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a b s t r a c t
This paper examines whether university ownership of inventions made by its personnel best serves the
widely held social goals of encouraging technology commercialization and entrepreneurship. Using a
hand-collected census of technology-based university spin-offs from six universities, one of which is the
University of Waterloo and the only inventor ownership university in North America, we compare the
number and type of spin-offs produced by these universities. We ﬁnd suggestive evidence that inventor
ownership universities can be more efﬁcient in generating spin-offs on both per faculty and per R&D dollar
expended perspective. We ﬁnd that the ﬁeld of computer sciences and electrical engineering generates
a greater number of spin-offs than do our other two categories – the biomedical sciences, and the ﬁeld
of engineering and the physical sciences. In general, our results demonstrate that inventor ownership
can be extremely productive of spin-offs. From these results, we suggest that governments seeking to
encourage university invention commercialization and entrepreneurship should experiment with an
inventor ownership system.
© 2011 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
When ﬁrst introduced, new laws and practices attract great
attention. However, if successfully diffused, they soon become
normalized and treated as “natural” (Suchman, 1995; Tolbert
and Zucker, 1983), becoming unquestioned routines (Nelson and
Winter, 1982). This can lead to new governance models, which
are, in fact, social creations shaped by various forces (Cyert and
March, 1963; Davis and Thompson, 1994; Ocasio and Kim, 1999).
This is the case with the current implementation of the Bayh-Dole
Act in the U.S., which enshrined institutional ownership of university inventions. Despite recent questioning of the efﬁcacy of the
university ownership regime in commercializing inventions in the
U.S. (Litan et al., 2007; Kenney and Patton, 2009) and increasingly
in Europe (Geuna and Nesta, 2006; Fini et al., in this issue), faith in
the efﬁcacy of current university ownership regime for technology
commercialization remains unshaken.
The conventional view is best illustrated by a 2010 report
authored by the National Research Council (Merrill and Mazza,
2010: p. 58) stating, “arguments for the superiority of an inventordriven system of technology transfer are largely conjectural. There
is certainly anecdotal evidence of faculty dissatisfaction with the
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technology licensing ofﬁce-dominated model as well as evidence
of faculty entrepreneurial success independent of such ofﬁces,
but there is no systematically collected evidence that inventors
have knowledge and skills superior to those of technology transfer
personnel and their service providers in the various components
of IP acquisition, management, and licensing.” This conventional
wisdom has a powerful grip on the science policy debate. This
conclusion is validated by the total adoption in the U.S. and
widespread diffusion of the university ownership regime globally
(see Fini et al., in this issue; Mowery and Sampat, 2005; So et al.,
2008).
Despite increased questioning of the university ownership
model, particularly in relationship to the growing interest in
entrepreneurship, there has been little research comparing the
university ownership regime with alternatives such as inventor
ownership. In an earlier paper, we examined the faulty conceptual
and theoretical political economic underpinnings of the current
university ownership regime from an efﬁciency and effectiveness
perspective (Kenney and Patton, 2009). This paper tests these contentions by measuring the numbers of direct university spin-offs at
six universities, one of which, the University of Waterloo, Canada
(hereafter Waterloo) operates under an unfettered inventor ownership regime. The results, though limited by having only one
inventor ownership university, suggest that policy-makers desiring to foster entrepreneurship and local economic development
should consider adopting an inventor ownership regime.
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2. Previous research and proposition development
In recent years the Bayh-Dole (BD) Act and its effect on university technology transfer and university-based entrepreneurship
has received increasing attention from both academics interested
in technology policy and policy-makers (for excellent summaries,
see Rothaermel et al., 2007; O’Shea et al., 2008; Shane, 2004a). The
dominant narrative accepts university ownership facilitated by the
Bayh-Dole Act of 1980 (BD) as necessary for the commercialization
of research results, and as the reason for the success of U.S. universities in commercializing inventions through entrepreneurship.1
The current university ownership regime is a governance model
that accords with a particular belief structure about how rights
and responsibilities should be allocated for commercializing inventions made at universities with Federal (and other) funding and
how technology can be best commercialized. The research being
commercialized is the result of public funding and conducted at
tax-exempt institutions. Since the 1980s, particularly for public
universities supported by state governments, local economic development has been recognized as an important goal (Lockett et al.,
2005). Further, a central U.S. societal goal, since at least the Great
Depression, has been the support of small businesses and particularly entrepreneurship.
The most common alternative to commercializing the technology through an entrepreneurial ﬁrm is to license the technology,
and Thursby and Thursby (2007: p. 631) found licensing income to
be the most important self-identiﬁed goal for technology licensing
ofﬁces (henceforth, TLOs). For the TLO, licensing to an established
ﬁrm is an attractive option because it can more easily pay upfront
licensing fees and cover legal and other costs.2 In cases in which the
invention is licensed to an existing ﬁrm, the employment generated
due to the license normally occurs at the ﬁrm’s existing facilities,
which may not be in close proximity to the university. Established
ﬁrms licensing the technology are unlikely to have any allegiance or
gratitude to the source university. Another pitfall is that an established ﬁrm may license a technology and never commercialize it
for a variety of reasons, such as changing R&D goals, “banking” the
patent for other motives, or a simple lack of motivation. This contrasts to a spin-off, whose future is based upon the technology and
thus is compelled to attempt to commercialize the invention.
For many public universities economic development contributions have become an increasingly signiﬁcant justiﬁcation for
state funding. Studies of university entrepreneurship show that
certain universities report far higher rates of founding than others (Friedman and Silberman, 2003; Landry et al., 2006; Lockett
and Wright, 2005; O’Shea et al., 2005). Almost always, university spin-offs are established in close proximity to the university
(Breznitz, 2008; Shane, 2004a) and continue to cultivate strong ties
with the university. In some cases, university spin-offs can be the
seeds that result in the formation of an entrepreneurial ecosystem,
as has been the case for biotechnology in the San Francisco Bay
Area, Boston, and San Diego regions (Powell et al., 2002). One outcome of entrepreneurial success can be that the spin-off provides
increased research funding for the local university’s laboratories
(Blumenthal et al., 1986; Dechenaux et al., 2009). Finally, successful
entrepreneurs can be the source of donations. These results suggest that the beneﬁt of spin-offs can be substantial for the source
university.

1
For a detailed discussion of the passage and early impacts of the BD Act, see
Mowery et al. (2004) and Berman (2008).
2
This is tempered by some recent research ﬁnding that universities increasingly
are accepting equity in lieu of licensing fees (Feldman et al., 2002; Markman et al.,
2005).
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Evidence from Europe and Japan suggests that university ownership is not vital for technology transfer, as most transfer in
these nations has been to existing ﬁrms and thus does not directly
encourage new ﬁrm formation (Carraz, 2008; Chapple et al., 2005;
Geuna and Nesta, 2006; Valentin and Jensen, 2007). Both Audretsch
et al. (2005) and Thursby et al. (2009) have shown that U.S. professors held a signiﬁcant number of patents in their research ﬁeld that
were assigned to ﬁrms, even while they were university employees
(see also Link et al., 2007; Markman et al., 2008; Siegel et al., 2003).
Using a survey instrument, Fini et al. (2010) found that two-thirds
of the ﬁrms established by university professors were not based on
patented inventions or inventions disclosed to their university TLO.
Building upon Lowe (2006), Kenney and Patton (2009) reason that
the allocation of invention-ownership rights to the university TLO
instead of the inventor installs an extra intermediary between the
inventor and the market place. The empirical evidence of patenting
and ﬁrm formation by university personnel outside the TLO, and
an understanding of the role and operation of TLO in the university ownership regime suggest that an inventor ownership regime
will generate greater technology-based entrepreneurship than will
a university ownership regime. For these reasons, each of the following propositions tests the performance of Waterloo against the
ﬁve university ownership institutions. Thus, in our initial and most
general test, we propose:

P1. Inventor ownership universities have a greater number of spinoffs than university ownership universities.

