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Summary

The mobility of workers is one of the most important channels through which knowledge

is transferred across geographical and organizational boundaries. This mechanism is partic-

ularly important in early stages of knowledge production, where knowledge is not yet fully

codified and still requires insights of the knowledge producers themselves to apply it to a

commercial use. This thesis therefore investigates the effects of the mobility of two types of

highly skilled workers on the rate and direction of innovation and research.

The first paper investigates the firm level consequences. It asks how hiring foreign R&D

workers effects the type of firm level innovation. By differentiating between explorative and

exploitative innovation, it finds that hiring foreign R&D workers is strongly associated with

exploration, and therefore can shift a firm’s inventive activities towards new technology

fields. These effects hold, even after controlling for differences in education between newly

hired foreign workers and incumbent workers, and are most pronounced when foreign workers

are from countries that are new to the firm.

The second paper investigates the individual level consequences of international mobility

in the context of academic entrepreneurship. While in this context, international mobility

is commonly linked to higher levels of scientific productivity, little remains known about

its effects on other aspects of academics’ careers, such as academic entrepreneurship. By

differentiating between different types of international mobility, the paper finds that inter-

nationally mobile native academics were more likely to start a company, whereas immigrant

academics are about 38-47% less likely to start a company in Denmark compared to re-

turnees. This difference suggests that there are substantial barriers to foreign academics’

engagement in academic entrepreneurship.

The final paper investigates how academic entrepreneurship affects scientific knowledge

production. Spanning the boundary between the academic and commercial sector, not only

requires academic entrepreneurs to fulfil multiple roles at the same time, but also leads

to the accumulation of skills and knowledge, likely to have long-term effects. This paper,
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therefore focusses on two important outcomes – scientific productivity and collaboration,

and investigates the immediate and long term effects of academic entrepreneurship. It finds,

that academic entrepreneurship is associated to an immediate drop in scientific productivity,

which persists immediately after the entrepreneurial spell, but attenuates in the long run. It

further establishes a negative effect on repeated co-authorships, persisting in the long run.

It therefore draws attention to potentially negative career effects academic entrepreneurs

face when commercializing their research.
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Resumé

Arbejdskraftmobilitet er en af de vigtigste kilder til at overføre viden p̊atværs af lande- og

virksomhedsgrænser. Det er en særligt vigtig mekanisme i de tidlige faser af videnproduktio-

nen, hvor viden ikke er fuldt ud systematiseret og stadig behøver videnproducenternes egen

indsigt for at kunne overføres. Derfor undersøger denne afhandling effekten af to former for

højtuddannet arbejdskraftmobilitet og indvirkningen p̊agraden og retningen af innovation

og forskning.

Den første artikel undersøger konsekvenserne p̊avirksomhedsplan, og hvordan rekrutter-

ing af udenlandsk R&D -arbejdskraft p̊avirker innovation i virksomheder. Ved at skelne

mellem undersøgende innovation og udnyttende innovation konstateres det i artiklen, at

rekruttering af R&D- arbejdskraft er stærkt forbundet med undersøgende innovation og at

virksomheder derfor kan rette deres innovation mod ny teknologi. Effekten varer ved, selv

n̊ar man regulerer for den kognitive distance mellem nyansat udenlandsk arbejdskraft og

allerede ansatte. Effekten er mest udtalt, n̊ar den udenlandske arbejdskraft kommer fra

lande, virksomheden ikke har erfaring med.

Den anden artikel undersøger de individuelle effekter af international mobilitet i forbindelse

med iværksætteri inden for forskningsverdenen. Selvom international mobilitet i denne sam-

menhæng sædvanligvis forbindes med højere akademisk produktivitet, ved man stadig ikke

meget om, hvordan mobiliteten p̊avirker andre aspekter af forskerkarrieren, som fx iværk-

sætteri. Ved at skelne mellem forskellige typer af international mobilitet konstateres det i

artiklen, at indfødte forskere, der er internationalt mobile, har større sandsynlighed for at

starte en virksomhed, hvorimod ikke-indfødte forskere har 38-47% mindre sandsynlighed for

at starte virksomhed i Danmark sammenlignet med dem, der vender hjem. Denne forskel

indikerer væsentlige barrierer for, at udenlandske forskere kan engagere sig i iværksætteri.

Den sidste artikel undersøger, hvordan iværksætteri blandt forskere p̊avirker den akadem-

iske videnproduktion. At undersøge grænsefeltet mellem universitetsverdenen og det private

erhvervsliv kræver ikke kun, at iværksættere skal udfylde mange roller p̊asamme tid, men
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fører ogs̊atil akkumulering af b̊ade viden og kompetencer, som sandsynligvis har langtidsef-

fekt. Artiklen fokuserer derfor p̊ato vigtige resultater – akademisk produktivitet og samarbe-

jde mellem forskere. Endvidere undersøges b̊ade den umiddelbare og den langvarige effekt af

iværksætteri inden for forskning. I artiklen konstateres det, at denne form for iværksætteri

kan forbindes med et umiddelbart fald i produktiviteten, som er stabilt til umiddelbart efter

iværksætterperioden, men derefter aftager p̊alangt sigt. Derudover p̊avises en negativ effekt

p̊agentagent medforfatterskab, som varer ved p̊alangt sigt. Dermed skabes der opmærk-

somhed om en potentielt negativ effekt p̊aforskernes karriere, hvis de ønsker at markedsføre

deres forskning.
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14 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The importance of basic scientific research and innovation to economic growth and de-

velopment has long been recognized (Schumpeter, 1942; Romer, 1990; Mokyr et al., 2002;

Nelson, 1959). Many groundbreaking innovations, such as DNA amplification and global

positioning systems (GPS), take their origins at universities (Ahmadpoor & Jones, 2017;

Murray, Aghion, Dewatripont, Kolev, & Stern, 2016). Also, firms view knowledge pro-

duced in academia as a source of competitive advantage. This importance has recently been

quantified by Ahmadpoor and Jones (2017), who showed that around 61% of commercial

innovations can be traced back to knowledge derived from academia, and Marx and Fuegi

(2020) highlighted how firms rely on science.

The outcomes of basic scientific research are, however, of uncertain value, as they are

not directly applicable to commercial problems, and knowledge of their use and creation are

often tacit (Cowan, David, & Foray, 2000; Polanyi, 1962).To translate this type of knowl-

edge, the importance of involving the knowledge producers themselves is often emphasized;

therefore, a way through which such knowledge can be transferred across geographical and

organizational boundaries is via the mobility of highly skilled individuals. This mobility

has been shown to play an important role in the transfer of tacit and highly contextualized

knowledge (Polanyi, 1962; Choudhury & Kim, 2019; Zucker & Darby, 1996). This, thesis

focuses on two types of mobility of highly skilled workers and investigates its effects on the

rate and direction of innovation and scientific research. The first type of mobility is the in-

ternational mobility of scientists and engineers. The second type refers to the cross-sectoral

mobility of academic scientists.

Over the past decades, the international mobility of scientists and engineers has steadily

increased (Scellato, Franzoni, & Stephan, 2012). As cross-border mobility has become easier

and information about opportunities are more widely accessible, an increasing number of

individuals take up employment in countries, other than their home country (W. Kerr,

2018).

On the individual level, international mobility is commonly associated with superior

productivity and higher levels of entrepreneurship. This is corroborated by a vast number
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of studies that show that internationally mobile scientists are more productive on average

(Scellato et al., 2012), and are overrepresented among Nobel Prize winners (Hunt, 2010).

Furthermore, in a non-academic setting, immigrants are overrepresented among inventors

(Breschi & Lissoni, 2009) and among founders of high-tech companies (S. P. Kerr & Kerr,

2016).

While international mobility is argued to increase the flow of knowledge and exchange

of ideas, its effects are difficult to evaluate independently from its motivations. There-

fore, studies exploiting changes in the freedom to move and involuntary movements provide

valuable insight into the effects of immigration and international mobility. In this line, im-

migration has been linked to the transfer of technological knowhow (Hornung, 2014) and

the transfer of knowledge (Ganguli, 2015; Moser, Voena, & Waldinger, 2011; Choudhury

& Kim, 2019), and, on a more aggregate level, to industry and technology specific shifts

in patenting (Akcigit, Grigsby, & Nicholas, 2017; Bahar, Choudhury, & Rapoport, 2020;

Morrison, Petralia, & Diodato, 2018).

The second type of mobility refers to the mobility between different types of organiza-

tions, commonly attributed to different sectors: universities and private firms (Allen, 1977;

Dasgupta & David, 1994; Cohen, Sauermann, & Stephan, 2020). The main difference be-

tween these two sectors is commonly associated with the norms and incentives governing the

production of knowledge. Academic scientists have shown to be motivated by intellectual

freedom and disclosure of results (Merton, 1973), to the extent that they are even willing

to give up higher salaries in order to achieve this (Stern, 2004).

Nonetheless, the boundaries between the two sectors are not as sharp as commonly be-

lieved (Dasgupta & David, 1994). Scientists do not always choose topics purely basesd

on scientific potential, but are also directed by commercial incentives (Rosenberg, 1982),

the availability of science-related funding (Myers, 2020; Evans, 2010; Goldfarb, 2008), and

research conducted at local industries (Sohn, 2020). Some scientists also have strong pref-

erences for commercialization and aim to benefit financially from their discoveries by start-

ing companies themselves (Rothaermel, Agung, & Jiang, 2007; Perkmann et al., 2013).



16 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Taken together, this type of mobility offers the potential to shape knowledge production in

academia (Buenstorf, 2009; Toole & Czarnitzki, 2010; Fini, Perkmann, & Ross, 2021).

1.1 Thesis Structure

This thesis investigates how two types of mobility, international and cross-sectoral, of

highly skilled workers affect the rate and direction of innovation and scientific research.

Chapters 2 and 3 focus on the effects of international mobility. Chapters 3 and 4 focus on

the cross-sectoral mobility of academics, spanning academia and entrepreneurship. Chapters

2 and 4 share the focus on how individual level experiences in different sectors or countries

shape the production of knowledge. Overall, this thesis builds on uniquely comprehensive

matched employer–employee data, which has been enhanced by patent applications and

scientific publications, both at the individual as well as the organizational level, and detailed

survey data of Danish academics. Table 1 contains a more detailed overview of the chapters,

and the remainder of this section describes each chapter in more detail.
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18 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 Chapter 2: In search of new knowledge: When does hiring

foreign R&D workers foster exploration?

Chapter 2 of this dissertation focuses on how hiring foreign R&D workers affects the types

of firms’ subsequent innovations. The inward mobility of highly skilled workers has long been

acknowledged to foster knowledge spillovers between firms and affect innovation (Tzabbar,

2009; Agarwal, Ganco, & Ziedonis, 2009). A particular driver of this effect pertains to the

characteristics of hired workers (Tzabbar, 2009; Bogers, Foss, & Lyngsie, 2018; Solheim,

Boschma, & Herstad, 2020; Kaiser, Kongsted, Laursen, & Ejsing, 2018). It has been well

documented that especially strong effects on firm innovation and technological repositioning

are to be expected when firms hire workers who are technologically distant from the firms’

expertise (Tzabbar, 2009; Markus & Kongsted, 2013). Another aspect that can differentiate

workers is their country of origin and the country in which they acquired their education

and formal training (Choudhury & Kim, 2019). Despite an increasing interest in the effects

of immigration on innovation in aggregate, less remains known about the effects of hiring

foreign workers on firm innovation.

