependent variable (START), the patentee’s decision to start a new 
venture. It is operationalised as a dummy variable which takes the value one if the 
individual started a new venture and zero otherwise. We use three sources of 
knowledge, the study of the behaviour of incumbent firms in a sector (e.g. 
products, patents) (denoted as COM in our data set), the cooperation with 
universities or research institutions (denoted as HED in our data set) in our data 
set and the examination of the consumer habits (denoted as MAR in our data set). 
New entrepreneur is also a dummy which takes the vale one if the respondent is 
involved in an entrepreneurial process for the first time and zero otherwise.  
The financial restraint hypothesis is operationalised using the patentee’s responses 
to the corresponding question of our questionnaire. In the part of the questionnaire 
related to the main obstacles for starting a new venture the respondent (either 
started or not started a new venture) could choose among others “financial 
restraints”. The way the question is set the answer could not be treated as 
perception but an expression of a real situation the respondents faced. The 
positive answers to this question by the patentees who started a new business were 
25.00% and those who did not, 44.76%. Two statistical problems may arise with 
this variable. First, the problem of endogeneity, usually present in surveys. We 
consider that, financial restraints are not endogenous with the decision to start or 
not start a new venture because theory does not support this hypothesis. A 
patentee solves a constrained profit maximization problem. Financial restraints 
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affect both the availability of and the cost of capital and constitute a constraint in 
profit maximization problem. The availability and the cost of capital are not co-
determined with the dependent variable of the constrained maximization problem. 
Therefore, the answer of a patentee reflects a real personal situation otherwise, we 
should consider his decision to start or not start a new venture as irrational which 
contradicts theory. Finally, the Corr(xi, ui) is not statistically significant from zero 
indicating non- endogeneity of the  xi variables, including the financial restraint. 
The second problem is whether the answers to this question reflect the financial 
situation of the patentee. Ioannidis and Tsakanikas (2006) found, in the GEM 
survey, that a Greek nascent entrepreneur has limited sources to finance the initial 
stages of a new venture because the access to the banking system is difficult and 
the presence of venture capitals is limited in Greece. Therefore, the answers of the 
patentees in our survey about the financial constraints they faced are similar to the 
answers of general population in Greece. Therefore, we believe that this variable 
reflects a real situation for the respondents.  
We use the perception of the inventor on existing market opportunities. This 
dummy variable takes the value one if the respondent answered yes in the 
question “I have not recognised market opportunities for my invention-patent” 
and zero otherwise. With this variable, we do not intent to proxy real 
opportunities with perceptions, where in such a case, econometric problems may 
rise (Norton et al., 2003). We are interested in perceptions per se. Shane and 
Venkataraman (2000) state that the recognition of the entrepreneurial opportunity 
is a subjective measure and according to Norton at el. (2003) if perceived 
behavior is hypothesized to affect the dependent variable, then the perceived 
measure should be used.  
Finally, we use a dummy to proxy for the regional distribution of the respondents 
between Athens, Thessaloniki (the second bigger population and economic center) 
and the rest of the country.  
As the dependent variable is dichotomous, we use the logit estimation method 
(Maddala, 2001). The logit model estimates the probability of Y=1, that is the 
probability to start new business: 
 

( )
( )β
β
x

xxY
′−

′
==

exp1
exp)1Pr(  

 
Since the reported β

)
x′ gives the odds of starting new business, we calculate the 

marginal effects of the explanatory variables on the probability to start a new 
business. However, our explanatory variables are dummies and their change is 
discrete, Δxi=1.  Hence, the usual way to take the marginal effects is not 
appropriate in the case of discrete variables. As Maddala (2001) suggests, see also 
Norton et al. (2003), the marginal effect for discrete explanatory variables gives 
the change in the average probability when xi changes from 0 to 1. Therefore, the 
average probability when xi=0 is calculated and then the average probability when 
xi=1. Using the βi estimates and the mean values of x’s we calculate the average 
probability of starting new business with xi=0 and then we calculate the change of 
this average probability due to a change in the explanatory variable xi by one unit. 
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The correlation matrix, table 3, shows that the correlation coefficients indicate 
non- multicollinearity. Hence, we proceed to the empirical estimations and the 
discussion of our results. 
 