It has long been common wisdom that the propensity and ease
of establishing new ﬁrms differs by industry and, by extension,
the academic research ﬁeld. Despite this knowledge, the differences in invention, patenting, and spin-offs between academic
research ﬁelds has not received signiﬁcant attention with a few
notable exceptions. For example, in an examination of TLO inputs
and outputs Thursby and Kemp (2002: pp. 121–122) found that
the biological sciences and engineering are more important to
licensing activities than are the physical sciences. Moreover, universities with medical schools were less likely to be efﬁcient in
generating various outputs. For example, there has been remarkably little comparative cross-disciplinary research on university
disclosures, patenting, licensing, or spin-off generation. In another
study Thursby et al. (2009) distinguished to which types of organizations (university, unassigned, startup, or established ﬁrm) faculty
assigned their patents. They found that the patterns of faculty
assignment of patents differed by academic ﬁeld. In fact, they found
that both physical scientists and engineers were less likely to assign
to the university than were biological scientists (Thursby et al.,
2009: p. 21). The results with disclosures, licensing, and patenting suggest that academic ﬁeld may have a signiﬁcant inﬂuence
on spin-offs, also. Our academic ﬁelds are not directly comparable with those of the previous papers because of our decision to
separate EE&CS from the rest of engineering.
A substantial body of research suggests that the number of
spin-offs from a university is conditioned by characteristics of
universities such as quality, R&D expenditures, and number of faculty (Shane, 2004b). The academic status of universities and their
respective departments has repeatedly been found to be important
in terms of numbers of spin-offs (see, for example, DiGregorio and
Shane, 2003; O’Shea et al., 2005; Stuart and Ding, 2006; Zucker et al.,
1998). University and departmental prestige, measured by either
the quality of science and engineering faculty (O’Shea et al., 2005)
or by overall graduate school ranking (DiGregorio and Shane, 2003),
is positively and signiﬁcantly related to the number of spin-offs per
year. Hence, we propose that:
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P2. Inventor ownership universities will have a greater number of
spin-offs than their status, as measured by rankings would suggest,
but this will be conditioned by research ﬁelds.
The positive relationship between research expenditures and
the number of technology-based spin-offs has been repeatedly conﬁrmed (Lockett and Wright, 2005; O’Shea et al., 2005; Powers and
McDougall, 2005). The conversion of university R&D expenditures
into concrete outcomes has received only limited research. One key
study is by Thursby and Kemp (2002) and examines TLO efﬁciency
in converting disclosures to licenses, patents, royalties, etc.; they do
not measure efﬁciency in terms of direct spin-offs. As was the case
with the previous proposition that drew upon Kenney and Patton
(2009), we would expect that inventor ownership universities will
spin-off a greater number of ﬁrms per R&D dollar, but that this will
be conditioned by academic ﬁeld. So, we propose:
P3. Inventor ownership universities, on an R&D expenditure basis,
will be more efﬁcient at spinning-off ﬁrms than university ownership
universities, but this will be conditioned by ﬁeld.
Because the institutional barriers to ﬁrm formation at inventor
ownership universities are lower (Kenney and Patton, 2009), we
would expect that they would spin-off a greater number of ﬁrms
per faculty member than university ownership universities, but this
will be conditioned by academic ﬁeld.3 Hence:
P4. Inventor ownership universities, on a per faculty basis, will be
more efﬁcient at spinning-off ﬁrms than university ownership universities, but this will be conditioned by ﬁeld.
In university-regimes disclosure of inventions to the TLO is
mandatory and universities can initiate litigation against any personnel that they believe have misappropriated their property.
Because we have data regarding whether the spin-off licensed
university technology, it is possible to compare licensing across
universities. In an inventor ownership university it is not necessary
to license technology; though Waterloo’s Watco issues a license
when an inventor wishes to use their services for patenting and
marketing. For this reason, we expect licensing will be far lower
at Waterloo, what is more interesting is to examine the likelihood
that a spin-off will license by academic ﬁeld. Thus, while we express
the proposition, as a comparison between inventor and university
ownership, the more interesting results will be the differences by
ﬁeld. So, the ﬁnal exploratory proposal is that
P5. In inventor ownership systems a lower percentage of spin-offs
will license technology from the university, but this will be conditioned
by ﬁeld.
3. The setting for the comparison
The Canadian and U.S. university systems share many institutional similarities and certain differences. At the macro political
level, both nations are North American settler states experiencing high levels of immigration. Canada is an Anglo-Saxon common
law nation (Black and Gilson, 1998). The 2008 per capita GDP, for
Canadians was US$39,800, while in the U.S. it was US$47,000. For

3
The efﬁciency measures in P3 and P4 are based on spin-off counts, and do
not capture all of the performance outcomes of university based startups, such
as number of new products developed or jobs created. See Siegel and Wessner
(forthcoming). Because our database includes the names and addresses of the ﬁrms,
though the data was spotty, it was possible to examine ﬁrm growth in terms of
employment and/or revenues. The difﬁculty is that the ﬁrms were established at
different times. Not surprisingly, ﬁrms grew, failed, were acquired, acquired other
ﬁrms, etc. over time, thereby affecting the employment results. For this reason,
drawing any conclusions about impact was difﬁcult and was limited to moments
in time.

adults, the average years of schooling in the U.S. is 12 years and in
Canada is 11.6. One signiﬁcant difference between the two nations
is that the U.S. spends 2.62% of GDP on R&D, while Canada spends
only 1.94% suggesting that the U.S. government and ﬁrms have a
greater orientation toward new technology development. Despite
this difference, the macroeconomic similarities are quite striking.
By nearly all relevant criteria, Anglophone Canada and the U.S. share
strong similarities.
In terms of the entrepreneurial environment, the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor data shows that the U.S. and Canada
were similar in terms of high-expectations entrepreneurship
(Autio, 2007). In terms of the experience with and availability of
venture capital, the U.S. was the ﬁrst nation to establish and continues to have the world’s largest venture capital industry. Canada
was a fast follower as its ﬁrst venture capital ﬁrms were formed
in the early 1970s (Ross and Partners, 1972) making it the oldest
venture capital industry outside of the U.S. and United Kingdom.
In terms of per capita venture capital investment, the nations are
roughly comparable. For example, in 2003 the per capita venture
capital investment in Canada was $67.20; while in the U.S. it was
$64.42. While Canada is much smaller than the U.S., in per capita
terms, venture capital investment is comparable. Canadian universities have been the source of approximately 1000 spin-offs and of
these 100 have been listed on public stock markets in Canada or
the U.S. (Niosi, 2006).
Like the U.S., the Canadian universities are the major public institution responsible for conducting research and it is largely funded
by government granting agencies. All major Canadian universities
are publicly operated, as opposed to the mixed system in the U.S.
For this reason, in this study all the U.S. universities are public. The
U.S. universities are not located in particularly signiﬁcant technology clusters, though Waterloo is located in a Canadian technology
cluster. In Canada, which has no law equivalent to BD, each university has set its own policies regarding invention ownership and
there has not been any convergence upon a single practice (see
Atkinson-Grosjean, 2002; Hoye, 2006).4 These similarities suggest
that any differences in university entrepreneurship are not due to
variation in the political and legal systems of the two nations.
3.1. The University of Waterloo
Since its founding in 1957, the University of Waterloo has
emphasized interaction with industry (Bathelt and Hecht, 1990).
At its inception, local business leaders advanced a proposal to
establish a university to train engineers and technicians who were
desperately needed for Canada’s growing post-war economy. However, it soon altered its training-centric charter to emphasize
research in engineering, the sciences, and mathematics, but later
became a comprehensive university (Nelles et al., 2005). It also
developed a ‘co-operative program’ offering students paid work
in industry to get practical experience (University of Waterloo
Website, 2010). As is true at the other universities in our database,
the support for entrepreneurship at Waterloo is strong. Over the
years, a strong entrepreneurial culture has emerged. For example,
the co-operative program offers an entrepreneurship track. This
emphasis upon industry linkages bears a certain resemblance to
the land-grant mission of four of the ﬁve U.S. universities.
Canada has signiﬁcant concentrations of high-technology activity in a number of locations, particularly its larger cities (Lucas et al.,

4
With few exceptions, research on Canadian university spin-offs has not recognized that it has the most diverse set of university technology ownership regimes in
the world and thus simple regressions across all Canadian universities or unadjusted
comparisons across universities are missing an important variable (as an example
of such an exercise, see Landry et al., 2006).
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2009). But only in a “Technology Triangle” comprised of three cities,
Waterloo-Kitchner, Guelph, and Cambridge does Canada have a
concentrated high-technology agglomeration (Bathelt et al., 2010;
Bramwell and Wolfe, 2008; Bramwell et al., 2008).5 As previous
research predicts, (Agrawal and Cockburn, 2003; Audretsch et al.,
2005), nearly all of Waterloo’s spin-offs were established in the
vicinity of the university (Bramwell et al., 2008). The University of
Waterloo is located at the core of the high-technology activity in
the region (Xu and McNaughton, 2006).
From its inception, and unique among Canadian research
universities, Waterloo adopted a policy that all inventions, not
explicitly the property of a sponsor, were owned by the inventor,
with the sole requirement that all inventions be disclosed to the
university administration (Hoye, 2006). This placed responsibility
for commercialization on the inventor, but ensured that conﬂicts
of interest could be monitored. According to Bramwell et al. (2008:
p. 105), “much of the university’s commercialization and spin-off
success is attributed to its intellectual property (IP) policy, which
allows ownership of IP to rest with the creator, thus encouraging the
individual (faculty or student) to commercialize the idea.” Waterloo
has been the most successful Canadian university in encouraging
the formation of new ﬁrms by its faculty, students, and staff (Xu
and McNaughton, 2006: p. 597).
To assist inventors, the University of Waterloo operates the
Waterloo Commercialization Ofﬁce (Watco),6 with the mandate to
assist any and all university inventors. Watco’s total annual income
has been about C$500,000. Its objective is not to secure returns;
rather it is funded as an annual budget item with the goal of assisting in technology commercialization. If an inventor chooses to use
Watco, the division of proceeds after patent processing fees is normally 25% for Watco and 75% for the inventor(s). In cases in which
the inventor pays for the patenting Watco can be ﬂexible on the percentage, particularly in cases of software inventions where there
may be no patent costs. To further encourage spin-offs, Watco may
provide royalty vacations. Finally, Watco advises spin-offs even
when it does not have any direct stake (Inwood, 2010).
The successes of the University of Waterloo are underappreciated because, until recently, academic researchers simply used
data provided by the local Association of University Technology
Managers members that only reported the spin-offs using their
ofﬁces. Recent research indicates that for U.S. universities, this
database contains only one-third of all ﬁrms formed by professors (Fini et al., 2010). For this reason, AUTM data underreports the
number of Waterloo spin-offs. For example, utilizing AUTM data
Langford et al. (2006) found that University of Waterloo underperformed many other Canadian universities in numbers of patents
issued and licensing fees collected. Using AUTM data, while easy,
underestimates entrepreneurship and validates AUTM and university ownership as vital to technology commercialization.
3.2. The U.S. universities
At this time, every U.S. research university owns all inventions
developed using their facilities.7 This was not always the case as