This chapter differentiates between two types of innovation – exploration and exploita-

tion. These two types differ in regard to their antecedents. Exploitation is commonly

associated with a firm’s ability to exploit existing knowledge and innovate incrementally

along the firm’s existing trajectory (March, 1991). Exploration requires a firm to look be-

yond its local boundaries and make use of knowledge in unfamiliar domains (March, 1991;

Silverman, 1999; Kehoe & Tzabbar, 2015). By focusing on the transfer of knowledge across

firm boundaries, the learning-by-hiring literature has emphasized the beneficial effects re-

lated to the recruitment, and actual mobility of, the new employees and the firm’s innovative

performance (Kaiser, Kongsted, & Rønde, 2015).

To address this research question empirically, this paper makes use of the Danish linked

employer–employee data, which are merged with firm-level patent data from the European

Patent Office (EPO). These data identify the annual movement of employees, their immigra-
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tion background, their highest degree of education and job function, as well as the inventive

output of the corresponding firm and the technology domains in which this activity is situ-

ated. Our analysis focuses on a set of 376 Danish R&D active firms between 2001 and 2013.

It further exploits changes in the Danish preferential tax scheme for foreign researchers and

key employees, as a (quasi) natural experiment to strengthen causal inference.

This chapter shows how the recruitment of foreign R&D workers not only positively

affects the propensity of a firm to explore new technological fields, but also enhances the

number of newly explored technological fields and the value of such innovations. Further,

investigating the citation patterns of the patents filed by the hiring firm provides additional

evidence, suggesting that firms hiring foreign R&D workers draw on more diverse solution

sets and previously unexploited knowledge in the development of new technologies.

1.1.2 Chapter 3: Beyond scientific excellence: Are internation-

ally mobile researchers more likely to become academic en-

trepreneurs?

In line with the previous chapter, Chapter 3 is concerned with the consequences of 

international mobility of highly skilled individuals. The extant literature investigates the 

relationship between the international mobility of scientists and their subsequent academic 

output (Scellato et al., 2012; S. P. Kerr & Kerr, 2016; Breschi & Lissoni, 2009; Hunt, 2010); 

however, the effects on knowledge transfer require further exploration.

Knowledge transfer and academic entrepreneurship rely on localized social networks and 

require specific knowledge about the local context (Stuart & Sorenson, 2007; Owen-Smith 

& Powell, 2003; Stuart & Ding, 2006), which may get disrupted during an entrepreneurial 

spell. International mobility has been linked to attributes and the acquisition of traits 

that are also associated with entrepreneurial entry (Borjas, 1987; S. P. Kerr & Kerr, 2016). 

Immigrants have been shown to be over represented among entrepreneurs, especially in 

knowledge-intensive ventures (Saxenian, 2000; Stephan & Levin, 2001).

Chapter 2 of this dissertation, therefore focuses on the relationship between the interna-
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tional mobility of scientists and academic entrepreneurship. Comparing the entrepreneurial

activities of internationally mobile natives with their non-mobile native colleagues, this

chapter finds a positive and significant difference between these groups in terms of the like-

lihood of starting a company, highlighting the possible benefits of international experience.

However, when comparing the two groups of internationally mobile scientists -– returnees

and immigrants -– I find that immigrants are significantly less likely to start a company in

Denmark.

This chapter makes use of a representative survey, which contains detailed information

on the mobility history and the entrepreneurial activity of 3,400 Danish academics and, is

complemented with publication data from Scopus. Academic entrepreneurship is defined

based on a survey question, which asked for the involvement of scientists in setting up

a company based on their research. To estimate differences in probabilities of starting a

company in Denmark, a discrete time hazard model is estimated. Another finding of this

chapter pertains to the consideration of different types of international mobility. Thus,

it does not solely consider immigrants but also internationally mobile native workers, i.e.

returnees.

1.1.3 Chapter 4: The effects of academic entrepreneurship on

knowledge production and collaboration in academia

This dissertation finishes by investigating the consequences of academic entrepreneur-

ship in Chapter 4. Although a large strand of literature investigates the antecedents of

academic entrepreneurship (Perkmann et al., 2013), surprisingly little remains known about

how an entrepreneurial spell affects scientific knowledge production. The studies that have

investigated the effects of academic entrepreneurship on productivity have mainly focus on

one-time transitions (e.g., Toole & Czarnitzki, 2010). However, just like entrepreneurial

spells outside academia (e.g., Manso, 2016), many spells of academic entrepreneurship are

fleeting and the skills and experiences acquired through such spells are also likely to have

long-term effects on various aspects of scientific knowledge production.
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One such aspect is collaborative knowledge production. Over the past decades, collabo-

ration and teamwork have become the dominant mode of knowledge production in science

(Jones, Wuchty, & Uzzi, 2008; Rahmandad & Vakili, 2019; Jones, 2009). Therefore, it is

important to investigate how the effects of entrepreneurial commercialization of scientific

discoveries affect scientists’ subsequent output as entrepreneurial spells and collaboration

with industry have shown to affect research endeavors.

Thus, this chapter begs the question of how academic entrepreneurship affects the

productivity and collaboration patterns of academic scientists, both during and after en-

trepreneurial spells. I answer this question using the Danish linked employer–employee data,

which I matched with publication data from Scopus, covering the years 1999–2016. I focus

on academics who start a company between 2004 and 2008, and conducted a case-cohort

sampling design, matching the two closest non-entrepreneurial scientists, based on several

observable demographic characteristics.

I find that academic entrepreneurship has negative effects on the productivity of scientists

even after returning full time to academia, but that these effects do attenuate over time. I

confirm prior findings by showing that academics shift their focus towards more exploratory

research. Further, my results suggest a significant effect on collaboration, by inducing the

exploration of new co-authors in the short run, but through fewer repeated co-author ties

in the long run.

1.2 Contributions

This thesis advances the understanding of how individual-level characteristics and ex-

periences shape the activities of academics and knowledge search in firm-level innovation.

More specifically, Chapter 2 analyzes how hiring foreign R&D workers in contrast to native

R&D workers, affects exploration. Chapter 3 investigates the consequences of international

mobility in the context of academia. More specifically, it investigates the how different types

of international mobility affect the propensity of entrepreneurial commercialization of their

research. Chapter 4, the final chapter of this thesis, combines the ideas of the two prior
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chapters and investigates the consequences of entrepreneurial spells of academics on their

research productivity and collaboration patterns. Below, I clarify in more detail how the

individual papers contribute to different strands of literature.

Chapter 2, contributes to two streams of literature. The first stream of literature on

immigration and innovation mainly focused on the mobility of individuals and implications

for aggregate innovation (W. R. Kerr, 2010); less attention is paid to how foreign R&D

workers contribute to the type of innovation at the organizational level (Laursen, Leten,

Nguyen, & Vancauteren, 2019). This chapter finds that in contrast to native R&D workers,

foreign hires have a particularly strong impact on exploration. A further contribution is

made to the literature on learning by hiring (e.g., Song, Almeida, & Wu, 2003; Tzabbar,

2009), by emphasizing that not just cognitive distance between new and incumbent workers,

but also the context in which professional experiences have been acquired can have an impact

on search and innovation.

Chapter 3 of this thesis contributes to the literature on international mobility in sci-

ence (Scellato et al., 2012) and academic entrepreneurship (Perkmann et al., 2013). Both

phenomena have extensively been studied, but as international mobility becomes an increas-

ingly common part of academics’ careers, it is also important to investigate how international

mobility effects scientists’ careers, beyond their research productivity. My findings suggest

that international mobility has a positive effect on entrepreneurship for native academics,

which implies that traits and experiences associated with international mobility may indeed

foster the entrepreneurial commercialization of scientific discoveries. However, immigrant

academics are less likely to commercialize their discoveries through entrepreneurship, even

after controlling for the motivations and taste for entrepreneurship. This highlights the

importance of localized factors, such as networks, knowledge of the context, and recogni-

tion of opportunities for academic entrepreneurship. In sum, this chapter also adds to the

literature that international mobility might also disrupt traditional channels of knowledge

transfer; thus, it has also very practical and policy implications.

Finally Chapter 4 contributes to the literature on academic entrepreneurship (Toole &
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Czarnitzki, 2010; Fini et al., 2021) and the literature on the economics of science (Myers,

2020; Teodoridis, 2018). Extending prior literature, this chapter conceptualizes academic

entrepreneurship as both, a state and a treatment. It therefore investigates the persistence

of the effects of academic entrepreneurship on productivity and collaboration patterns of

scientists. The findings suggest that academic entrepreneurs face a 25% drop in productivity

during their entrepreneurial spell, which closely resembles prior findings. It further shows

that this discount also persists for up to five years after the spell has— ended. By further

investigating changing collaboration patterns of former entrepreneurs, the findings suggest

that even several years after the end of an entrepreneurial spell, former entrepreneurs explore

more and repeat less co-authorships, even after controlling for shifting scientific fields. This

might suggest that skills acquired through academic entrepreneurship are not fully trans-

ferable to collaborative knowledge production in science, and thus, might also be harmful

to scientists’ careers. These findings provide a starting point for future research.
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2.1 Introduction

It is well established that, in order to stay competitive over time, firms cannot solely

rely on the exploitation of their existing knowledge and technologies, but need to explore

novel technology fields simultaneously (March, 1991; Nelson & Winter, 1982). However, the

increasing complexity of developing novel technologies and specialization of human capital

has put pressure on firms to obtain access to external knowledge, while creating oppor-

tunities for learning and avoiding the duplication of ideas (e.g., Nelson & Winter, 1982;

Henderson & Clark, 1990; March, 1991; Arora, Belenzon, & Patacconi, 2018; B. N. Bloom,

Jones, Reenen, & Webb, 2020).

Extensive research has focused on the formal and informal mechanisms through which

firms can overcome their local search constraints and identify, access, and integrate valuable

knowledge that resides outside the boundaries of the firm for this purpose (e.g., Cohen &

Levinthal, 1990; Rosenkopf & Nerkar, 2001; Rosenkopf & Almeida, 2003). As a result of the

tacit and person-embodied dimension of scientific and technological knowledge, prior work

has argued that the recruitment and mobility of R&D workers is an effective channel for

firms to acquire access to external knowledge and skills (e.g., Song, Almeida, & Wu, 2003;

Agarwal, Ganco, & Ziedonis, 2009). Yet, the degree to which firms are able to overcome local

boundaries and explore novel technology fields through this channel depends on the relative

novelty of the knowledge and skills these R&D workers bring (Markus & Kongsted, 2013).

Whereas prior work has examined the contribution of scientists and R&D workers with

experience in different industries (Tzabbar, 2009), little is known about the implications

of the recruitment of R&D workers who acquired their knowledge and skills in different

geographical contexts.

Notwithstanding the fact that a growing body of literature assesses the effects of skilled

migration on innovation (Kerr & Lincoln, 2010; Hunt & Gauthier-loiselle, n.d.; Ghosh et al.,

2015; Laursen et al., 2019), it remains unclear how the recruitment of foreign R&D workers

– as opposed to the recruitment of native R&D workers – affects the exploratory character of
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firms’ technology development activity. While a notable exception is provided by Choudhury

and Kim (2019), who show that immigrants contribute to innovation through the reuse and

recombination of knowledge locked in their home countries, an important question remains

unanswered, namely, how do different geographical and technical backgrounds of foreign

R&D recruits affect the exploratory character of hiring firms’ inventive output..