4.2  Empirical results and discussion  
 
Table 6 presents the empirical estimations of the logit model. We present four 
modes of estimation. Starting from mode (1), we introduce one additional panel of 
variables each time. Thus, mode (1) gives the logit estimate using the perceptions 
of market opportunities and the regional dispersion as explanatory variables. 
Mode (2) in addition to mode (1) includes the financial constraint as explanatory 
variable. The final mode is the fourth. Since the estimated coefficients in the logit 
model give the impact of the explanatory variables on the odds, in the last column, 
we report the marginal effects of the explanatory variables on the probability of 
starting a new business. The overall levels of significance e.g. the scaled R2- adj, 
the count R2 (the precision of forecast (correct predictions)) and the LR-test 
indicate a good performance of our model. The estimated coefficients are stable in 
the four modes, both in terms of sign and in terms of size, indicating stability of 
our results. Overall, the estimated model has good fit and we proceed to the 
discussion.  
The estimated coefficient of financial constraint is strongly significant with 
negative sign. Our result verify the previous findings of Evans and Jovanovic 
(1989), Audretsch and Acs (1994), and Montgomery et al.  (2005), but do not 
comply with the arguments of Heinonen and Korvela (2005) and the findings of 
Shane (2001a; 2001b). This finding also reflects the fact that in Greece, the 
possibility of financing a start-up firm from the banking sector is difficult 
(Ioannidis and Tsakanikas, 2006). The marginal effect of this variable indicates 
that an improvement in the Greek financial market would increase of 0.22 in the 
probability to start a new venture.  
Whether an invention is a potential technological opportunity depends among 
other things on the embedded knowledge. Some sources of knowledge are market 
oriented and some not. One major source of knowledge is the study of the 
incumbent firms’ behaviour (COM). The estimated coefficient is statistically 
significant and positive. An inventor who has observed the knowledge, the ideas 
and the innovations of the incumbent firms is more probable to engage in a new 
business venture. This may be true because inventors who study competition are 
already “quasi” entrepreneurs and may the invention-patent is the structural break 
to become nascent entrepreneur. In addition, inventions which are based on 
information derived from the market may have a higher potential technological 
opportunity. 
The sign of the coefficient for the variable Higher Education and Research 
Institutes as source of new knowledge and technology (HED) is statistically 
significant and negative. This means that if an inventor has a higher education or 
research institute as source of knowledge for his invention is less probable to start 
a new venture. This finding provokes some interesting issues. The first refers to 
the nature of the inventors used HED knowledge in their invention. We exclude 
professors and students since the patent of an invention made in university’s 
premises belong either totally or at minimum 40% to the institution. Another 
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group of individuals is the university graduates. They use the knowledge received 
in the university and make their invention. The final group consists of individuals 
who collaborate with a university. Whoever is the inventor-patentee, he believes 
that the patent does exhibit technological and entrepreneurial opportunity. The 
second refers to the attitude of Greek academia towards entrepreneurship. Greek 
universities and research institutions not only avoid cooperation with private firms 
but also engage in research with low technological and entrepreneurial 
opportunity content. As a fact, we mention that only 1.3% of the patents granted 
to universities and public research institutions while the average percentage for 
Europe -6 was 5.3% (Giuri et al. 2007). Furthermore, the Aristotle University of 
Thessaloniki, the bigger in the country, patented four results of research projects, 
in the period 1992-2006. Therefore, our result offers some evidence that Greek 
higher education and research institutes do not create positive social spillover 
effects by promoting entrepreneurship. This evidence is similar to that for the 
Japanese educational system given by Muller et al. (2004).  
The new entrepreneur variable (NEW) is statistically significant with positive 
sign. Thus, to be a new entrepreneur increases the odds for a new start-up. Our 