5
For a general discussion of where Canada’s technology ﬁrms and characterization of each region, see Doutriaux (2003). Colapinto (2007) possibly somewhat
hyperbolically compared Waterloo with Silicon Valley and Route 128, though, in
large measure, this may be due to the success of Waterloo spin-off Research in
Motion, producer of the Blackberry.
6
For those interested in understanding how a university can operate a technology commercialization ofﬁce in an inventor ownership regime, the Watco website
(http://www.research.uwaterloo.ca/watco/index.asp) provides an excellent introduction.
7
Some believe that at the University of Wisconsin, Madison professors own their
own inventions. This is not the case even when using their own funds in campus
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Stanford University, which has been the most successful of all U.S.
universities in terms of high-impact entrepreneurship, converted
to a university ownership regime in 1994. The University of Wisconsin had a policy giving professors ownership of all inventions
made without federal monies and not encumbered by grant stipulations, though today this is a moot point because of the ubiquity
of Federal support. Because the goal is to compare entrepreneurship at an inventor ownership university to university ownership
universities, the differences in TLO operation at the ﬁve U.S. universities are not examined (for discussions of U.S. TLO operation, see
Colyvas et al., 2002; Owen-Smith and Powell, 2001; Owen-Smith,
2005).8
4. Data collection and methodology
This paper utilizes a unique database of all technology-based
spin-offs created by university-afﬁliated personnel at ﬁve U.S. universities and one Canadian university.9 The universities are the
University of Wisconsin, Madison (UWM); the University of Illinois,
Urbana-Champaign (UIUC); the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
(UMAA); the University of California, Davis (UCD), the University of
California, Santa Barbara (UCSB); and the University of Waterloo,
Waterloo, Canada (Waterloo). This study examined 527 university
spin-offs from these six universities between the years 1957 and
2009. Twelve spin-offs that did not ﬁt readily into a ﬁrm classiﬁcation were omitted from further analysis leaving 515 university
spin-offs.
The U.S. universities were chosen for the following reasons. First,
all of the universities are public. Second, each one is located in university towns simplifying the identiﬁcation of local spin-offs and
providing some control for their geographical location and the local
ecosystem. The three Midwestern universities are located in the
U.S. industrial Midwest as is the case with Waterloo’s location in
the Canadian industrial heartland. Third, each of the U.S. universities is research-oriented, as is Waterloo. According to the Shanghai
Jiao Tong University ranking, all of the U.S. universities are ranked
overall in the top 50 universities worldwide, and all of them are
ranked in the top 25 universities worldwide in at least one general ﬁeld of study. In global ratings terms, the U.S. universities are
superior to Waterloo. Fourth, though all U.S. universities practice
university ownership, the technology licensing organizations differ
in their organizational location and operational characteristics. In
general, these ﬁve U.S. universities are comparable to the University of Waterloo with respect to size, academic ranking, and location
outside of a globally recognized entrepreneurial region.
There has been a proliferation of classiﬁcation schemes for university research spin-offs (see, for example, Carayannis et al., 1998;
Pirnay et al., 2003). Fini et al. (2010) classify spin-offs on the basis of
whether they were established on the basis of patented technology
and whether the technology is owned by the inventor’s university.
Nicoloau and Birley (2003) separate ﬁrms into what they term as:
orthodox, which are ﬁrms whose technology and inventors spinoff from the university; hybrid, which are ﬁrms whose technology
is licensed but the inventor remains a university employee while
having a relationship with the ﬁrm; and spin-offs, which are ﬁrms
with which the inventor has no connection. In contrast, Wright et al.
(2007) uses the market goals of the spin-offs and identiﬁes three
ideal types of university spin-offs: venture capital-backed spin-

laboratories; all inventions are automatically assigned to the juridically separate
Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation.
8
The University of Wisconsin’s WARF has received the most attention, see, for
example, George (2005).
9
All of the universities in this study are public institutions. Other qualitative
studies of TLOs have included private universities. See Siegel et al. (2004).
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Table 1
Summary of university attributes.
Attribute description

Spin-offs
Number of spin-offs, 1957–2010

Academic ranking
2010 SJTU ranking

R&D expenditures*
$ millions, 2005–2008 average annual

Faculty size
Total BMS, CS&EE, EPS faculty

UWM
UMAA
UIUC
UCD
UCSB
Waterloo

140
88
72
40
37
138

17
22
25
46
32
151–200

792
724
462
563
163
95

2195
3193
2120
2038
559
963

Source: Various, Waterloo faculty size data is for 2011, while for U.S. Universities the data is for 2006.
*
Total for BMS, CS&EE, and EPS; all other R&D expenditures are excluded.

offs; prospector spin-offs, based on technology with less immediate
market potential; and lifestyle spin-offs, which are established by
academic personnel with more of a consultancy orientation. Most
U.S. studies of university spin-offs, with the exception of Fini et al.
(2010), focus on data that is most easily collected, i.e., licensing,
which is particularly signiﬁcant in biotechnology and faculty inventions disclosed to the university TLO. Using Waterloo as a case
study, Bathelt et al. (2010) categorize spin-offs based on whether
the university “sponsored” the research or whether they were
university-related in that the university in some more indirect way
ﬁgured in the ﬁrm’s formation. While the classiﬁcation schemes
often include student spin-offs, most of the empirical research does
not include them due to the difﬁculty of identifying them.
In our database, which is a census not a sample, only de novo,
high-technology university spin-offs were included. To be considered a high-technology university spin-off a ﬁrm had to fulﬁll three
criteria. The ﬁrm had to be de novo, it had to be high technology,
and it had to be founded by university personnel. To be recognized
as de novo the ﬁrm could not be a spin-off from an existing ﬁrm
or be a subsidiary or branch operation. All de novo ﬁrms receiving venture capital, as identiﬁed in Thomson VentureExpert were
included. Very small ﬁrms of just a few employees providing services or engaged in consulting were excluded from consideration,
as were all exclusively retail establishments.
Second, the ﬁrms had to be technology-based. This removed
from consideration ﬁrms in apartment management and farming
along with small technical consulting ﬁrms established by university personnel. If the spin-off was, for example, writing software
algorithms for larger ﬁrms, then it would be included. Also, internet
website ﬁrms targeting the local region were excluded. In contrast,
software product spin-offs were included as were internet ﬁrms
that grew to be large enough to have a signiﬁcant web presence
or receive venture capital. The reasons for these exclusions were to
capture high-potential entrepreneurship and exclude ﬁrms such as
those Wright et al. (2007) identiﬁes as “life-style” ﬁrms.
A number of techniques and sources were used to assemble the
ﬁrm database. First, all venture capital investments in the county
within which the university was located were downloaded. Second,
university’s websites, particularly the technology transfer ofﬁce,
business school, and engineering websites were searched. At a
number of universities, individuals or organizations, such as local
development agencies and business organizations, have compiled
lists of ﬁrms. In some cases, the business press was a valuable
source of information. Finally, interviews with local key persons
were conducted.
Each ﬁrm’s description was examined to ensure that it conformed to our criteria. The list was then provided to individuals and
entrepreneurs in the region to ascertain if there were missing ﬁrms.
Data collection was terminated when no new ﬁrms were found and
interviewees said they believed the database was complete. Despite
our conﬁdence regarding the database’s completeness, it is likely to
be missing the smallest ﬁrms formed prior to 1980, especially those
no longer extant. In determining which ﬁrms were high technology,

and what type of technology category most accurately described
them, the authors relied on a consensus in classiﬁcation by other
sources whenever possible. These sources included descriptions on
the ﬁrm’s website, in the local business press, from the university
technology transfer ofﬁce, or a local business association. Each decision for inclusion was made by one of the co-authors and validated
by the other.
Finally, to be classiﬁed as a university spin-off, a ﬁrm had to
have been founded by at least one individual afﬁliated with the
university during or immediately prior to establishing the spin-off.
For all ﬁrms in the database an attempt was made to identity the
founders through web searches.10 At the time of the ﬁrm’s founding, the status of the founders’ relationship with the university was
determined. This relationship was determined from the founder’s
biography, which was usually derived from the internet. A ﬁrm
founded by an individual who had other employment between the
time they left the university and founded the ﬁrm would not be
classiﬁed as a spin-off.11 Firms that were established based on a
university technology license were excluded if no ﬁrm founder was
afﬁliated with the university. An important reason for excluding
such “license-only” ﬁrms is that examination of a number of these
ﬁrms indicated that often they were established on the basis of a
number of licenses from a variety of organizations, and so establishing a causal linkage between the ﬁrm formation and a particular
university license is not self-evident.
The licensing data itself in the case of UIUC, UCD, UCSB, and
Waterloo was provided by the university’s technology licensing
ofﬁce. In the case of UWM the data was extracted from the Insite
(2010) database maintained by the UWM School of Business. The
UMAA data was collected and provided by then University of
Michigan professor Arvids Ziedonis and by the UMAA technology
licensing ofﬁce.
All spin-offs were assigned to 23 different categories and
these were aggregated to three. The category of biomedical sciences (BMS) includes all spin-offs involved in biotechnology and
ﬁrms selling inputs to biotechnology ﬁrms, all ﬁrms involved in
the provision of medical services and supplies, including medical instruments, and all veterinary and agricultural biology ﬁrms.
Computer science and electrical engineering (CS&EE) includes all
ﬁrms involved in computers, electronic components, information technology, internet applications, semiconductors, software,
telecommunications, and wireless. Engineering and physical sciences (EPS) includes all spin-offs involved in engineering with
the exception of electrical and biomedical engineering. It also

10
If the founder or founders of a ﬁrm could not be identiﬁed, or if there was insufﬁcient information to determine the employment background of the founder, these
ﬁrms were not included in the database.
11
The time elapsed between the time an individual, usually a student, left the
university and founded a spin-off was determined by the individual’s biography. If
this time period was 1 year or less, and there was no information indicating that
the individual was employed in the interim, then it was classiﬁed as a university
spin-off.
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includes all ﬁrms involved in environmental applications, materials, robotics, and scientiﬁc instruments. Finally, it includes the
physical sciences.
4.1. Variable description