This paper intends to fill this gap, by asking how hiring foreign R&D workers affects

firm-level exploration. Specifically, we analyze when the recruitment of native and foreign

R&D workers fosters firm-level exploration most significantly, by exploiting the heterogene-

ity of their educational qualifications and geographical origins to account for their relative

distance vis-à-vis the hiring firm’s incumbent R&D workforce. Building on previous re-

search, we hypothesize that the recruitment of foreign R&D workers positively affects the

exploratory character of the hiring firms’ inventive output, and that this effect is stronger

as compared to the effect of the recruitment of native R&D workers. We argue that hiring

R&D workers, stemming from different geographical origins may not only provide access to

knowledge that is not accessible within the recruiting firms’ geographical boundaries (Jaffe,

Trajtenberg, & Henderson, 1993; Moser, Voena, & Waldinger, 2018; Akcigit, Grigsby, &

Nicholas, 2017; Hornung, 2014; Choudhury & Kim, 2019), but also that knowledge brought

by R&D recruits originating from different geographical areas is likely to differ with respect

to the setting in which it was acquired. As a consequence of country-specific attributes and

differences in the institutional set-up, organizational practices, demand conditions, and cul-

tural background across countries, even the skills and problem-solving perspectives brought

by R&D workers stemming from different geographical contexts but with similar formal

qualifications and active in the same technological areas as local R&D workers, may sig-

nificantly differ (Bartholomew, 1997; Phene, Fladmoe-Lindquist, & Marsh, 2006; Scalera,

Perri, & Hannigan, 2018; Ozgen, Peters, Niebuhr, Nijkamp, & Poot, 2014; Alesina, Harnoss,

& Rapoport, 2016; Mattoo, Neagu, & Özden, 2012).

In order to address this research question empirically, we make use of the Danish linked

employer-employee data and firm-level patent data from the European Patent Office (EPO).
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This data allows us to accurately identify the annual movement of employees, their immigra-

tion background, their highest degree of education and job function, as well as the inventive

output of the corresponding firm and the technology domains in which this activity is situ-

ated. Our analysis focuses on a precisely defined set of 376 Danish R&D active firms over

the period from 2001 to 2013. In addition, we exploit an exogenous shock in the supply

of high-skilled foreign workers introduced by an extension of the Danish preferential tax

scheme for foreign researchers and key employees in 2008, as a (quasi) natural experiment

to strengthen causal inference (Jacobsen Kleven, Landais, Saez, & Schultz, 2014; Akcigit,

Baslandze, & Stantcheva, 2016).

The outcomes of our study provide robust evidence that the recruitment of foreign R&D

workers positively affects the recruiting firms’ subsequent exploratory activity, measured

as the extent to which these firms develop technologies situated in previously unexplored

technology fields. This effect is significantly larger than the corresponding effect related to

the recruitment of native R&D workers. Yet, we find that this is only the case when these

foreign R&D workers are hired from geographical contexts that are represented within firms’

incumbent R&D workforce to a lesser extent. Further investigating the citation patterns of

the patents filed by firms in our sample, we confirm that firms hiring foreign R&D workers

draw on more diverse solution sets and previously unexploited knowledge in the development

of new technologies. Interestingly, we show that, in contrast to native R&D hires, the re-

cruitment of foreign R&D workers leads to increased levels of exploratory activity even when

the similarity between the educational background of these new hires and firms’ incumbent

R&D workforce is high. This finding provides support for our expectation that, even though

newly hired foreign workers are close to the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce in terms of

their educational backgrounds, their skills and knowledge might still serve as a source of

exploratory insights as they bring different innovation-related problem-solving perspectives

shaped by their distinct geographical background. Nonetheless, additional analyses show

that the recruitment of such foreign R&D workers only moderately affects firms’ techno-

logical repositioning. Solely foreign R&D hires for whom the educational distance between
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themselves and the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce is large are positively and significantly

related to a strong technological repositioning.

In summary, the contribution of this paper is twofold. First, our findings add to the

existing literature on firm-level exploration by highlighting that the relationship between

firm-level exploration and high-skilled R&D recruitment does not only depend on the tech-

nological content of newly hired R&D workers’ knowledge, but also on the geographical

context in which they acquired this knowledge. Second, this study contributes to the broad

literature on immigration and innovation by showing how native and foreign R&D hires

differently affect firm-level exploration, and by emphasizing the argument that foreign R&D

hires are not merely substitutes for domestic R&D hires.

2.2 Theory & Hypotheses Development

We aim to investigate how newly hired foreign R&D workers – as opposed to newly

hired native R&D workers – affect firm-level exploration. Whereas exploitation is commonly

associated with local search leading to the development of incremental improvements along

a firm’s existing technology trajectory, the exploration of novel technology fields requires a

firm to look beyond its local boundaries and to delve into unfamiliar technological component

spaces (March, 1991; Silverman, 1999; Tzabbar & Kehoe, 2014). For the purpose of our

study, we apply a firm-level perspective and define exploration as the successful development

of technologies situated in previously unexplored technological fields from the perspective

of the firm (Katila & Ahuja, 2002).

It is well established that a firm’s ability to innovate depends to a large extent on the

knowledge held by its employees (Felin, Foss, & Ployhart, 2015; Toh, 2014; Galunic & Ro-

dan, 1998) and its capability to effectively organize and recombine this knowledge (Aggarwal,

Hsu, & Wu, 2019; Dahlander, O’Mahony, & Gann, 2016; Paruchuri & Awate, 2017; Grant,

1996). However, the skills and routines required for exploitation and exploration are argued

to be different. Exploitation is commonly associated with a firm’s ability to exploit existing

knowledge and innovate incrementally along the firm’s existing trajectory (March, 1991).
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Exploration, in contrast, requires a firm to look beyond its local boundaries and make use of

knowledge in unfamiliar domains (March, 1991; Silverman, 1999; Tzabbar & Kehoe, 2014).

Focusing on the transfer of knowledge across firm boundaries, the learning-by-hiring litera-

ture has emphasized the beneficial effects related to the recruitment, and actual mobility, of

new employees and firms’ innovative performance (e.g., Marx, Strumsky, & Fleming, 2009;

Song et al., 2003; Agarwal et al., 2009; Singh & Agrawal, 2011; Cassiman, Veugelers, &

Arts, 2018).

Consequently, the recruitment of workers bearing knowledge that is novel, relative to the

knowledge held by a firms’ incumbent workforce, is expected to have a particularly strong

effect on exploration (e.g., Phelps, 2010). Accordingly, we argue that newly hired foreign

R&D workers may present a source of novel and unfamiliar knowledge from the perspective

of the recruiting firm, and positively affect this firm’s exploratory technology development.

The existing literature points to various reasons as to why firms’ newly hired foreign

R&D workers may present a source of novel knowledge, and why this knowledge might be

even more novel from the perspective of the recruiting firm than the knowledge brought in

by newly hired native R&D workers. To start, foreign R&D workers are likely to have been

exposed to a different set of technologies and organizational practices than have domestic

R&D workers (Fleming, 2001; Gruber, Harhoff, & Hoisl, 2013). As a result of heterogeneity

in the distribution of technological advantages, along with the localization of knowledge

and its spatial concentration, different countries and regions possess distinct technological

knowledge, and organizational practices differ largely across distinct geographical contexts

(Jaffe et al., 1993; N. Bloom & Van Reenen, 2007; Delgado, Ketels, Porter, & Stern, 2012).

Moreover, differences in institutional set-up and demand conditions lead industries to

evolve differently across different countries (Bartholomew, 1997; Phene et al., 2006; Scalera

et al., 2018). Even the skills and problem-solving perspectives of R&D workers, stemming

from different geographical contexts but with similar formal qualifications and active in the

same technological area as local R&D workers, may still significantly differ as a result of their

distinct cultural backgrounds and country-specific attributes (Ozgen et al., 2014; Alesina et
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al., 2016; Mattoo et al., 2012). The work of Phene et al. (2006) underlines the importance of

considering knowledge’s geographical origins in addition to its technological space, as they

find that knowledge distant on either dimension enables a firm to make novel associations.

In a related study, Tzabbar and Vestal (2015) show that geographically dispersed teams

gain access to diverse knowledge and are therefore more likely to develop novel innovations.

In contrast, if all workers share the same knowledge and backgrounds, which might be

reinforced by co-location, novel ideas are unlikely to emerge (Amabile, 1988).

Additionally, foreign workers are likely to differ from natives in terms of their (profes-

sional) networks, and the type and scope of knowledge to which they have access (Solheim

& Fitjar, 2018). Notably, knowledge has been shown to flow disproportionately through

ethnic ties (Kerr, 2008; Breschi & Lissoni, 2009). Oettl and Agrawal (2008) have provided

evidence that hiring foreign workers relates to an increased flow of knowledge from the

workers’ countries of origin to the recruiting firms. In addition, native and foreign R&D

workers are expected to differ with respect to their individual problem-solving capabilities

(Page, 2007; Berliant & Fujita, 2012). The study of Godart, Maddux, Shipilov, and Galin-

sky (2015) reveals that foreign professional experience and working in different contexts is

linked to larger levels of creativity. Workers with such experiences have been shown to not

only expose other workers to more novel ideas, but also to provide them with better abilities

by which to communicate and implement such ideas (Godart et al., 2015; Galunic & Rodan,

1998).

Nonetheless, the recruitment of foreign workers may also cause communication and inte-

gration frictions. As reported by the diversity literature, returns to geographical or ethnic

diversity decrease with an increased cost of communication. These costs can mainly be

attributed to differences in language (Bathelt, Cantwell, & Mudambi, 2018). However, the

existence of a language barrier is likely to diminish with the degree of education and profi-

ciency in a common language, e.g., English. Highly skilled R&D workers can be expected to

be proficient in English, particularly with respect to their domain of technological expertise,

as most scientific and professional literature is published in English. The integration costs
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firms face when hiring highly skilled migrants are discussed in depth by Laursen et al. (2019).

Similarly, they argue that the cost of integration and acculturation is inversely related to

the level of education. Thus, when considering foreign R&D workers, communication and

integration costs can be expected to be limited and are unlikely to hamper the transfer and

integration of knowledge.

By combining the abovementioned streams of literature and further building on recent

insights from the literature on immigration and innovation (Hornung, 2014; Moser et al.,

2018; Laursen et al., 2019; Choudhury & Kim, 2019), we argue that foreign R&D work-

ers who newly enter a firm are more likely to provide the firm with novel insights and

different innovation-related problem perspectives as compared to native R&D recruits, for

two main reasons. First, foreign R&D workers are more likely to be educated in different

fields and, therefore, are specialized in different technologies. Second, the knowledge and

problem-solving perspectives brought by foreign R&D workers most likely differ with regard

to the context in which they were acquired and are, therefore, shaped by distinct cultural

backgrounds, knowledge networks, organizational practices, institutional set-up, demand

conditions and country-specific attributes. In sum, we predict that, by hiring foreign R&D

workers, firms may increase the potential of novel ideas stemming from their R&D workforce,

and gain access to new and complementary pieces of knowledge. Moreover, we argue that

foreign R&D workers who newly enter a firm are more likely to provide the firm with novel

insights and different innovation-related problem perspectives as compared to native R&D

recruits. As accessing such knowledge is key for organizations to explore novel technology

fields, our baseline hypotheses are the following:

Hypothesis (H1a): Newly hired foreign R&D workers are positively related to the

hiring firm’s exploratory technology development.