findings verify Baron’s (1999) argument extended to reflect the attitudes of new 
entrepreneurs who show optimistic spirit and lower counter-factual thinking. 
Besides, this finding is similar to the arguments of (Suzuki et al, 2002; Muller et 
al, 2004) that in some societies, entrepreneurs are more reluctant to start a new 
venture due to an old failure and the society’s condemn of failures. However, 
Begley (1995) and Shane (2001a; 2001b) found that the probability to engage in a 
new venture increases with the past entrepreneurial experience. We believe that 
the different findings in Greece and Japan comparing to the findings in the USA 
indicate the relevance of national culture. Moreover, under the Greek commercial 
law, the state and the financial system do not provide another opportunity for 
starting a new business after a business failure. Thus, our results are opposite to 
those of Begley (1995) and Shane (2001a; 2001b) but this may, among other 
reasons, reflect the legal idiosyncrasies of Greece and USA. The marginal effect 
of the new entrepreneur variable, we may consider the policy implications. The 
probability of engaging in a new venture increases by 0.7 when the patentee has 
no experience and is reduced accordingly with the patentee’s engagement in an 
old endeavour. The entrepreneurship flourishing will follow the government’s 
focus on two policy measures. First, the elimination of the laws that prohibit the 
second attempt. Second, the provision of incentives to patentees with no past 
business experience to engage in new ventures.  
Perceptions about market opportunities are statistically significant in all modes 
expect the one with the new entrepreneurship variable. The sign is negative 
indicating that if patentees do not recognise market opportunities they do not 
proceed to start a new business. The survey reveals that only 22.3% of those 
responded perceives that there are no opportunities in the market, which is 
significantly lower to the 78% of the respondents in the GEM survey (Ioannidis 
and Tsakanikas, 2006). It is clear that the opportunities perceived by the total 
population, even by those already involved in a business and have more 
information, are much lower than those which have been involved in an 
invention-patenting process. Greek inventors probably have more cognitive 
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abilities and information to recognize market opportunities or / and they are more 
optimistic for the market opportunities.  
Finally, the  dummy variable used to proxy for the geographical distribution of the 
respondents is not statistical significant even though it has the expected sign, the 
closer the patentee located to the state capital, Athens, the higher the probability 
to start new business. 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
This paper, using data provided by a survey for Greek patentees in a logit model, 
addressed the questions raised in the literature about the role of financial capital, 
the source of knowledge and the past business experience on the decision of a 
patentee to start-up a new venture.    
Financial restraints strongly affect the decision of a patentee to start-up a new 
venture. The collaboration with a higher education and research institution does 
not lead to an invention-patent which is considered as technological opportunity 
and this reflects the particularities of Greek academia. The opposite is the 
perception for the knowledge coming from competition (market). Regarding the 
question old vs new entrepreneur, at least for Greek patentees new wins! This 
finding contradicts the previous findings for the US and we believe that it may be 
the consequence of the Greek commercial and financial law and national culture 
idiosyncrasies.  
Finally, we comment the fact that despite the negative social context, the hostile 
legal and financial framework, 35% of the patentees responded to our 
questionnaire start-up a new business. This percentage outperforms the average of 
the Pat Val –EU survey where the percentage was 5.6%. Thus, a state policy to 
improve the access of patentees to financial capital and the establishment of 
appropriate infrastructure may stimulate entrepreneurial activity and boost 
economic growth.   
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 1 
Summary Statistics 

Variable Mean  Std Dev        
START 0.341   0.474        
PMV 0.282   0.0878        
ENV 0.191   0.393        
REC 0.281   0.450        
IPR 0.255   0.436        
INFR 0.504   0.500        
FIN 0.380   0.485        
COM 0.177   0.382        
MAR 0.285   0.452        
HED 0.138   0.345        
NEW 0.115 0.319 

 
Table 2.