5. Descriptive statistics and basic results
The six universities can be ranked according to four characteristics; spin-offs, academic ranking, R&D expenditures, and faculty
size. As a general observation, one would expect that all four of
these characteristics would be positively correlated. What is imme-

12
Total R&D funding for Waterloo was obtained from Research Infosource Inc.
(2011), a private Canadian consulting ﬁrm which reports total R&D funding for all
Canadian universities based upon all publicly available data. This data was then compared to the ofﬁcial University of Waterloo Annual Performance Indicators report
and the differences were negligible.
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Academic ranking was one of our independent control variables.
While there have long been rankings of U.S. graduate programs, it
has only been within the last decade that cross-national ranking
of universities and programs has been undertaken. Currently there
are two widely cited global rankings of universities; the Shanghai Jiao Tong University (SJTU) rankings starting in 2003, and the
Times Higher Education rankings begun in 2004 (for a critique of
these rankings, see Saisana et al., 2011). Because the SJTU rankings
emphasize academic performance and are more comprehensive
than those provided by Times Higher Education, they are utilized in
this study. Unfortunately, the SJTU rankings have only been implemented recently and they began ranking by subject only in 2009.
This means contemporary rankings must be used, though the data
in this paper is historical. While the rankings are treated only as
indicative, they are still informative.
R&D expenditure data was another independent variable. This
data is available for both U.S. and Canadian universities. For U.S.
universities, the National Science Foundation (NSF, 2009) survey
of research and development expenditures of universities and colleges was used. In Canada, no similar source of data was located
so it was compiled from the R&D statistics provided by the four
main Canadian federal agencies. R&D funding classiﬁcations from
the major Canadian federal agencies comports with the U.S. system. However, these four agencies did not account for all of the
government R&D funding that Waterloo received from all sources.
In Canada the provinces, in this case Ontario, provide an important share of the total R&D funding a university receives. In 2008,
for example, these four agencies provided just 52.6% of the total
R&D the university received.12 To adjust for this undercount of R&D
across disciplines, each R&D category in 2008 was adjusted upward
by a factor of 1.901 (1 divided by 0.526), so that all individual R&D
categories, BMS, CS&EE, EPS, and other R&D areas not included in
this study, would sum to the total 2008 R&D amount. This adjustment is based on the assumption that the total R&D the university
receives is distributed among disciplines in the same proportions
as the R&D received from national agencies. An adjustment factor was calculated for each year and applied to all Waterloo R&D
expenditure categories, providing us with estimates of Waterloo
R&D expenditures for BMS, CS&EE, and EPS.
Faculty size in the relevant academic ﬁelds was the ﬁnal independent variable collected. The U.S. data was obtained from the
National Research Council’s data base assessment of doctoral programs in the U.S. (NRC, 2010) and is for 2006. For Waterloo
comparable data was unavailable so in 2011 each academic department website was accessed and all regular faculty members were
counted.
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Fig. 1. Cumulative number of spin-offs by university, 1957–2009.
Source: Authors’ database.
Table 2
Spin-offs by university and technology category, 1957–2010.

UWM
UMAA
UIUC
UCD
UCSB
Waterloo
Total and % by class

BMS

CS&EE

EPS

Total

78
37
8
26
12
8
169
32.8%

43
38
40
6
17
94
238
46.2%

19
13
24
8
8
36
108
21.0%

140
88
72
40
37
138
515

Source: Authors’ database.

diately apparent is that, in general terms, Waterloo is smaller and
less highly ranked than its U.S. comparison group (see Table 1),
except in terms of numbers of spin-offs.
Among these six universities the UWM has the longest history of
promoting technology transfer going back to 1925 with the establishment of the Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation (WARF).
And yet, nearly all of the spin-offs produced by these universities were founded after 1975. Prior to 1975 and in the post World
War Two period, the UWM produced 11 spin-offs, while Waterloo
and UIUC produced two, and the UMAA and UCSB had one each.
Waterloo’s ﬁrst spin-off occurred in 1970, while the ﬁrst UCD spinoff occurred in 1975. The cumulative number of all spin-offs by
each university through the year 2009 is shown in Fig. 1.13 The
relative performance in terms of spin-offs has generally held over
time. From the beginning of our database, UWM and Waterloo have
excelled in terms of the number of spin-offs generated. It was only
in the early 1990s that UMAA and UIUC accelerated thereby separating themselves from UCD and UCSB.
In keeping with P1, the universities also perform differently
when the spin-offs are categorized into three broad ﬁelds (see
Table 2). In terms of the absolute numbers of spin-offs, UWM and
Waterloo have been the source of the greatest number, followed
by UMAA and the UIUC and then UCD and UCSB, which were the
source of the fewest spin-offs. When divided into different technological ﬁelds, UWM had the greatest number of BMS spin-offs, while
Waterloo was the leader in both CS&EE and EPS. There is another
interesting observation from Table 2, namely with the exception of
UWM and UCD, at the other universities CS&EE outperformed the
other ﬁelds in absolute numbers of spin-offs. For example, CS&EE
accounted for nearly half (46.2%) of all spin-offs. BMS had 169 spinoffs, or 32.8% of the total, while EPS comprised 108 spin-offs, 21.0%

13
The university count of total spin-offs in Fig. 1 differs slightly from that reported
in Table 2. It was not possible to establish a founding year for 13 spin-offs, and so
these spin-offs were not included in Fig. 1. In addition, one spin-off from UCD was
founded in 2010, and so this spin-off was excluded as well.
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of the total. There are likely a number of reasons for this that include
the low-cost of software ﬁrms, the ability for students to create such
ﬁrms, and the availability and interest of VCs in the ﬁeld.
From this perspective, in terms of spin-off generation Waterloo performs in the ﬁrst tier. However, from Fig. 1 it can be seen
that both UWM and Waterloo were beneﬁted by a long history
of entrepreneurship. In the case of Waterloo, graduate students
have been a major contributor in terms of ﬁrm establishment. If, as
much of the literature suggests, entrepreneurship leads to positive
feedback loops, this may explain some measure of the signiﬁcant
lead these two universities enjoy. At UIUC and UMAA, there was
an acceleration in entrepreneurship in the early 1990s that separated them from the two Universities of California that only a
decade later appear to have become more entrepreneurial. This
data provides signiﬁcant support for P1 as Waterloo is roughly on
par with UWM which, interestingly enough, had an earlier history
of inventor ownership that has now been abandoned.
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Fig. 2. Total R&D from all sources: 2001–2008.
Source: National Science Foundation (2009) and Research Infosource Inc. (2011).

5.1. Academic ranking and spin-off performance
Academic status has been found to be highly correlated with
disclosures, patenting, and spin-off ﬁrms. Unfortunately, there are
no cross-national ranking systems that correlate directly with our
technological areas. In Table 3 the SJTU ranking for 2010 are displayed. In the overall rankings, Waterloo was signiﬁcantly inferior
to the U.S. group.14 However, as is well known, universities excel
in different ﬁelds. For example, UWM, UIUC, UCD, and UMAA rank
particularly high in the life sciences. This is not surprising because
three have colleges of agriculture (UWM, UCD, UIUC), and three
have medical schools (UWM, UCD, UMAA), while UIUC has a College of Medicine, but not a medical school.15 UIUC, UMAA, and UCSB
are particularly strong in CS&EE and PSE.
The general evidence suggests that academic status is correlated with the number of startups. For example, the strengths of
UWM and UCD are in BMS, whereas UIUC has its spin-off strength
in CS&EE and EPS. UMAA is quite balanced in rankings and this is
reﬂected in its performance by ﬁeld. This is also true within the
University of California system, where UCD’s strength in BMS has
led to a greater number of spin-offs, while UCSB’s strength is particularly evident in CS&EE. There are anomalies. CS&EE at UWM
has quite low ratings, but, in terms of spin-offs it trails only Waterloo, being roughly equal to the far higher-status UIUC. For example,
UCSB, though having a relatively low-ranking in the life and agricultural sciences has 12 spin-offs, but this can be explained by a
signiﬁcant number of biomedical device spin-offs for its College of
Engineering.
Waterloo is clearly different. It has relatively low status, but
great success in spinning off ﬁrms. Waterloo’s strength was in the
ﬁelds in which it had its highest rating in engineering and computer
science – and the performance was remarkable as it had more than
twice as many CS&EE startups as any of the other universities. It
also has more startups in EPS than any other university.
As expected and in conformance with P2, overall ranking has
a positive relationship with spin-offs. Moreover, as predicted this
relationship holds at the ﬁeld level. But most interesting is the ﬁnding that, as P2 predicted, inventor ownership is a very powerful

14
We acknowledge that global academic excellence ranking systems for universities are somewhat arbitrary. In just 7 years, using the same criteria, the overall
ranking of the UIUC went up 20 places and the UWM went up 10, while UCSB fell
6 places and UCD fell 10 places. Variation in ranking is even more dramatic across
ranking entities using different criteria, which should remind us that such academic
rankings are useful but imprecise instruments.
15
Just three of these universities have a medical school; the UWM, UMAA, and
UCD. Therefore it would not be expected that universities without a medical school
would rank highly in the subject ﬁeld of clinical medicine and pharmacy.