Hypothesis (H1b): Newly hired foreign R&D workers are more positively related to

the hiring firm’s exploratory technology development than are newly hired native R&D

workers.

Despite the expectation that hiring foreign R&D workers is positively related to a firm’s
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exploratory technology development, the effects are likely to differ, depending on the rela-

tive novelty of the knowledge and skills these R&D workers actually bring. Based on the

findings of prior work (e.g., Laursen et al., 2019) and the arguments made in the previous

section, we expect that hiring R&D workers from geographical contexts, that are to a lesser

extent presented within a firm’s incumbent R&D workforce, will provide the firm access to

relatively more novel knowledge and skills, and consequently will foster subsequent firm-level

exploration in a more intensive manner. We argue that by increasing the scope of origins

of its R&D hires, firms increase the set of new ideas entering the firm and opportunities for

recombination.

Nevertheless, while the generation of ideas is commonly positively associated with knowl-

edge dissimilarity (e.g., Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Parrotta, Pozzoli, & Pytlikova, 2014;

Hoisl, Gruber, & Conti, 2017), previous literature has also established that learning poten-

tial decreases if knowledge stocks are too diverse (Hamel, 1991; Mowery, Oxley, & Silverman,

1996; Sampson, 2007; Nooteboom, 2000; Fleming & Sorenson, 2004). Theories surrounding

organizational learning emphasize that a balance needs to be established between the oppor-

tunity of accessing novel insights on the one hand, and the risk of increased communication,

coordination, and integration costs on the other hand (Mowery, Oxley, & Silverman, 1998;

Sampson, 2007; Nooteboom, 2000). Thus, such integration frictions might be particularly

present when firms aspire to access and integrate the knowledge originating from previously

unexplored geographical contexts. These costs relate primarily to the de-contextualization

of knowledge and adaptation to the internal context of the firm (Bathelt et al., 2018; Hansen,

1999). Yet, in view of our study, these frictions are expected to be substantially reduced as

a result of the actual mobility of the workers in which the relevant knowledge is embedded.

Establishing relational strength at the individual level through frequent interactions has

been argued to facilitate the transfer of knowledge, and to lower the communication and

integration costs (Tzabbar & Vestal, 2015). Moreover, when highly educated and skilled

R&D workers are hired, relational strength is likely to build up fast, as these workers are

co-located, share a scientific background, work together on a regular basis, and communica-
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tion costs are expected to be limited (Gittelman, 2007; Berry, 1997; Laursen et al., 2019).

For these reasons, we expect the exploration-related benefits of hiring high-skilled R&D

workers from novel geographical origins to outweigh a potential increase in communication

and integration costs.

In light of the literature discussed, we argue that continuously hiring foreign R&D work-

ers from the same geographic location is more likely to result in redundancies of knowledge

and skills, which will affect firms’ exploratory technology development less intensively. In

short, we expect that hiring R&D workers from geographical contexts that are to a lesser

extent represented within a firm’s incumbent R&D workforce will bring about beneficial

learning opportunities and fuel firm-level exploration most significantly. Thus, we posit the

following hypothesis:

Hypothesis (H2): The positive relationship between hiring foreign R&D workers

and firm-level exploration is most pronounced when the overlap in geographical origins

between these R&D workers and the hiring firms’ incumbent R&D workforce is low.

As discussed, prior literature has pointed out that the recruitment of individuals with

different educational and technological backgrounds enables firms to access novel knowledge

(e.g., Almeida & Kogut, 1999) and is positively associated with exploration (e.g., Tzab-

bar, 2009). The importance of simultaneously considering knowledge’s geographical origins

and technological dimensions, has been emphasized by the work of Phene et al. (2006).

Investigating the interaction of technological distance and geographical origins of external

knowledge accessed in the production of breakthrough innovations, they find that knowl-

edge distant on either dimension enables a firm to make novel associations. Extending these

arguments, this paper proposes that foreign R&D hires – as opposed to native R&D hires

– may not only foster the hiring firm’s exploratory technology development by providing

access to technologically distant knowledge, but that also their unique innovation-related

problem-solving perspectives shaped by their distinct geographical origins may increase the

relative novelty of the knowledge and skills these R&D workers bring, and serve as a source

of exploratory insights. To find support for this claim, it is highly relevant to evaluate the
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contributions of R&D hires while accounting for the educational distance between these

hires and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce.

Specifically, we hypothesize that newly hired foreign R&D workers will positively relate to

firms’ exploratory technology development even at high levels of educational similarity with

the recruiting firms’ incumbent R&D workforce. We argue that, despite being close to firms’

incumbent workforce in terms of their educational background, the skills and knowledge

of foreign R&D workers might still significantly differ from those of native R&D workers

because of their distinct geographical context and cultural background (Ozgen et al., 2014;

Alesina et al., 2016; Mattoo et al., 2012). Due to different applications of technologies and

country-specific attributes, foreign R&D hires, even when active in the same technological

area, are not merely perfect substitutes for their native counterparts and are, therefore,

expected to provide novel knowledge and insights that might foster exploration.

In contrast, we expect that hiring native R&D workers with very similar educational

backgrounds as that of firms’ incumbent R&D workforce will lead to an increased duplication

of ideas and will inhibit the exploration of technological opportunities situated outside firms’

established fields of expertise. Given that the knowledge embedded in R&D recruits who

received their education and gained work experience within the firm’s national boundaries

has been shaped by a similar scientific, technological, institutional and cultural environment,

as well as by the same country-specific attributes, we propose that the extent to which hiring

such R&D workers presents a source of novel ideas and distinct innovation-related problem-

solving will highly depend on the overlap in the educational background between these hires

and the recruiting firms’ incumbent R&D workforce. In summary, we hypothesize as follows:

Hypothesis (H3): In contrast to native R&D hires, foreign R&D hires are positively

related to firm-level exploration even if the educational similarity between themselves

and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce is high.
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2.3 Data, Variables, & Methodology

2.3.1 Sample Construction

In order to address the proposed research questions, we construct a panel dataset of

all Danish innovation-active firms over the period from 2001 to 2013.1 We include all

private Danish firms with at least one EPO patent application over this period, employing

a minimum of five employees of which at least one is an R&D worker (on a yearly basis).

Patent data is sourced from the PATSTAT database (spring edition 2018) and employer-

employee data is taken from the Danish registry data, provided by Denmark Statistics.2 In

correspondence with Kaiser et al. (2015) and Kaiser et al. (2018), we define R&D workers as

those employees within a firm who are likely to be engaged in R&D-related tasks. In order

for an employee to be identified as an R&D worker, two main criteria must be satisfied. First,

(i) this employee needs to hold a master’s or doctoral degree in technical or natural science,

veterinary and agricultural sciences, or health sciences (Kaiser et al., 2018). Further, since

not all high-skilled workers are necessarily conducting R&D related tasks, (ii) the second

criterion requires the identified high-skilled workers’ job functions to involve the use or

production of knowledge at an advanced level. For this purpose, we rely on the International

Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO) included in the Danish registry data. In

addition, to be classified as an R&D worker, these individuals must be aged between 20 and

75 years. Our final sample includes 3,732 firm-year observations of 376 unique R&D active

firms over the period 2001–2013.

As a robustness check, a second, more restricted, sample is constructed by utilizing

coarsened exact matching (CEM) in order to decrease the likelihood that potential pre-

treatment differences between treated and control firms confound our results (see section

2.4.4).

1We focus on the 2001–2013 time period as this is the longest period for which consistent firm identifiers
are available in our dataset.

2EPO data does not have a unique firm identification number of the type used by Statistics Denmark;
therefore, the EPO data was mostly manually attached to Statistics Denmark’s firm identifiers (Kaiser,
Kongsted, & Rønde, 2015)
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2.3.2 Variables

Dependent variables

Conceptually, we apply a firm-level lens and define exploratory activity as technology

development situated in technology fields that are novel from the perspective of the firm

(Katila & Ahuja, 2002). In order to identify the novel character of firms’ technology de-

velopment, firms’ technological activities in new or existing technology fields are measured

by means of the technology class information assigned to their patents (Belderbos, Faems,

Leten, & Van Looy, 2010). For this purpose, the IPC (international patent classification)

4-digit level is used. We consider a technology class as exploratory if the firm has previously

not patented in that technology field. The variable Exploratory Patent Count accounts for

the number of technologically novel patents filed by firm i in year t, that is, patents situated

in a technology field in which the firm has not patented before.3,4,5,6

Notwithstanding our focus on firms’ exploratory activity, we aim to place our findings

into broader perspective by simultaneously examining how the recruitment of native and

foreign R&D workers relates to hiring firms’ subsequent non-exploratory technology devel-

opment activity. This also allows us to better understand to what extent our findings may

be driven by an increase in firms’ overall innovative productivity. To this end, the variable

Non-Exploratory Patent Count is constructed and accounts for the number of patents filed

in non-novel technology classes from the perspective of the firm – that is, technology classes

in which the firm has already previously patented.

3In case more than one technology class is assigned to a patent, that patent is considered as exploratory
if at least one of the assigned technology classes is new to the firm.

4As a robustness check, we apply a five-year window: we consider a technology class as novel-to-the-firm
in application year t, if the firm has not patented in the relevant technology domain over the past five years
(t-5 to t-1 ). All results are robust.

5As a robustness check, we use the count of exploratory technology fields in which firm i has been active
in year t as opposed to the count of exploratory patents filed by firm i in year t. All results are robust to
using this dependent variable.

6As a robustness check, we attempt to control for potential differences in the quality and value of the
exploratory patents and weigh each exploratory patent by the number of subsequent patent citations it
receives. All results are robust.
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Independent variables

Native and foreign R&D hires: We divide the group of R&D workers employed at the

firms included in our sample into two groups: native R&D workers and foreign R&D work-

ers. In order to differentiate between both types, we rely on the immigration data present

in the registry data provided by Denmark Statistics.7 Next, we identify the mobility status

of the different groups of high-skilled workers: high-skilled workers are considered new hires

or joiners in their first year active at the firm. Accordingly, the variables Share New Native

R&D Hires and Share New Foreign R&D Hires take into account the ratio of native and

foreign R&D workers joining firm i in year t to all R&D workers employed at firm i in year t.8

Similarity in geographical origins: The similarity in geographical origins between the re-

cruited foreign R&D hire(s) and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce is taken into account to

evaluate how this similarity affects the effect of new foreign R&D hires on the exploratory

character of firms’ inventive output. By calculating the similarity in geographical origins of

foreign R&D hires and firms’ incumbent R&D workers – based on their last country of resi-

dence – we aim to take into account the amount of potential each cohort of hired foreigners

holds as a source of non-redundant knowledge and skills. We measure the (dis)similarity

in geographical origins between newly hired foreign R&D workers (vector FNHfor
) and

firms’ incumbent R&D workers (vector FINC) as an angular distance. Thus, the vector

FNHfor
= (F 1, F 2, ..., F S) represents the shares of newly hired foreign R&D workers origi-

nating from country S. Hence, the (dis)similarity in terms of geographical origins between

these newly hired foreign R&D workers and firms’ incumbent R&D workers is calculated in

the following manner:

Angular distance in geo. origins = cos−1
F

′
NHfor

FINC√
(F

′
NHfor

FNHfor
)(F

′
INCFINC)

7Note that we do not consider R&D workers who migrated to Denmark before the age of 21 as highly
skilled foreign R&D workers in order to guarantee that high-skilled foreign R&D workers obtained (at least
part of) their higher education abroad.