Correlation Matrix

 NEW PMV ENV REC IPR INFR FIN COM MAR HED 

PMV -0.01          

ENV -0.08 -0.03         

REC 0.00 0.01 0.41        
IPR -0.08 0.01 0.24 0.36       

INFR -0.09 -0.07 0.36 0,45 0.35      

FIN -0.06 -0.14 0.19 0.2 0.14 0.31     

COM 0.04 -0.06 0.05 0.13 -0.01 0.07 0.03    

MAR 0.06 -0.05 0.06 0.13 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.37   

HED 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.005 -0.10 0.04 -0.01 0.06 0.003  

DIS 0.07 -0.03 0.02 0.04 0.08 -0.04 -0.003 0.01 -0.12 -0.08 
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Table 3 

GIPO Survey: Perceptions about Obstacles to start –up new venture 
 

  

Personal 
Motivation 

(%) 

Friendly 
Environment 

(%) 

Recognition of 
Entrepreneurship 

(%) 
Infrastructure 

(%) 

IPR 
Protection 

(%) 
Decision to Start A 
new venture 
(34.1%) 

4.73 12.16 27.03 36.49 22.97 

Decision not to 
Start a new venture 
(65.9%) 

10.84 22.73 28.67 57.69 26.92 

 
 
 

Table 4 
Test of independence from the Variable Start Up New Business 

 
  Test Statistics  df Value

   
Pearson chi-2 1 4,556593** 

  
Personal Motivation 
  Likelihood Ratio G2 1 5,008549** 

Pearson chi-2 1 7,038504*** Friendly Environment 
  Likelihood Ratio G2 1 7,471637*** 

Pearson chi-2 1 0,130  
Recognition of 
Entrepreneurship 
  

Likelihood Ratio G2 1 0,131 

Pearson chi-2 1 1,754467*** Infrastructure 
  Likelihood Ratio G2 

  
1 1,770575*** 

Pearson chi-2 1 0.799483 
IPR Protection Likelihood Ratio G2 

  
1 0.808915 
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Table 6 

Logit Estimation 
START is the dependent variable 

 (1) (2) (3) 
(4) 

Logit 
Coefficients 

(4) 
Marginal 
Effects a

(Change in 
Probability) 

(4) 
Statistical 

Significance 
(Standard 
Errors) b

C -.635***    
(.152) 

-.384** 
(.167) 

-.541*** 
(.199) 

 
-.784 

 
-0.190*** (0.222) 

OPP 
-1.067 

***      
(.381) 

-.852**     
(.389) 

-.808**    
(.394) 

-.566 
 -0.118 (.441) 

DIS 
 

.086       
(.109) 

.086       
(.111) 

.094      
(.116) -.018 -0.004** (.133) 

FIN  -.795***   
(.228) 

-.868 ***   
(.235) -1.007 -0.222*** (.278) 

COM   .606 **   
(.286) 

.693 
 0.223** (.317) 

MAR   .462 * 
(.249) 

.431 
 0.100 (.282) 

HED   -.796**    
(.353) -1.38 -0.250*** (.506) 

NEW    5.294 
 0.762** (1.052) 

R-squared 
 

.021 
 

0.05 0.095 0.31   

Scaled  
R-squared 

 
.023 

 
0.051 0.094 0.33   

Forecasting (%) 65.9 65.9 68.9 77.4   
LR (zero 
slopes) 9.88 *** 22.65*** 41.387*** 149.436***   

Nr-obs 434 434 434 434   

Notes.  
a. Evaluated at the average probability using the means of the explanatory variables.  
b. The standard errors in parentheses. Where ***, P<0.01, ** , 05.001.0 << P  
and * . 1.005.0 << P
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