effect that overcomes ranking. If one controls for academic ranking,
then P2 is strongly supported and provides evidence that inventor
ownership can have a very strong impact on spin-off generation.
5.2. R&D funding and spin-off performance
The literature, not surprisingly, ﬁnds that the number of spinoffs and total R&D expenditures are correlated. Because of the
difﬁculty in collecting cross-national data, we only have data for
the years 2001 through 2008. In Fig. 2 the R&D expenditures for
these universities for all categories, not just BMS, CS&EE, and EPS,
are shown. For the entire period, with the exception of the UIUC
after 2004, R&D expenditures gradually increase. Moreover, the
relative ranking of the universities does not deviate substantially
over the 9-year period with the exception of UIUC falling behind
UCD. This was likely due to a decline in Department of Defense
funding for university research even as NIH continued to expand
(Benhamou et al., 2009). What is remarkable is that across the
four largest universities with large biological research programs
the R&D expenditures per spin-off were roughly comparable. UCSB,
which is more engineering-oriented, had far lower R&D expenditures per spin-off, while Waterloo was only one-third of the UCSB
level. This supports P3.
When R&D expenditures are separated by ﬁeld, there are signiﬁcant differences (see Table 4), but these should be interpreted
with care due to the relatively small numbers in each category.
The most signiﬁcant difference in terms of costs per spin-off was
between the biomedical sciences and computer sciences. At the
ﬁeld level Waterloo was more efﬁcient in every ﬁeld conﬁrming
P3, but across all of the universities CS&EE yielded far more spinoffs per increment of R&D expenditures – essentially the difference
is an order of magnitude. Two of the three universities with large
agricultural research operations, UCD and UIUC, had high ratios of
cost per startup. The amount of funding BMS received compared
to the other ﬁelds was remarkable and is the result of NIH’s allocation of an increasing share of federal extramural funding. Since
the bulk of these research expenditures are from public sources,
this suggests a signiﬁcant policy orientation toward BMS research
funding.
5.3. Faculty and spin-off performance
The ﬁnal and crudest measurement for entrepreneurial activity is the sheer number of faculty, and ceteris paribus it would be
expected that the number of faculty and spin-offs would be positively correlated. The universities differed dramatically in terms
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Table 3
2010 Shanghai Jiao Tong University global academic rankings, overall and selected technology categories.

UWM
UMAA
UIUC
UCSB
UCD
Waterloo

Overall world
ranking

Natural sciences
and mathematics

Eng, technology
and computer
science

Life and
agricultural
sciences

Clinical medicine
and pharmacy

Computer science

17
22
25
32
46
151–200

17
21
23
19
46
n.a.

23
7
4
15
46
52–75

11
24
18
51–75
21
n.a.

20
8
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

52–75
18
13
44
50
76–100

Source: Shanghai Jiao Tong University (2010).

Table 4
R&D expenditures by university and technology ﬁeld, 2005–2008 inclusive, $ millions with R&D expenditures per spin-off in parentheses.
BMS

CS&EE

EPS

Total

UWM

2199
(274.9)

104
(20.8)

866
(216.5)

3169
(186.4)

UMAA

2056
(228.4)

193
(32.2)

647
(323.5)

2896
(170.4)

UCD

1810
(452.5)

57
(14.3)

386
(77.2)

2253
(173.3)

UIUC

642
(642.0)

440
(88.0)

766
(127.7)

1847
(153.9)

UCSB

91
(15.2)

173
(43.3)

388
(194.0)

652
(54.3)

Waterloo

71
(71.0)

97
(6.1)

212
(26.5)

381
(15.2)

Total R&D
2005–2008 spin-offs
R&D$ per spin-off

6869
29
(236.9)

1064
40
(26.6)

3265
27
(120.9)

11198
96
(116.6)

Source: Authors’ database.

of the numbers of faculty by ﬁeld and overall (see Table 5). As
was the case with R&D expenditures, the four universities with
large BMS faculties were less efﬁcient overall in generating spinoffs. However, UWM was the most efﬁcient on a per faculty basis
among the large universities in generating BMS spin-offs. While
on a per faculty basis in BMS, Waterloo was not particularly efﬁcient in generating spin-offs. UCSB’s efﬁciency was driven by the

Table 5
University and technology ﬁeld and number of faculty, 2006 except Waterloo which
is 2011 faculty per spin-off in parentheses.
MBS

CS&EE

EPS

Total

UWM

1385
(173.1)

155
(31.0)

655
(163.8)

2195
(129.1)

UMAA

1790
(198.9)

172
(28.7)

1231
(615.5)

3193
(187.8)

spin-offs being from biomedical engineering, thereby expressing
the engineering efﬁciency rather than that of biology departments.
In overall terms, being concentrated in CS&EE and EPS allowed
UCSB and Waterloo to appear most efﬁcient on a per faculty basis.
On a per faculty basis, Waterloo, once again, was the most efﬁcient
on a per faculty basis, thereby lending support to P4. One factor
that did not seem to affect Waterloo’s performance was that its
departments (and thus faculty) were not particularly highly ranked,
therefore there were likely less star scientists (see, for example,
Zucker et al., 1998). In comparative terms, UCSB was particularly
strong in star scientists having four science Nobel Prize winners,
though this did not improve their total number of spin-offs.
5.4. The relationship between R&D expenditures, faculty, and
spin-offs
To reasonably compare spin-offs across universities it is necessary to not only control for the ﬁeld of technology, but to control
for the capacity of a university to generate spin-offs. This section presents the data visually so it is possible to compare faculty
size and R&D expenditures simultaneously. For each industry, the
ﬁgures display the inverse of the ratios reported in the previous
section, i.e., the ratio of spin-offs divided by R&D is plotted on the
X-axis while the ratio of spin-offs over faculty is plotted on the Yaxis. It is important to note that the X- and Y-axis scales differ by
ﬁgure due to the differences between technology ﬁelds. Movement
away from the origin represents superior performance in terms of
spin-offs generated per R&D dollar or faculty member.
For the BMS, as Fig. 3 shows, all of the universities except UCSB
are grouped together. UCSB stands out for efﬁciency because it has
relatively few faculty in the biomedical sciences and a relatively low
level of R&D funding in this area, but most importantly because its
spin-offs were in medical devices; a comparatively low-cost sub-

Biomedical Sciences
2005 through 2008

Spinoffs / Faculty
0.045

UCD
UIUC
UCSB
Waterloo
Total faculty
2005–2008 spin-offs
Faculty per spin-off

0.035

1396
(349.0)

99
(24.8)

543
(108.6)

2038
(156.8)

1023
(1023.0)

276
(55.2)

821
(136.8)

2120
(176.7)

0.025

148
(24.7)

89
(22.3)

322
(161.0)

559
(46.6)

0.015

232
(232.0)
5974
29
(206.0)

165
(10.3)
956
40
(23.9)

566
(70.8)
4138
27
(153.3)

963
(38.5)
11,068
96
(115.3)

Source: National Research Council (2010) and calculated by authors from University
of Waterloo departmental websites.
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Fig. 3. Biomedical sciences 2005 through 2008.
Source: Author’s database.
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Spinoffs / Faculty

Computer Science & Electrical Engineering
2005 through 2008

All Spinoffs
2005 through 2008
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Fig. 4. Computer science and electrical engineering 2005 through 2008.
Source: Author’s database.
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Fig. 6. All spin-offs 2005 through 2008.
Source: Author’s database.

5.5. University licensing and entrepreneurship
Engineering and Physical Sciences
2005 through 2008
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Fig. 5. Engineering and physical sciences 2005 through 2008.
Source: Author’s database.

sector of the biomedical sciences that came from the engineering
college.16
In CS&EE, as Fig. 4 indicates, Waterloo’s performance is remarkable, and though this is in part driven by the large number of
graduate student spin-offs the difference is dramatic. Waterloo’s
performance also holds in EPS. As Fig. 5 indicates, the University of
Waterloo boasts dramatically better performance than the U.S. universities on a per R&D$ and faculty member basis. In EPS, inventor
ownership appears to be far more efﬁcient in generating spin-offs
than university ownership.
In terms of efﬁciency regarding the total numbers of spin-offs,
Waterloo dramatically dominates all of the U.S. comparison universities, though UCSB also performs well in spin-offs per dollar
of R&D expenditures and per faculty (see Fig. 6). This result provides some support Thursby and Kemp’s (2002) ﬁnding that TLOs
at smaller universities seemed to be more efﬁcient. These ﬁgures
demonstrate how much more efﬁcient Waterloo was and reiterate
the support for P3 and P4.

16
UC Santa Barbara spun off four medical devices ﬁrms. Had these been counted
as engineering spin-offs rather than biomedical spin-offs the relative performance
of UC Santa Barbara would have declined in biomedical sciences but increased substantially in engineering and physical sciences. In either event its relative standing
in total spin-offs would remain unchanged.