8For example, if a firm employs a total of 100 R&D workers in year t and 5 of them are foreigners hired
in year t, the share of new foreign R&D hires is 0.05.
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The resulting angular measure goes from 0 to π
2
: 0 indicates that there is a complete

overlap in geographical origins between both groups, while the maximum value indicates

that there is no overlap in the geographical origins of both groups. In our econometric

analysis, we consider the geographical similarity between recruited foreign R&D hires and

the incumbent R&D workers to be low when this overlap is larger than the median of the

overlap in geographical origins between foreign R&D recruits and incumbent R&D workers.

Consequently, the geographical similarity between each (group of) foreign R&D worker(s)

a firm hires in a given year, and that firm’s incumbent R&D workforce, is either low or high.

Similarity in educational backgrounds: The educational similarity between the recruited na-

tive and foreign R&D hires on the one hand, and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce on the

other hand, is taken into account to evaluate how this similarity affects the effect of newly

hired R&D workers on the exploratory character of firms’ inventive output. Owing to the

detailed Danish registry data, we were able to rely on the educational backgrounds of R&D

workers to determine the cognitive distance between new hires and incumbents. Previous

studies have identified education as a key factor that influences individuals’ cognitive ability

(Gruber et al., 2013; Markus & Kongsted, 2013; Holland, 1973; Pelled, 1996). The 8-digit

educational classification provided by Statistics Denmark provides information on each R&D

worker’s highest completed degree and denotes the area and level of their tertiary educa-

tion.9 To identify the similarity between the educational background of newly hired R&D

workers and a firm’s incumbent R&D workforce, we measure the angular distance between

both groups in a similar fashion as done for the similarity in geographical origins. The

resulting angular measure goes from 0 to π
2
: 0 indicates that there is a complete overlap in

the educational backgrounds of both groups, while the maximum value indicates that there

is no overlap in the educational background of both groups. We consider the educational

9The educational class system allows to differentiate between the level as well as content of a degree.
To illustrate this with an example: Take education code 653580. The first two digits (65) indicate that
the individual holds a master’s degree. The following digits (35) define the middle group, that is natural
sciences. The next two digits (80) then define the subgroup – that is, biology – which can further be divided
into different sub-disciplines such as Molecular Biology (65358048) or Environmental Biology (65358036).
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similarity between newly hired R&D workers and incumbent R&D workers to be low when

the educational distance between both groups is larger than the median of the educational

distance between foreign R&D recruits and incumbent R&D workers. Thus, the educational

similarity between each (group of) foreign R&D worker(s) a firm hires in a given year, and

that firm’s incumbent R&D workforce, is either low or high. The same holds for native

R&D hires.

Control variables

In order to obtain consistent estimates, the following variables are included in the pre-

sented econometric analyses to control for firm- and industry-specific factors that might

affect firms’ technological activity and exploratory endeavors. First, we control for the size

of the firm by including the natural logarithm of the number of employees. Second, we con-

trol for the R&D intensity of the firm by dividing the number of incumbent R&D workers by

the firm’s total number of employees. Next, we take into account the patenting experience

of the firm by controlling for its accumulated patent stock. Patent stock is measured as the

natural logarithm of the total number of EPO patents applied for by the firm over the last

five years, prior to year t. Fourth, we take into account the share of a firm’s patents result-

ing from international collaborations, by dividing the number of patents co-applied with an

international partner over the last five years by the total number of patents applied for by

that firm over the last five years. Fifth, we account for the educational diversity among each

firm’s R&D workforce based on the variety in the educational background of the incumbent

R&D workers. We utilize the inverse Herfindahl index for this purpose and determine how

equally populated the different educational classes are with incumbent R&D workers (based

on the 8-digit educational class system provided by the Danish registry data10). In a sim-

10The educational class system allows to differentiate between the level as well as content of a degree.
To illustrate this with an example: Take education code 653580. The first two digits (65) indicate that
the individual holds a master’s degree. The following digits (35) define the middle group, that is natural
sciences. The next two digits (80) then define the subgroup – that is, biology – which can further be divided
into different sub-disciplines such as Molecular Biology (65358048) or Environmental Biology (65358036).
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ilar fashion, we account for the geographical diversity among each firm’s incumbent R&D

workforce. Finally, industry and year fixed-effects are included in all models to control for

industry- and year-specific effects.

Unobserved heterogeneity and state dependence. Since certain firms may be more

likely to explore novel technology domains than others, for unobserved reasons, it is impor-

tant to account for unobserved firm heterogeneity and state dependence in our econometric

analysis. Following the logic of Blundell’s pre-sample mean estimator approach (Blundell,

Griffith, & Reenen, 1995; Blundell, Griffith, & Van Reenen, 1999), we aim to proxy for

this unobserved firm-level heterogeneity by including firm-specific historical averages of the

relevant indicator. More specifically, we include the natural logarithm of the average of

exploratory patents applied for by the firm over the last five years prior to year t.11 Because

30% of our observations relate to firms that have not filed any exploratory patent over the

last five years, we follow Kaiser et al. (2018) and substitute an arbitrary small constant

to allow for the logarithmic transformation and account for this substitution through the

inclusion of a dummy variable, which is 1 if the firm has filed at least one exploratory

patent over the last five years. To control for possible state dependence in the exploratory

character of a firm’s inventive output, we follow the approach of Crépon and Duguet (1997)

and include a dummy variable that indicates whether or not a firm has filed an exploratory

patent in the previous period (Kaiser et al., 2015). Note that, as a result of the inclusion

of the variables that directly relate to firms’ past exploratory patent activity, estimating a

simple model including dummy variables for each firm would produce inconsistent estimates

due to endogeneity issues (Blundell, Griffith, & Windmeijer, 2002).

2.3.3 Methodology

Taking into account that the main dependent variables are count variables with only

non-negative integer values, non-linear count data models should be applied. Hence, we

11We do not solely rely on the pre-2001 patent information for this purpose as this would lead to a
substantial loss of observations.
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estimate negative binomial models, which are robust to the over-dispersion encountered

in our data. Standard errors are clustered at the firm level. The main regression models

presented in our paper are regressions of the following form:

yijt = β1HS Native Hiresijt−1 + β2HS Foreign Hiresijt−1 + γijt + λt + φj + εijt, (2.1)

where yijt denotes the outcome of firm i operating in industry j at time t. HS Native Hires

denotes the share of high-skilled native hires by a given firm i operating in industry j, at time

t− 1, and HS Foreign Hires denotes the share of high-skilled foreign hires by that firm at

time t−1. All labor variables are lagged with one year. γ presents the constructed firm-year

level control variables. Finally, λ and φ are year and industry fixed-effects, respectively, and

ε is the residual. Multicollinearity does not appear to be at play, since the average variance

inflation factors (VIF) of the full models are all below 3 and the VIF of each variable in the

model is below 5 (Baum, 2006).

In order to strengthen causal inference, we complement these models with a (quasi) nat-

ural experiment based on the exogenous shock in the supply of high-skilled foreign workers

introduced by an extension of the duration of the Danish preferential tax scheme for foreign

researchers and key employees in 2008. We elaborate on this in section 2.4.3.

2.4 Analyses & Results

This section presents the results of the different analyses conducted in our study. First,

the descriptive statistics with respect to the constructed variables are discussed. Second,

we examine how native and foreign R&D hires relate to the exploratory character of the

inventive output of the hiring firm. Next, we use the exogenous shock in the supply of high-

skilled foreign workers introduced by an extension of the duration of the Danish preferential

tax scheme for foreign researchers and key employees in 2008, as a (quasi) natural experiment

to strengthen causal inference. Finally, a wide range of additional analyses and robustness

checks is presented with the purpose to better understand our findings and to rule out
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alternative explanations.

2.4.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 2.1 presents the summary statistics of the variables under study. The average

ratio of newly hired high-skilled natives and newly hired high-skilled foreigners to all high-

skilled employees for the 376 Danish R&D active firms in our sample is 0.192 and 0.012,

respectively. In absolute numbers, firms hired approximately 5.8 high-skilled native R&D

workers and 0.4 foreign R&D workers per year over the period 2001–2013. The average

educational distance between high-skilled native R&D hires and firms’ incumbent R&D

workforce is 0.905, while this distance is equal to 1.061 for high-skilled foreign R&D hires.

This confirms that foreign R&D hires differ, on average, more from firms’ incumbent R&D

workforce with respect to their educational background as compared to native R&D hires.

Further, the average likelihood of sampled firms to undertake exploratory activity and patent

in novel or previously unexplored technological fields is approximately 0.18 (Exploratory

activity). Firms included in our sample file on average 0.34 exploratory patents and 2.01

non-exploratory patents per year.

— Insert tables 2.1 and 2.2 about here —

2.4.2 Econometric results

Estimation 1 in Table 2.3 tests our baseline hypotheses which posit that newly hired

foreign R&D workers are positively related to the exploratory character of the subsequent

inventive output of the hiring firm (H1a), and that this effect is significantly larger than the

corresponding effect related to the recruitment of native R&D workers (H1b). The results of

this estimation provide support for both hypotheses by showing that highly skilled foreign

hires are indeed positively related to the number of patent applications situated in novel

technology fields from the perspective of the firm, while no such effect is found for highly

skilled native hires. A Wald test reveals that both coefficients are significantly different

from each other (p-value ≤ 0.05). Estimating the corresponding elasticity, we find that a
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1% increase in the ratio of newly hired foreign R&D workers is related to a 2.4% increase

in the number of exploratory patents filed by the hiring firm.12 Hence, this corresponds to

an increase of approximately 26% in the development of exploratory technologies for a firm

employing a total of 10 R&D workers of which one is a newly hired highly skilled foreigner.13

In order to place this finding into broader perspective, Estimation 2 tests how the re-

cruitment of native and foreign R&D workers relates to the hiring firms’ subsequent non-

exploratory technology development activity. The outcomes of the negative binomial model

on the count of patents filed in non-novel technology classes corroborate that the presented

positive relationship between high-skilled foreign hires and the count of exploratory patents

filed by the hiring firm is not simply driven by a productivity effect. We show that there

is no significant relationship between the recruitment of high-skilled foreign R&D hires and

the number of non-exploratory patents subsequently filed by the hiring firm, while a pos-

itive effect is found for high-skilled native hires in this context. Note, however, that the

coefficients of both groups of new hires are not significantly different from each other.

— Insert table 2.3 about here —

Subsequently, Estimation 1 in Table 2.4 tests hypothesis 2 (H2) and examines how the

similarity in geographical origins between the recruited foreign R&D hire(s) and a firm’s

incumbent R&D workforce affects the effect of hiring foreign R&D workers on the count of

exploratory patents filed by the recruiting firms. We find that the recruitment of foreigners

stemming from geographical origins that are to a lesser extent represented within a firm’s

incumbent R&D workforce (Low geo. similarity) is positively related to a firm’s subsequent

exploratory activity, while the coefficient for hiring foreigners from geographical origins that

are to a greater extent represented within the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce becomes in-

significant (High geo. similarity). Wald tests point out that the coefficient corresponding to

hiring foreigners stemming from geographical origins that are to a lesser extent represented

within a firm’s incumbent R&D workforce is indeed significantly different from recruiting

12exp(2.303/100) − 1 = 0.024
13Based on predictive margins.
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native R&D workers. Yet, we do not find that the coefficients related to both groups of

foreign hires, i.e. Low geo. similarity versus High geo. similarity, are significantly different

from each other.

In correspondence to Table 2.3, Model 2 in Table 2.4 tests how the recruitment of these

R&D workers relates to the hiring firms’ subsequent non-exploratory technology develop-

ment activity. Accordingly, we do not find a significant effect of the recruitment of foreigners

stemming from geographical origins that are to a lesser extent represented within the firm’s

incumbent R&D workforce (Low geo. similarity), while the coefficient for hiring foreigners

from geographical origins that are represented within the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce

to a greater extent now becomes (weakly) significant (High geo. similarity).

Model 3 in Table 2.4 tests hypothesis 3 (H3) by evaluating how the similarity in ed-

ucational backgrounds between the recruited R&D worker(s) and firms’ incumbent R&D

workforce relates to the exploratory character of the hiring firm’s subsequent inventive out-

put, while explicitly distinguishing between native and foreign hires. While the results

presented in Table 2.3 suggest that high-skilled native hires do not significantly relate to

the exploratory patent count of the hiring firm, we now find a significant and positive re-

lationship between the share of native R&D hires and the exploratory inventive output of

the hiring firm, when the educational similarity between those hires and the firm’s incum-

bent R&D workforce is low. With regard to the share of new foreign R&D hires, we find a

strong and positive relationship between hiring foreign R&D workers and the exploratory

inventive output of the hiring firm when the educational similarity between these recruits

and the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce is high. As the coefficients corresponding to na-

tive R&D hires and foreign R&D hires for whom the similarity in educational backgrounds

between themselves and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce is high, are significantly different

from each other, the outcomes of this regression provide support for hypothesis 3. Note

that, in case the similarity in educational background between the foreign recruits and the

firm’s incumbent R&D workforce is low, the relation between hiring such R&D workers

and firms’ exploratory technology development is only weakly significant (p = 0.105). This
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finding might suggest that, despite the actual mobility of foreign R&D workers from home

to host country, firms still face certain barriers to absorbing the knowledge embedded in

these foreign workers at high levels of educational dissimilarity.

Exploring the relation between the different groups of R&D recruits and the hiring

firms’ subsequent non-exploratory technology development activity in Model 4, we find that

only the recruitment of native R&D workers, for whom the educational similarity between

themselves and the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce is high, is related to a significant

increase in non-exploratory patent count.

— Insert table 2.4 about here —

2.4.3 Additional analyses

A natural experiment: the Danish preferential tax scheme

A main challenge in identifying the causal relationship between foreign R&D hires and

firms’ exploratory activity results from the fact that firms do not randomly select into

hiring foreigners. In an attempt to deal with this challenge, we exploit a natural experiment

related to changes in the duration of the Danish preferential tax scheme. This scheme,

introduced in 1992, granted a 25% flat tax for foreign researchers and key employees for

an initial period of three years. In the absence of this special tax scheme, these employees

might face an average income tax rate of up to twice as high as the scheme rate (Jacobsen

Kleven et al., 2014). In 2008, eligible employees were given the choice between a five-year

scheme with a tax rate of 33% and a three-year scheme with a tax rate of 25%.14 This

extension, which was exogenous to most firms and immigrants, introduces an exogenous

variation in the supply of foreign R&D workers, as it increases the incentives to migrate

to Denmark as well as to those planning to stay for a longer period. While this extension

may appear to be only a minor improvement, highly skilled workers’ location choices have

been found to be very sensitive to small variations in tax rates (Moretti & Wilson, 2017;

14For a detailed overview, see https://www.skat.dk/skat.aspx?oid=107035&chk=200213

https://www.skat.dk/skat.aspx?oid=107035&chk=200213
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Jacobsen Kleven et al., 2014; Akcigit et al., 2016). To exploit this source of exogenous

variation, we build on the assumption that not all R&D active firms will be affected by the

tax change to the same extent. More specifically, we make use of the fact that, already prior

to the extension of the tax scheme, industries differed in terms of the extent to which they

relied on the local knowledge supply, as revealed by the extent to which firms operating

in these industries employed foreign R&D workers. Therefore, we argue that the extension

of the duration of the preferential tax scheme will have larger effects on firms operating

in industries that rely on foreign R&D workers to a larger extent. Thus, our goal is to

investigate whether the exogenous change in the supply of foreign R&D workers affected

firms’ exploratory activity differently, in accordance with the dependency on foreign R&D

workers in the industry in which they operate. Our identification comes from a difference-

in-differences model, using firms located in high-skilled immigration-dependent industries

as the treated group. The treatment period is the period subsequent to the tax change

introduced in 2008. We analyze the timeframe from four years before the extension of the

duration of the tax scheme until four years after. Only firms active in both periods are

taken into account, thereby resulting in a subsample of 287 distinct R&D active firms over

that period. An industry is considered to be a high-skilled immigration dependent industry

if the average share of foreign R&D workers active in this industry is above the median of

the average share of foreign R&D workers active in all industries included in our sample.

Figure 2.1 confirms our expectations and indicates that the share of foreign R&D hires in

a firm’s R&D workforce increases significantly after the introduction of the tax change for

firms situated in high-skilled immigration-dependent industries.

— Insert figure 2.1 about here —

We now employ our firm-year level data to estimate the following regression equation:

yijt = α + β1HS Immigr.Dep. Ind.ij + β2TaxShockt

+γ HS Immigr.Dep. Ind.ij × TaxShockt + δijt + φj + λt + εijt,

(2.2)

where yijt represents the outcome of firm i operating in industry j in year t, and φj and λt
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are industry and year fixed effects, respectively. δijt denotes the constructed firm-year level

control variables. The variables HS Immigr.Dep. Ind.ij and TaxShockt are dummies for

whether firm i is operating in an industry that is classified as being dependent to a larger

extent on foreign R&D workers, and whether the firms’ technology development activity

took place within the treatment period beginning in 2008. The β coefficients capture the

time-invariant difference in the development of new-to-the-firm technologies between firms

situated in industries that depend to a larger extent on high-skilled immigration, and firms

situated in industries that rely on high-skilled immigration to a lesser extent (β1) and the

change in their exploratory inventive output over time (β2). The key coefficient of interest

is the interaction term γ, which captures the increase in exploratory technology develop-

ment caused by extending the duration of the preferential tax scheme for firms situated in

high-skilled immigration-dependent industries.

Table 2.5 presents the results of the estimation of the difference-in-differences specification.

In Model 1, we run a logit model on the dependent variable Exploratory Activity, a dummy

variable that is 1 if a firm has explored novel technology fields in year t, and 0 otherwise.

The coefficient from the interaction term (Tax Change * Hs. Immigr. Dep. Ind.) provides

evidence that the tax change increases the likelihood that firms operating in industries that

rely on foreign R&D workers to a relatively large extent undertake exploratory activity. The

introduction of the tax change leads to an increase of 5.5 percentage points in the likelihood

of these firms to undertake technology development activities situated in technology fields

that are novel to them. In Model 2, we run a negative binomial model on the number of

patents filed in novel technology classes in a given year from the perspective of the firm.

The coefficient of the interaction term (Tax Change * Hs. Immigr. Dep. Ind.) suggests that

the extension of the duration of the tax scheme has a positive and significant impact on the

exploratory activity undertaken by firms operating in industries that rely on foreign R&D

workers to a relatively large extent. We find that the tax change led to an increase of 49%

in the number of patents filed in previously unexplored technology fields for firms situated
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in industries with a relatively higher dependence on foreign R&D workers.

— Insert table 2.5 and figure 2.2 about here —

Next, we continue by exploring the impact of the steep increase in the share of foreign

R&D hires in a firms’ R&D workforce directly after the tax change, for firms situated

in industries highly dependent on foreign R&D workers, by means of running a dynamic

difference-in-differences analysis. Thus, we include interactions between the high-skilled

immigration-dependent industry dummy and the different year dummies in our negative

binomial model. Figure 2.2 presents the outcomes of this analysis by plotting the coefficients

corresponding to the created interaction dummies. The results provide clear evidence that

the number of patents in previously unexplored technology fields for firms situated in high-

skilled immigration-dependent industries increased significantly after the preferential tax

scheme duration was extended. This effect is most pronounced (economically as well as

statistically) for the year 2009, due to the very strong increase in the share of foreign

R&D hires in immigration-dependent firms’ R&D workforce in 2008 (see Figure 2.2), and,

thus, confirms our earlier results. Moreover, Figure 2.2 reveals that none of the interaction

coefficients are statistically significant during the pre-treatment period, thereby supporting

the difference-in-differences assumption of parallel trends.

One may question the validity of the analysis by questioning the short-term impact of

the extension of the tax scheme, as one may expect this to have a lasting effect. Given

the onset of the financial crisis in 2009, and a general downturn of the local economy, a

reduction in hiring foreign workers does not appear surprising. Additionally, this would

only compromise the validity of our analysis if the short-term increase was driven by firms’

internal efforts to increase the share of high-skilled foreign R&D workers.

Technological repositioning

In the analyses presented so far, we have investigated the relationship between newly

hired R&D workers and firms’ subsequent exploratory activity, as measured by firms’ patent-

ing activity in previously unexplored technology classes. However, note that the exploration



52 CHAPTER 2. IN SEARCH OF NEW KNOWLEDGE

of novel technology fields does not necessarily imply that a firm significantly changes its tech-

nological position. This brings up the question of the extent to which the outcomes of our

“exploration” analyses hold when applying a more comprehensive outcome measure that

takes into account all technological fields in which a firm patents in. In this additional anal-

ysis, we therefore build on the work of Tzabbar (2009) to construct an alternative dependent

variable and test whether and when the recruitment of high-skilled foreign R&D workers

may lead to significant technological repositioning. To this end, an outcome variable that

indicates whether the technological activity undertaken by firm i in year t has changed

that firm’s technological position (i) rarely, (ii) moderately, or (iii) strongly as compared to

year t-1, is constructed. More formally, we measure the technological distance between the

patents filed by firm i in year t (vector IPCPatents t) and its patent portfolio up to year t-1

(vector IPCPatPort t−1) as an angular distance (see section 3.2.2). For example, the vector

IPCPatents t = (IPC1, IPC2, ..., IPCS) represents the shares of patents filed in IPC class S

by firm i in year t.15 As most firms change their technological position regularly, technolog-

ical repositioning is considered strong if this angular distance is greater than the average by

more than one standard deviation. Technological repositioning is considered to be moderate

if the angular distance between the technology classification of the patents filed by firm i

in year t and the technology classification of that firm’s complete patent portfolio up to

year t-1 is larger than the average by a standard deviation of over 0.5, but smaller than the

average by a standard deviation of over 1. If the angular distance between the technology

classification of the patents filed by firm i in year t and the technology classification of that

firm’s complete patent portfolio up to year t-1 is smaller than the average by a standard

deviation of over 0.5, the technological repositioning is considered to be insignificant.