In the university ownership regime, the rules vary as to which
persons afﬁliated with the university must disclose their inventions made while undertaking R&D on campus to the TLO. At most
universities, disclosures and mandatory transfer of rights to the
inventions is required from all employees, visiting scholars, and
graduate students. At these institutions, inventors wishing to commercialize inventions they developed on campus must receive a
license from the TLO. Obviously, at inventor ownership universities
there is no requirement to secure a license. This section explores
whether there is a difference in startups licensing between inventor and university ownership regimes. There is reason to believe
that the rate of licensing would vary by discipline for a number
of reasons and it is interesting to consider whether the pattern of
variation differs by ownership regime. As Table 6 shows, Waterloo
spin-offs had the least number of licenses, thereby conﬁrming P5.
Licensing is particularly signiﬁcant in biotechnology as is the
high level of faculty disclosure of inventions to the university
licensing ofﬁce. As might be expected, the BMS had the highest
proportion of spin-offs (46.7%) with university licenses. Interestingly, though based on a very small number, at Waterloo BMS
spin-offs were more likely to use the TLO and thus take a license.
As Table 6 shows, the lowest proportion of licensed spin-offs is
in CS&EE where only 18.1% are licensed. EPS is in between with
31.5% of spin-offs being licensed. Overall licensing seems to be the
greatest at the three Midwestern universities, lower at UCD and
UCSB,17 and very low at Waterloo where only ﬁve out of a total of
138 spin-offs had university licenses. These results highlight the
problem of relying upon AUTM data to measure technology-based
university startups and, in particular, for Waterloo with its inventor
ownership system. In public policy terms, this guaranteed underestimation may not serve U.S. universities well at a time when public
support for universities is at low ebb.
6. Discussion
Despite the widespread interest, only recently has there
been any experimentation with the institutional arrangements
and obstacles to university-based entrepreneurship. Our results
demonstrate that inventor ownership has a positive effect on

17
In the case of the two Universities of California initially all TLO functions were
centralized in the University of California Ofﬁce of the President. They were later
decentralized to the campuses, so there may be an institutional memory problem
with underreporting of licensing in earlier cases.
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Table 6
Number of university spin-offs and percentage licensed by university and technology category, 1957–2010.
BMS

UWM
UMAA
UIUC
UCD
UCSB
Waterloo
Total

CS&EE

EPS

Total

Total spin-offs

% licensed

Total spin-offs

% licensed

Total spin-offs

% licensed

Total spin-offs

% licensed

78
37
8
26
12
8
169

47.3%
67.6%
87.5%
30.8%
8.3%
12.5%
46.7%

43
38
40
6
17
94
238

14.0%
39.5%
35.0%
33.3%
29.4%
1.1%
18.1%

19
13
24
8
8
36
108

36.8%
38.5%
58.3%
37.5%
25.0%
8.3%
31.5%

140
88
72
40
37
138
515

35.7%
51.1%
48.6%
32.5%
21.6%
3.6%
30.3%

Source: Authors’ database.

entrepreneurship. It is remarkable that a relatively small Canadian university, though admittedly CS&EE-oriented, could perform
so well. P1 proposed that inventor ownership universities would
generate a greater number of spin-offs than university ownership
universities. While UWM had the greatest number of spin-offs, if
this was controlled for number of faculty, R&D expenditures, or
global ranking, then Waterloo exhibited superior performance in
terms of spin-offs. Among the four largest universities, UWM was
superior on nearly every entrepreneurship metric. It is interesting
to speculate if this was in any way linked to its earlier history of
supporting inventor ownership. In summation, our data indicates
that inventor ownership as a policy, with or without using controls, out-performs university ownership in terms of encouraging
entrepreneurship.
Our results agree with those of earlier research in that higherstatus universities have a greater propensity to generate spin-offs
and that this relationship holds at the technological ﬁeld level.
However, the results also suggest that inventor ownership is a
powerful intervening variable that can mitigate the role of status.
This result is of great importance because it suggests that universities and policy-makers aiming to encourage technology transfer
through entrepreneurship may be able to increase the performance
of relatively low-status universities by loosening their intellectual
property licensing regimes.
The existing literature suggests ceteris paribus that R&D expenditures and the number of spin-offs are positively correlated. In
terms of the simple efﬁciency indicator of R&D expenditures per
spin-off, Waterloo was superior to the U.S. universities, thereby
conﬁrming P3. What was possibly more interesting was the dramatic difference in efﬁciency in spin-off generation by ﬁeld. BMS
spin-offs were an order of magnitude more expensive on a per spinoff basis. Also, large agricultural research operations seemed to
increase the cost per spin-off for two universities, which is possibly
a function of the difﬁculty of creating startups in the plant sciences.
So the results conﬁrm that inventor ownership appears to have
efﬁciency beneﬁts in converting R&D expenditures to spin-offs. As
was the case with academic ranking, absent an ownership-regime
effect, R&D expenditures are correlated with numbers of spin-offs,
but it is also possible that smaller universities may also have an efﬁciency beneﬁt. Here again, ownership regime has a very powerful
effect.
In terms of spin-offs per faculty, our smallest universities,
Waterloo, was the most successful, but UCSB was quite close.
Among the four largest universities, UWM was the leader. Again,
there was a dramatic difference in the number of spin-offs on
a per faculty member basis with CS&EE generating roughly one
order of magnitude more spin-offs than BMS when examined
across all universities. Overall the results once more suggest that
inventor ownership can have a positive impact on the propensity
of university personnel to establish spin-offs. A ﬁnal interesting
observation is that the three most successful spin-offs from our
universities; Research in Motion (Waterloo), Netscape (UIUC), and
PayPal (UIUC), were all established by CS&EE students.

As expected, Waterloo spin-offs had far fewer licenses than the
U.S. universities. When considered across technology ﬁelds, the
lowest percentage of licenses were in CS&EE where only 18.1%
of the spin-offs secured licenses. BMS had the greatest percentage of licenses (46.7%) with EPS in the middle (31.5%). In CS&EE,
many of the spin-offs are in software, where there are more student
spin-offs and there is less likely to be a “paper trail” of laboratory
notebooks. Also, CS&EE spin-offs are less likely to need physical
facilities such as laboratories, thereby diminishing the need to
maintain a linkage to the university. Both Waterloo and UCSB had
particularly low licensing percentages in BMS, but at both universities the BMS spin-offs included a number of biomedical device ﬁrms
that usually require less costly facilities than do biopharmaceutical
spin-offs. These results also suggest that the utility of intermediaries such as a TLO may vary by discipline. A TLO or other skilled
intermediary with signiﬁcant resources may be more valuable to a
biopharmaceutical ﬁrm than a software ﬁrm. The data on Waterloo
suggests that this may be true as BMS had the highest percentage
of licenses. This lends credence to the perception that TLOs concentrate their proprietary efforts in the biopharmaceutical ﬁeld
because this is where their leverage and potential contributions
to spin-offs are the greatest. While only speculation, it suggests
that even in inventor ownership cases, particularly those where
the biomedical ﬁelds are strong, inventors will choose to use a TLO
– provided, of course, it is perceived as competent and operating as
a facilitator and not regulator.
7. Conclusion
These research results are tentative and subject to limitations.
The greatest limitation is that Waterloo is the sole North American pure inventor ownership university. Other variables such as
the local culture, university leadership, and TLO operation may
have inﬂuenced our results.18 In regards to the differences in levels
of entrepreneurship by ﬁelds, different classiﬁcations would have
affected the comparisons. However, given the striking differences,
the results would have remained substantially the same. Our definition of a spin-off was extremely rigorous in terms of the ﬁrm
having to be technology-based and the exclusion of the smallest
ﬁrms, though, here again, we believe the relative results would not
have changed.
Despite these caveats our results are striking. They suggest that
more research and policy experimentation would allow a more
scientiﬁc policy-making process to be undertaken. This examination of the entire population of technology-based spin-offs from six
universities showed that the inventor ownership regime strikingly
dominates the better funded, more highly rated, and much larger
university ownership universities. Remarkably, the only university
that had a history of inventor ownership, UWM, was Waterloo’s

18
With regard to inﬂuence of local and university culture, see, for example, Kenney
and Goe (2004) and Bercovitz and Feldman (2008).
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most signiﬁcant competitor. The argument that Waterloo’s success
is because it is not as highly rated as the other universities and
thereby has less interest in maintaining the highest academic standards is dubious due not only to UWM’s example, but also to the fact
that Stanford operated in an inventor ownership regime until 1994,
as was the case for University of Cambridge in England until 2003.
At the very least, the results show that in terms of entrepreneurial
activity, inventor ownership can overcome disadvantages including academic ranking, volume of R&D expenditures, and faculty
size.
The ability of Waterloo to spin-off new ﬁrms matches UWM
and exceeds the other U.S. universities even as it has received less
R&D support and has done so with fewer faculty. Moreover, this
ability to generate spin-offs has not been conﬁned to just a few areas
such as computer science, software, or internet applications, but is
evident across a broad range of technology ﬁelds. This occurred in a
Canadian legal and ﬁnancial system that, while very similar to that
of the U.S., is not as optimized for the support of high-opportunity
entrepreneurship, thereby making Waterloo’s performance all the
more remarkable.
The value to society of university spin-offs is hard to estimate,
but there can be no doubt that policy-makers globally are concerned about this issue and there have been a proliferation of
programs at the national, sub-national, and individual university
level to improve research translation (Roberts and Malone, 1996;
Breznitz et al., 2008). This is being recognized by some universities, as the introduction to this issue suggests in its discussion of
the new North Carolina spin-off licensing initiative (University of
North Carolina, 2011). More recently, the University of Missouri
has loosened its ownership restrictions on student-developed spinoffs. While half-way steps, they suggest a growing awareness of the
importance of spin-offs for regional development and technology
transfer.
If it is accepted that entrepreneurship is important for economic development and that this is a desirable social goal, then
the social good would be served by reducing obstacles within the
parameters of protecting the overall university as an institution
from issues such as conﬂicts of interest. Waterloo accomplishes this
by requiring that all professorial linkages with ﬁrms be declared.
The Waterloo example suggests that universities can improve their
technology transfer activities dramatically by moving to more
inventor control-centric policies and procedures. Entrepreneurship and technology transfer has repeatedly been identiﬁed as a
U.S. policy goal, however organizationally universities have erected
barriers to achieving this goal. Inventor ownership is a simple and
unequivocal measure to assist this process. Waterloo, though only
a single case, suggests that it can be successful.
Our results should be welcomed by the National Research
Council, as they provide the ﬁrst empirical test of the ability of
differing ownership regimes to encourage technology commercialization through entrepreneurship. Though based on a single
observation, these results suggest inventor ownership can be successful and is remarkably efﬁcient economically. It also suggests
that in the U.S., there is a cognitive capture mistaking the current
institutional conﬁguration as a “natural” order; the TLO-centric perspective has framed nearly all the thinking about entrepreneurial
technology transfer about university-afﬁliated personnel becoming entrepreneurs. The results presented here suggest that broader
thinking about, and experiments with, the types of invention ownership regimes is long overdue.
Since our database includes student spin-offs, our results
also invite speculation about the role of students in university,
entrepreneurship, and technological progress. In our database, the
most successful spin-off was Waterloo’s Research in Motion, which
has become a large and inﬂuential ﬁrm. Arguably, the next two
most inﬂuential and successful ﬁrms were Netscape and PayPal