Table 2.6 reports the outcomes of a multinomial logit regression on the different levels of

technological repositioning. The results of Model 1 suggest that hiring native R&D work-

ers is positively related to the likelihood of a moderate technological repositioning, while a

positive and significant relationship between the recruitment of foreign R&D workers and

15If a firm does not file any new patent in year t, its technological position remains unchanged.
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the likelihood of a strong technological repositioning is found. Note that also a weakly

significant relationship between the recruitment of foreign R&D workers and the likelihood

of a moderate technological repositioning appears. However, interesting differences arise

when we also account for the similarity in educational backgrounds between the recruited

R&D worker(s) and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce in Model 2. First, we find that the

relationship between the recruitment of native R&D workers and the likelihood of moderate

technological repositioning is most pronounced (both economically as well as statistically)

when the educational distance between these recruits and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce

is large (Low educational similarity). Second, we now only find evidence for the existence of

a positive and significant relationship between the recruitment of foreign R&D workers and

the likelihood of a strong technological repositioning when the educational distance between

these recruits and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce is large (Low educational similarity). In

case the educational distance between foreign R&D hires and firms’ incumbent R&D work-

force is small (High educational similarity), the recruitment of these foreign R&D workers is

only significantly related to the likelihood of a moderate technological repositioning (p-value

= 0.059).

— Insert table 2.6 about here —

Together, these findings confirm our intuition that the degree of “difference” between

new R&D hires and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce affects the extent to which they might

affect the hiring firm’s technological position. When considering the strong technological

repositioning of a firm, it is of little surprise to find the strongest effect from hires that bring

knowledge that is different both in regards to its technological as well as geographical context

(i.e., foreign R&D hires for whom the educational distance between themselves and the firm’s

incumbent R&D workforce is large). Moreover, these findings place an important side note

to the presented results regarding the positive relation between firm-level exploration and

hiring foreign R&D workers for whom the similarity in educational background between

themselves and the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce is high. While the results reported in

Table 2.4 indeed provide evidence of a positive relation between these hires and the extent
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to which the hiring firms explore novel technology fields from the perspective of the firm,

our technological repositioning analysis suggests that this increase in exploratory activity

only leads to a modest technological repositioning.

R&D hires and knowledge sourcing

In order to provide additional support for our hypotheses, we utilized the backward ci-

tations of each patent to construct an alternative measure of exploration. If it is true that

foreign R&D hires are aware of different knowledge and can give access to knowledge that

is locked within other regions (Choudhury & Kim, 2019), we expect that foreign R&D hires

have a different effect on the extent to which firms draw on knowledge from previously unex-

plored technological and geographical areas when developing new technologies, as compared

to hiring high-skilled native R&D workers. We do this by examining the technological as

well as geographical novelty of the technological prior art cited by the hiring firm’s subse-

quent patent applications. Technological prior art is considered to be technologically novel

from the perspective of the firm when this prior art is assigned to technology classes (IPC

4-level) that have not been exploited by that firm over the past five years. Technological

prior art is considered to be geographically novel from the perspective of the firm when the

assignee of the cited prior art is located in a geographical region (country-level) that has not

been exploited by that firm over the past five years. In addition, we analyze the relationship

between hiring high-skilled foreign R&D workers and the extent to which technological prior

art assigned to assignees situated in the countries of origin of these foreign hires gets cited by

the hiring firm’s subsequent patent applications. While identifying knowledge flows between

different individuals and organizations is a highly complicated and controversial topic, our

approach follows prior literature that has used patent citations to measure the diffusion of

knowledge (e.g., Almeida & Kogut, 1999; Song et al., 2003; Peri, 2005; Agarwal et al., 2009).

We test the relationship between hiring high-skilled native and foreign R&D workers, and

the exploratory character of the technological prior art cited by the firm in the development

of new technologies, by running negative binomial models on the three constructed count
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variables: (a) the number of patent citations to technological prior art situated in previously

unexploited technology classes from the perspective of the hiring firm, (b) the number of

patent citations to technological prior art assigned to assignees based in previously unex-

plored geographical regions, and (c) the number of patent citations to technological prior

art assigned to assignees based in the countries of origin of a firm’s foreign R&D hires. We

respectively control for the total number of cited technology classes and geographical origins

in these models.16

— Insert figure 2.3 about here —

Figure 2.3 plots the estimated regression coefficients corresponding to the share of new

native R&D hires and the share of new foreign R&D hires. The graphical presentation

of these coefficient estimates indicates the existence of a strong and positive relationship

between newly hired foreign R&D workers and the extent to which the hiring firm sources

knowledge from (a) previously unexplored technology fields, (b) previously unexplored ge-

ographical regions, and (c) the countries of origin of its newly hired foreign R&D workers.

Moreover, Wald tests indicate that both coefficients are significantly different from each

other in each of the three negative binomial models (p-value ≤ 0.05). In short, this evi-

dence suggests that firms draw on more diverse solution sets and might access previously

unexploited knowledge through the recruitment of high-skilled foreign R&D workers.

2.4.4 Robustness checks

Coarsened exact matching. All presented results are robust against using a matched

subsample by means of coarsened exact matching, as presented in Table 2.7. This nonpara-

metrical matching method segments the joint distribution of firm characteristics into a finite

number of strata using cut points for each characteristic, thereby resulting in a subsample

of similar treatment and control firms belonging to the same strata while discarding others

16In correspondence with our main specification (see Section 2.3.3), these industry and year fixed-effect
negative binomial regressions also include controls for educational diversity, geographical diversity, firm size,
R&D intensity, patent stock (5y), and the share of international co-applied patents.
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(Blackwell et al., 2009; Iacus et al., 2012). The purpose of this analysis is to exclude the

possibility that our results are driven by observed firm level characteristics, such as, for

example, a higher innovation prowess. To do this, we consider each firm-year observation

in which a new foreign R&D worker is hired as a treatment observation (642 observations)

and matched it with firm-year observations of firms that never hired a foreign R&D worker

over the analyzed time window, but are otherwise very similar with respect to size, indus-

try, R&D recruitment and intensity, and exploratory activity. More specifically, we match

“treated” firm-year observations to “control” firm-year observations based on the following

characteristics (cut points in parentheses): (1) number of employees ( < 100 (small); 100–

500 (medium); > 500 (large)), (2) R&D intensity ( < 0.10; 0.10–0.25; > 0.25), (3) year, (4)

industry, (5) number of exploratory patents over the last five years (ln), and (6) whether the

firm has hired a new R&D worker in that year or not (dummy).17 Jointly applying these

six criteria, we exactly match 50.3% of our “treated” firm-year observations (323) with 625

“control” firm-year observations. As noticed, applying these strict matching criteria is done

at the cost of the number of matched treated firm-year observations.

— Insert table 2.7 about here —

Additional robustness checks. In order to exclude the likelihood that our results are

purely driven by choices of sampling and definition of our variables, we conduct a series of

additional robustness checks. To address the concern that our results may be driven by a

small number of large firms, we exclude the 5% largest firms from our sample. This does not

change our results. In addition, we rule out that our findings are mechanically driven by firms

with low patenting activity, as our results are robust when dropping the firms with the 10%

lowest patenting activity (Table 2.11). Furthermore, the results concerning the similarity in

educational background between new R&D hires and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce are

robust when applying a less fine-grained educational classification (e.g., 6-digit level) and

disregarding the level of these workers’ tertiary education and only focussing on the field of

education (Table 2.10. Likewise, all results are robust against including a control variable

17This is by definition always 1 for our matched sample.
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that accounts for the share of patents developed by firm i with the involvement of foreign

inventors in year t to proxy for foreign ownership and international collaboration, which

can be argued to be another source of distant knowledge (Table 2.9). Moreover, all results

are robust against alternative definitions of the main dependent variable. First, in order to

control for differences in the quality and value of the exploratory patents filed by a firm,

we weigh each exploratory patent by the number of subsequent patent citations it receives.

In line with prior studies, we apply a fixed five-year citation window in order to obtain a

comparable citation-window across all exploratory patents. Hence, the variable Citation

Weighted Exploratory Patents accounts for the number of citation-weighted exploratory

patents filed by firm i in year t. All results are robust against using this citation-weighted

version of our main dependent variable (see Table 2.8). Second, we define exploration using

a five-year window. In this case, a technology class is considered as novel-to-the-firm in

application year t if the firm has not patented in the relevant technology domain over the

past five years (t-5 to t-1 ). All results are robust. Third, the results are robust against using

Exploratory technology fields as a dependent variable instead of Exploratory patent count.18

This variable is a count of the number of exploratory technology classes in which firm i has

been active in year t. To clarify, in case firm i applies for three patents in year t and one

of these patents is situated in two technology fields that are novel from the perspective of

the firm, the variable Exploratory technology fields will be equal to two while the variable

Exploratory patent count will be equal to one. Another concern might be that foreigners

are, on average, more skilled than natives. While we do not have any measure to directly

compare the skills and associated performance of natives and foreigners, we expect that

these will be reflected in the wages paid by their employer. To rule out that foreigners

are, on average, more skilled, we compare the hourly wages of newly hired foreigners and

native R&D workers, using a simple t-test. The results reveal that newly hired foreign

R&D workers earn, on average, less than their native counterparts (321.85 DKK vs. 335.75

DKK per hour t = 4.01; p < 0.001), which does not provide evidence for a skill premium of

18While controlling for the total number of technology fields in which firm i is active in year t.



58 CHAPTER 2. IN SEARCH OF NEW KNOWLEDGE

foreign R&D hires. We further re-estimate the models, using a Poisson maximum likelihood

estimator, which confirms the validity of our results (Table 2.12). To separately evaluate

how incumbent foreign R&D workers affect exploration, we divide the baseline group into

foreign and native incumbent R&D workers and only use native R&D workers, as a baseline.

All results are robust, and do not reveal any effects of incumbent foreign R&D workers on

exploration (Table 2.13).

2.5 Discussion & Conclusion

Motivated by the increasing technological specialization of individual inventors (Jones,

2009; Toh, 2014) and the pressing need for firms to access distant knowledge to remain

competitive over time (Nelson & Winter, 1982; March, 1991; Rosenkopf & Almeida, 2003),

this study investigates the effects of hiring high-skilled foreign R&D workers on firms’ ex-

ploratory activity. Examining a sample of 376 Danish R&D active firms over the period from

2001 to 2013, we showed that hiring foreign R&D workers affects the exploratory character

of the subsequent inventive output of the firm more positively than does the recruitment

of native R&D workers. We argue that knowledge brought by foreign hires is likely to be

more diverse vis-à-vis the knowledge brought by local R&D hires, for two reasons. First,

foreign R&D workers are more likely to be educated in different fields and are, therefore,

specialized in different technologies. Second, the knowledge and insights brought by for-

eign R&D workers are more likely to differ with regard to the context in which they were

acquired‘, and are, therefore, shaped by distinct cultural backgrounds and country-specific

attributes. Hence, we propose that hiring foreign R&D workers may provide firms access

to a broader set of novel ideas, insights and problem-solving perspectives, as compared to

the recruitment of native R&D workers, and, therefore, may spur firm-level exploration to

a higher extent.