(both later acquired). All three ﬁrms shared two characteristics:
(1) they were founded by students, and (2) they were in the information technologies. Only Netscape licensed technology from the
university. This suggests that university students are a largely
under-studied source of entrepreneurial university spin-offs (see
Wennberg et al., in this issue and Astebro et al., 2011 for studies of
university graduates and startups). Student spin-offs may be overlooked because they are difﬁcult to identify or because they are
often in the information technology ﬁelds within which patenting and TLO involvement is less signiﬁcant. Our data collection
methodology is one method of overcoming these obstacles.
Universities operating under an inventor ownership system
can successfully commercialize campus inventions and encourage
entrepreneurship even in the North American environment where
the dominant ideological position is that TLOs are necessary for
success. Because there are so few pure inventor ownership universities Waterloo is only an example, which is not only a smaller
and less highly ranked university, but also is heavily weighted
toward engineering and does not have a medical school. Despite
these handicaps, it performed exceptionally well in encouraging
entrepreneurship. A corollary to this view is that TLOs cannot operate in an inventor ownership regime when in fact Waterloo has a
successful TLO. The Waterloo TLO, due to professorial ownership,
operates as a service organization with an unconﬂicted mission of
assisting inventors in commercializing their inventions.
This paper goes some way in ameliorating the National Research
Council’s concern that there was a lack of evidence on the efﬁcacy of an inventor-driven system of technology transfer (Merrill
and Mazza, 2010: p. 57). While the case of Waterloo certainly does
not prove that inventor ownership is a superior system, no single
example could do so, it is evidence that an inventor-driven system of technology transfer can perform very well. At the very least
it suggests that inventor ownership is an alternative to the current
university intellectual property regime, and that the discussion has
moved beyond anecdotal evidence and conjectural arguments.

Acknowledgements
The authors thank the Kauffman Foundation for partial funding
of this research. At each university, we thank those who shared time
and data with us. We thank Arvids Ziedonis and Elizabeth Hickey
for providing the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor data. Numerous classes and students assisted in the compilation of this data
and we list them here. For the University of Waterloo, we thank our
student Samuel Chiang and Scott Inwood of Watco. For the compilation of the University of Wisconsin, Madison data we thank Amy
Nelson, Jessica Mullan and Marisela Rodriguez. We offer special
thanks to Anne Miner’s assistance in collecting data on the University of Wisconsin and we drew extensively upon her Insite website.
For the University of California, Davis data we thank Daniel Woo,
Bernadette Austin, and David Magee. We thank Lesley Millar and J.
Mark Nolan. Leslie Carbahal, Tsai-Yu Lam, and Leticia M. Jáuregui
Casanueva assisted in the data collection at the University of Illinois,
Urbana-Champaign. For the University of California, Santa Barbara
data we thank Mishika Vora. The authors thank Thomas Astebro,
Rosa Grimaldi, Donald Siegel, David Wolfe, and Mike Wright for
helpful suggestions. The order of the authors is alphabetical and
each made equal contributions to the paper. We are solely responsible for all of the conclusions in this paper.

References
Agrawal, A., Cockburn, I., 2003. The anchor tenant hypothesis: exploring the role of
large, local, R&D-intensive ﬁrms in regional innovation systems. International
Journal of Industrial Organization 21 (9), 1227–1253.

M. Kenney, D. Patton / Research Policy 40 (2011) 1100–1112
Astebro, T.B., Bazzazian, N., Braguinsky, S., 2011. Start-Ups by University
Graduates Versus Faculty and Staff (downloaded on 29 January, 2011)
http://ssrn.com/abstract=1752832.
Audretsch, D.B., Lehmann, E.E., Warning, S., 2005. University spillovers and new ﬁrm
location. Research Policy 34 (7), 1113–1122.
Autio, E., 2007. Global Report on High-Growth Entrepreneurship. (Downloaded on
29 January, 2011) http://www.gemconsortium.org./document aspx?id=606.
Atkinson-Grosjean, J., 2002. Science policy and university research: Canada and the
USA, 1979–1999. International Journal of Technology Policy and Management 2
(2), 102–124.
Bathelt, H., Hecht, A., 1990. Key technology industries in the Waterloo region:
Canada’s Technology Triangle (CTT). The Canadian Geographer 34 (3), 225–234.
Bathelt, H., Kogler, D.F., Munro, A.K., 2010. A knowledge-based typology of university
spin-offs in the context of regional economic development. Technovation 30
(9–10), 519–532.
Benhamou, E., et al., 2009. Assessing the Impacts of Changes in the Information
Technology R&D Ecosystem: Retaining Leadership in an Increasingly Global
Environment. National Academies Press, Washington, DC.
Bercovitz, J., Feldman, M., 2008. Academic entrepreneurs: organizational change at
the individual level. Organization Science 19 (1), 69–89.
Berman, E.P., 2008. Why did universities start patenting? Institution-building and
the road to the Bayh-Dole Act. Social Studies of Science 38 (6), 835–871.
Black, B., Gilson, R., 1998. Venture capital and the structure of capital markets: banks
versus stock markets. Journal of Financial Economics 47, 243–277.
Blumenthal, D.M., Gluck, K.S., Louis, M.A., Stoto, M., Wise, D., 1986. Universityindustry research relationships in biotechnology: implications for the
university. Science 232 (4756), 1361–1366.
Bramwell, A.N., Wolfe, D.A., 2008. Universities and regional economic development:
the entrepreneurial University of Waterloo. Research Policy 37 (8), 1175–1187.
Bramwell, A., Nelles, J., Wolfe, D.A., 2008. Knowledge, innovation and institutions:
global and local dimensions of the ICT Cluster in Waterloo, Canada. Regional
Studies 42 (1), 101–116.
Breznitz, S.M., 2008. Improving or impairing? Following technology transfer changes
at the University of Cambridge. Unpublished manuscript made available by
author.
Breznitz, S.M., O’Shea, R.P., Allen, T.J., 2008. University commercialization strategies in the development of regional bioclusters. Journal of Product Innovation
Management 25 (2), 129–142.
Carayannis, E.G., Rogers, E.M., Kurihara, K., Allbritton, M.M., 1998. High-technology
spin-offs from government R&D laboratories and research universities. Technovation 18 (1), 1–11.
Carraz, R., 2008. Incentives to patent in a leading Japanese university. In: Paper Presented at the SPF Project on Role of Universities in National Innovation Systems
3rd Workshop , Beijing (30–31 October 2008).
Chapple, W., Lockett, A., Siegel, D., Wright, M., 2005. Assessing the relative
performance of U.K. university technology transfer ofﬁces: parametric and nonparametric evidence. Research Policy 34, 369–384.
Colapinto, C., 2007. A way to foster innovation: a venture capital district from Silicon
Valley and Route 128 to Waterloo region. International Review of Economics 54,
319–343.
Colyvas, J.A., Crow, M., Gelijns, A., Mazzoleni, R., Nelson, R.R., Rosenberg, N., Sampat,
B.N., 2002. How do university inventions get into practice? Management Science
48 (1), 61–72.
Cyert, R.M., March, J.G., 1963. A Behavioral Theory of the Firm. Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.
Davis, G.F., Thompson, T.A., 1994. A social movement perspective on corporate control. Administrative Science Quarterly 39 (1), 141–173.
Dechenaux, E., Thursby, M., Thursby, J., 2009. Shirking, sharing risk and shelving:
the role of university license contracts. International Journal of Industrial Organization 27, 80–91.
DiGregorio, D, Shane, S., 2003. Why some universities generate more TLO start-ups
than others? Research Policy 32 (2), 209–227.
Doutriaux, J., 2003. University–industry linkages and the development of knowledge
clusters in Canada. Local Economy 18 (1), 63–79.
Feldman, M., Feller, I., Bercovitz, J., Burton, R., 2002. Equity and the technology transfer strategies of American research universities. Management Science 48 (1),
105–121.
Fini, R., Grimaldi, R., Santoni, S., Sobrero, M., in this issue. Complements or substitutes? The role of universities and local context in supporting the creation of
academic spin-offs. Research Policy, forthcoming.
Fini, R., Lacetera, N., Shane, S., 2010. Inside or outside the IP system? Business creation in academia. Research Policy 39, 1060–1069.
Friedman, J., Silberman, J., 2003. University technology transfer: do incentives, management, and location matter? Journal of Technology Transfer 28 (1), 17–30.
Geuna, A., Nesta, L.J.J., 2006. University patenting and its effects on academic
research: the emerging European evidence. Research Policy 35 (6), 790–807.
George, G., 2005. Learning to be capable: patenting and licensing at the Wisconsin
Alumni Research Foundation, 1925-2002. Industrial and Corporate Change 14
(1), 119–151.
Hoye, K.A., 2006. University Intellectual Property Policies and University-Industry
Technology Transfer in Canada. Ph.D. dissertation. Systems Design Engineering,
University of Waterloo Ontario, Canada.
Insite, 2010. “INSITE Entrepreneurship Census”. http://www.bus.wisc.edu/
insite/insite-census (accessed August 12, 2010).
Inwood, S. (Director of Commercialization, Intellectual Property Management
Group), 2010. Telephonic Interview April 15, 2010, 10–11 am.

1111

Kenney, M., Goe, W.R., 2004. The role of social embeddedness in professorial
entrepreneurship: a comparison of electrical engineering and computer science
at UC Berkeley and Stanford. Research Policy 33 (5), 691–707.
Kenney, M., Patton, D., 2009. Reconsidering the Bayh-Dole Act and the current university invention ownership model. Research Policy 38, 1407–1422.
Landry, R., Amara, N., Rherrad, I., 2006. Why are some university researchers more
likely to create spin-offs than others? Evidence from Canadian universities.
Research Policy 35, 1599–1615.
Langford, C.H., Hall, J., Josty, P., Matos, S., Jacobson, A., 2006. Indicators and outcomes
of Canadian university research: proxies becoming goals? Research Policy 35,
1586–1598.
Link, A.N., Siegel, D.S., Bozeman, B., 2007. An empirical analysis of the propensity of
academics to engage in informal university technology transfer. Industrial and
Corporate Change 16 (4), 641–655.
Litan, R.E., Mitchell, L., Reedy, E.J., 2007. The university as innovator: bumps in the
road. Issues in Science and Technology 23 (4), 57–66.
Lockett, A., Siegel, D.S., Wright, M., Ensley, D.M., 2005. The creation of spin-off ﬁrms
at public research institutions: managerial and policy implications. Research
Policy 34 (7), 981–993.
Lockett, A., Wright, M., 2005. The creation of spin-off ﬁrms at public research
institutions: managerial and policy implcations. Research Policy 34 (7),
1043–1057.
Lowe, R.A., 2006. Who develops a university invention? The impact of tacit knowledge and licensing policies. Journal of Technology Transfer 31 (4), 415–429.
Lucas, M., Sands, A., Wolfe, D.A., 2009. Regional clusters in a global industry: ICT
clusters in Canada. European Planning Studies 17 (2), 189–209.
Markman, G.D., Phan, P.H., Balkin, D.B., Gianiodis, P.T., 2005. Entrepreneurship
and university-based technology transfer. Journal of Business Venturing 20 (2),
241–263.
Markman, G.D., Gianiodis, P.T., Phan, P.H., 2008. Full-time faculty or part-time
entrepreneurs. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 55 (1), 29–36.
Merrill, S.A., Mazza, A.-M. (Eds.), 2010. Managing University Intellectual Property in
the Public Interest. National Research Council, Washington, DC.
Mowery, D.C., Nelson, R.R., Sampat, B.N., Ziedonis, A.A., 2004. Ivory Tower and Industrial Innovation: University-Industry Technology before and after the Bayh-Dole
Act in the United States. Stanford University Press, Stanford.
Mowery, D.C., Sampat, B.N., 2005. The Bayh-Dole Act of 1980 and university-industry
technology transfer: a model for other OECD governments? Journal of Technology Transfer 30, 115–127.
National Research Council, 2010. A Data-Based Assessment of Research-Doctorate
Programs in the United States. The National Academies Press, Washington, D.C.
National Science Foundation, 2009. Survey of Research and Development Expenditures at Universities and Colleges. http://www.nsf.gov/
statistics/srvyrdexpenditures (Accessed February 14, 2011).
Nelles, J., Bramwell, A., Wolfe, D.A., 2005. History culture and path dependency: the
origins of the Waterloo ICT cluster. In: Wolfe, Davis A., Matthew, Lucas (Eds.),
Global Networks and Local Linkages: The Paradox of Cluster Development in
an Open Economy. McGill-Queen’s University Press, Montreal & Kingston, pp.
227–253.
Nelson, R.R., Winter, S.G., 1982. An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change. Harvard University Press, Cambridge.
Nicoloau, N., Birley, S., 2003. Academic networks in a trichotomous categorisation
of university spinouts. Journal of Business Venturing 18, 333–359.
Niosi, J., 2006. Success factors in Canadian academic spin-offs. Journal of Technology
Transfer 31, 451–457.
Ocasio, W., Kim, H., 1999. The circulation of corporate control: selection of functional backgrounds of new CEOs in large U.S. manufacturing ﬁrms, 1981-1992.
Administrative Science Quarterly 44 (3), 532–562.
O’Shea, R.P., Allen, T.J., Chevalier, A., Roche, F., 2005. Entrepreneurial orientation,
technology transfer and spin-off performance of U.S. universities. Research Policy 34, 994–1009.
O’Shea, R.P., Chugh, H., Allen, T.J., 2008. Determinants and consequences of university spin-off activity: a conceptual framework. Journal of Technology Transfer
33, 653–666.
Owen-Smith, J., 2005. Dockets, deals, and sagas: commensuration and the rationalization of experience in university licensing. Social Studies of Science 35 (1),
69–97.
Owen-Smith, J., Powell, W.W., 2001. To patent or not: faculty decisions and institutional success at technology transfer. Journal of Technology Transfer 26 (1),
99–114.
Pirnay, F., Surlemont, B., Nlemvo, F., 2003. Toward a typology of university spin-offs.
Small Business Economics 21 (4), 355–369.
Powers, J.B., McDougall, P.P., 2005. University start-up formation and technology licensing with ﬁrms that go public: a resource-based view of academic
entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing 20, 291–311.
Powell, W.W., Koput, K.W., Smith-Doerr, L., Bowie, J.I., 2002. The spatial clustering
of science and capital. Regional Studies 36 (3), 299–313.
Research Infosource Inc., 2011. Research Infosource: Canada’s Source of R&D Intelligence. http://www.researchinfosource.com/about.shtml (accessed February 14,
2011).
Roberts, E.B., Malone, D.E., 1996. Policies and structures for spinning off new companies from research and development organizations. R & D Management 26
(1), 17–48.
Ross and Partners, 1972. The Canadian Computer Manufacturing Industry and the
Venture Capital Market. Report to the Science Council of Canada. Unpublished
mimeograph in author’s possession.

1112

M. Kenney, D. Patton / Research Policy 40 (2011) 1100–1112

Rothaermel, F.T., Agung, S.D., Jiang, L., 2007. University entrepreneurship: a taxonomy of the literature. Industrial and Corporate Change 16 (4), 691–791.
Saisana, M., d’Hombres, B., Saltelli, A., 2011. Rickety numbers: volatility of university
rankings and policy implications. Research Policy 40 (1), 165–177.
Shane, S., 2004a. Academic Entrepreneurship: University Spin-offs and Wealth Creation. Edgar Elgar, Cheltenham, UK.
Shane, S., 2004b. Encouraging university entrepreneurship? The effect of the BayhDole Act on university patenting in the United States. Journal of Business
Venturing 19 (1), 127–151.
Shanghai Jiao Tong University, 2010. Academic Ranking World Universities.
http://www.arwu.org/aboutARWU.jsp.
Siegel, D.S., Waldman, D.S., Link, A.N., 2003. Assessing the impact of organizational practices on the productivity of university technology transfer ofﬁces:
an exploratory study. Research Policy 32, 27–48.
Siegel, D.S., Waldman, D.S., Atwater, L., Link, A.N., 2004. Toward a model of
the effective transfer of scientiﬁc knowledge from academicians to practitioners: qualitative evidence from the commercialization of university
technologies. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management 21 (1–2),
115–142.
Siegel, D.S., Wessner, C. Universities and the success of entrepreneurial ventures:
evidence from the Small Business Innovation Research Program. Journal of Technology Transfer, forthcoming.
So, A.D., Sampat, B.N., Rai, A.K., Cook-Deegan, R., Reichman, J.H., et al., 2008. Is
Bayh-Dole good for developing countries? Lessons from the US experience. PLoS
Biology 6 (10), doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.0060262v.
Stuart, T.E., Ding, W.W., 2006. When do scientists become entrepreneurs? The social
structural antecedents of commercial activity in the academic life sciences.
American Journal of Sociology 112 (1), 97–144.

Suchman, M., 1995. Managing legitimacy: strategic and institutional approaches.
Academy of Management Review 20, 571–611.
Thursby, J.G., Fuller, A., Thursby, M.C., 2009. US faculty patenting: inside and outside
the university. Research Policy 38 (1), 14–25.
Thursby, J.G., Kemp, S., 2002. Growth and productive efﬁciency of university intellectual property licensing. Research Policy 31, 109–124.
Thursby, J.G., Thursby, M.C., 2007. University licensing. Oxford Review of Economic
Policy 23 (4), 620–639.
Tolbert, P.S., Zucker, L.G., 1983. Institutional sources of change in the formal structure
of organizations: the diffusion of civil service reform, 1880-1935. Administrative
Science Quarterly 28, 22–39.
University of North Carolina, 2011. “Carolina Express License Agreement.”
http://otd.unc.edu/starting a company.php (Accessed April 11, 2011).
University of Waterloo, 2010. A brief history of the University of Waterloo. http://uwaterloo.ca/aboutuw/history/briefhistory.php (Accessed August
21, 2010).
Valentin, F., Jensen, R.L., 2007. Effects on academia-industry collaboration of extending university property rights. Journal of Technology Transfer 32 (3), 251–276.
Wennberg, K., Wiklund, J. Wright, M., in this issue. The effectiveness of university
knowledge spillovers: performance differences between university spinoffs and
corporate spinoffs. Research Policy, forthcoming.
Wright, M., Clarysse, B., Mustar, P., Lockett, A., 2007. Academic Entrepreneurship in
Europe. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham.
Xu, S.X., McNaughton, R.B., 2006. High-technology cluster evolution: a network analysis of Canada’s Technology Triangle. International Journal of Entrepreneurship
and Innovation Management 6 (6), 591–608.
Zucker, L.G., Darby, M.R., Armstrong, J., 1998. Geographically localized knowledge:
spillovers or markets? Economic Inquiry 36 (1), 65–86.