Moreover, we analyzed the conditions under which the recruitment of R&D workers

can most effectively foster firm-level exploration, by exploiting the heterogeneity of their

educational backgrounds and geographical origins to account for their relative distance,
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vis-a-vis the hiring firm’s incumbent R&D workforce. We found that the effect of the

recruitment of foreign R&D workers on firms’ exploratory activity is significant when these

foreign R&D workers are hired from geographical backgrounds that are represented within

a firm’s incumbent R&D workforce to a relatively lesser extent. Further, we showed that

– in contrast to native R&D hires – hiring foreign R&D workers leads to increased levels

of firm-level exploration, even when the similarity between the educational backgrounds of

these new hires and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce is high. This lends support to our

argument that foreign R&D workers can provide firms access to knowledge geographically

distant knowledge, which can foster exploration.

Nonetheless, we remark that the exploration of novel technology fields does not neces-

sarily go hand in hand with significantly changes in a firm’s technological position. While

our main results indeed provide evidence of a positive relation between firm-level explo-

ration and hiring foreign R&D workers, for whom the similarity in educational background

between themselves and the firm’s incumbent R&D workforce is high, the outcomes of our

additional analysis focusing on technological repositioning suggest that the recruitment of

such foreign R&D workers only leads to a modest technological repositioning. A positive

and significant relationship between the recruitment of foreign R&D workers and the like-

lihood of a strong technological repositioning is only found when the educational distance

between these recruits and firms’ incumbent R&D workforce is large.

Together, the outcomes of our study reveal a few insightful managerial implications as

they draw attention to the conditions under which the recruitment of foreign R&D workers

can increase the exploratory character of the inventive output of the hiring firm. Hiring

foreign R&D workers is shown to be an effective means of accessing new and distant pieces

of knowledge: overall, the recruitment of foreign R&D workers is shown to foster the ex-

ploration of novel technology fields to a significantly higher extent than does hiring native

R&D workers. Nonetheless, we showed that the current knowledge stock of the hiring firm

and the composition of its incumbent R&D workforce play an important role in this context.

First, we found that only the recruitment of foreign R&D hires originating from geographi-
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cal backgrounds that are not yet, or to a lesser extent, represented within the hiring firm’s

R&D workforce is related to a significant positive increase in firm-level exploration. Con-

tinuously hiring foreign R&D workers from the same geographic location is more likely to

result in redundancies of knowledge and skills, which is shown to affect the exploration of

novel technology fields to a lesser extent. Second, our results suggest that, when the edu-

cational distance between these foreign R&D hires and firms’ incumbent workforce is too

large, firms might still face certain barriers in absorbing the knowledge embedded in these

foreign R&D workers, and the relationship between the recruitment of such foreigners and

firms’ exploratory activity is found to be less significant.

While our results are robust against a wide set of alternative specifications (see section

2.4.4), our study is not without limitations. Most importantly, a firm’s decision to hire

foreign R&D workers is not random, and the same is true for a foreigner to accept a job in

a different country. In spite of our robustness checks, we cannot entirely rule out that our

results are (partially) driven by unobservable characteristics that affect hiring foreigners, as

well as the development of exploratory technologies. In addition, our analysis is conditional

on firms that patent regularly. Therefore, we are only able to make inferences to a small

proportion of firms, since we are not accounting for factors influencing a firm’s decision to

patent. This poses a great opportunity for future research to take up this challenge and

further investigate questions regarding the match between firms and foreigners as well as

heterogeneous firm effects of hiring high-skilled foreign R&D workers.

Despite these limitations, we are confident that our study contributes to the existing

literature in two ways. First, our study adds to extant research on firm-level exploration

by highlighting that the relationship between firm-level exploration and high-skilled R&D

recruitment does not depend only on the technological content of newly hired R&D workers’

knowledge, but also on the geographical context in which they acquired this knowledge.

Second, the outcomes of our analyses contribute to the broad literature on immigration and

innovation by showing how native and foreign R&D hires differently affect firms’ innovation

and exploration processes, and emphasizing the argument that foreign R&D hires are not
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merely substitutes for native R&D hires.
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Tables

Table 2.1: Summary statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev.
Exploratory activity (dummy) .176 .380
Exploratory patent count .338 1.066
Non-exploratory patent count 2.012 8.168
New native R&D hires 5.794 2.077
New foreign R&D hires .382 1.310
Total employees 461.94 974.96
Share new native R&D hires .192 .257
Share new foreign R&D hires .012 .058
Educational dissimilarity vs. R&D workforce:
- New native R&D hires .905 .509
- New foreign R&D hires 1.061 .508
R&D intensity .124 .150
Employees (ln) 5.070 1.506
Share of int. co-applied patents 5y .115 .245
Patent stock 5y (ln) 1.257 1.302
Pre-sample explor. pat. stock (ln) 1.127 1.036
Dummy pre-sample techn. explor. activity .702 .458

N 3,732
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Table 2.3: Negative binomial regression on exploratory and non-exploratory patent count

(1) (2)
Exploratory Non-Exploratory
Pat. Count Pat. Count

R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.321 0.544∗∗

(0.243) (0.247)

Share new foreign R&D hires 2.303∗∗ 1.259
(1.003) (0.866)

Control variables:
Educational diversity 0.400∗∗ 0.513∗∗

(0.192) (0.216)

Geographical diversity 0.023 0.312
(0.407) (0.324)

Employees (ln) 0.087∗ 0.001
(0.049) (0.046)

R&D Intensity -0.812 0.311
(0.550) (0.502)

Patent stock 5y (ln) 0.449∗∗∗ 1.082∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.045)

Share of int. co-appl. pat. -0.235 0.219
(0.199) (0.149)

Lag. pat. and pre-s. contr. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -2066.128 -3150.743
N 3,732 3,732

Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered
by firm. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.5: Additional analysis - Difference-in-difference estimations

(1) (2)
Logit Neg. Bin.

Exploratory Margins Explor. Pat.
Activity (dydx) Count

HS. Immigration Dep. Ind. -0.127 -0.017 0.005
(0.171) (0.171) (0.166)

Tax Change 2008 -0.512∗ -0.069∗ -0.855∗∗∗

(dummy) (0.270) (0.270) (0.249)

Tax Change 0.412∗ 0.055∗ 0.402∗

× HS. Immigration Dep. Ind. (0.244) (0.244) (0.224)

Control variables:
Educational diversity -0.018 -0.002 0.161

(0.242) (0.242) (0.254)

Geographical diversity 0.101 0.014 0.135
(0.487) (0.487) (0.593)

R&D intensity -0.714 -0.096 -0.998
(0.676) (0.676) (0.905)

Employees (ln) 0.116∗∗ 0.015∗∗ 0.164∗∗∗

(0.057) (0.057) (0.059)

Patent stock 5y (ln) 0.353∗∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗ 0.445∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.080) (0.071)

Share of int. co-appl. pat. -0.536∗ -0.072∗ -0.447
(0.282) (0.282) (0.319)

Lag. pat. and pre-sample contr. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -907.957 -1276.858
N 2,032 2,032 2,032

Note: All models include controls for lagged patent status and pre-sample variables;
Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered by firm, ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.6: Additional analysis - Multinomial logistic regression on technological reposition-
ing

(1) (2)
Moderate Strong Moderate Strong

Tech. Repos. Tech. Repos. Tech. Repos. Tech. Repos.
R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.757∗∗ -0.138

(0.348) (0.258)
− High educational similarity 0.673∗ -0.125

(0.371) (0.261)
− Low educational similarity 1.389∗∗ -0.210

(0.678) (0.532)

Share new foreign R&D hires 2.131∗ 1.523∗∗

(1.143) (0.656)
− High educational similarity 2.093∗ 0.695

(1.146) (0.856)
− Low educational similarity 1.307 4.913∗∗∗

(3.253) (1.571)
Control variables Incl. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Lag. pat. and pre-sample contr. Incl. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -1552.605 -1552.605 -1549.549 -1549.549
N 3,732 3,732 3,732 3,732

Note: All models include controls for the total number of patents filed by firm i in year t, educational
diversity, geographical diversity, employees (ln), R&D intensity, patent stock 5y (ln), share of international
co-applied patents and for lagged patent status and pre-sample variables; Standard errors in parentheses.
Standard errors are robust and clustered by firm, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.7: Robustness check - Negative binomial regressions for matched subsample by
means of coarsened exact matching

(1) (2) (3)
Exploratory Non-Exploratory Cit.-weight. Expl.
Pat. Count Pat. Count Pat. Count

R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.397 1.107∗ 0.977

(0.890) (0.595) (1.139)

Share new foreign R&D hires 3.414∗∗ 0.106 5.878∗∗∗

(1.500) (1.401) (1.890)
Control variables Incl. Incl. Incl.
Lag. pat. and pre-s. contr. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Industry Incl. Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -410.303 -694.993 -506.613
N 948 948 948

Note: All models include controls for educational diversity, geographical diversity, employees
(ln), R&D intensity, patent stock 5y (ln), share of international co-applied patents and for
lagged patent status and pre-sample variables; Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors
are robust and clustered by firm, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Figures
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Table 2.8: Robustness check - Negative binomial regression on citation-weighted exploratory
patent count

(1) (2) (3)
Cit.-weight. Expl. Cit.-weight. Expl. Cit.-weight. Expl.

Pat. Count Pat. Count Pat. Count
R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.316 0.317

(0.322) (0.322)

− Small educational distance -0.127
(0.427)

− Large educational distance 0.710∗

(0.373)

Share new foreign R&D hires 2.972∗∗∗

(1.110)

− High geo. origin overlap 2.328
(4.573)

− Low geo. origin overlap 3.004∗∗∗

(1.136)

− Small educational distance 3.116∗∗

(1.462)
− Large educational distance 2.853∗

(1.675)
Control variables Incl. Incl. Incl.
Lag. pat. and pre-sample contr. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -2556.103 -2556.095 -2554.332
N 3,732 3,732 3,732

Note: All models include controls for educational diversity, geographical diversity, employees (ln), R&D
intensity, patent stock 5y (ln), share of international co-applied patents and for lagged patent status and
pre-sample variables; Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered by firm, ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 2.1: This graph presents the share of new high-skilled foreign R&D hires in a firm’s
R&D workforce in the period before and after the 2008 tax change.

Figure 2.2: Estimated impact of the 2008 tax change on firms’ exploratory patent count for
firms operating in industries relying to a relative large extent on foreign R&D workers versus
firms situated in industries relying to a lower extent on foreign R&D workers, in the years
before and after the 2008 shock. The reported coefficients present the interactions between
the high-skilled immigration dependent industry dummy and the different year dummies
(dynamic difference-in-difference set up) resulting from our negative binomial regression.



76 CHAPTER 2. IN SEARCH OF NEW KNOWLEDGE

Figure 2.3: Estimated impact of the share of newly hired high-skilled native and foreign
R&D workers on (a) the count of patent citations to technological prior art situated in
previously unexploited technology classes from the perspective of the hiring firm, (b) the
count of patent citations to technological prior art assigned to assignees based in previously
unexplored geographical regions, and (c) the count of patent citations to technological prior
art assigned to assignees based in the countries of origin of a firm’s foreign R&D hires.
The reported coefficients present the coefficients of the the share of newly hired high-skilled
native and foreign R&D workers resulting from industry and year fixed-effect negative bino-
mial models on the constructed count variables, while respectively controlling for the total
count of technology classes and geographical origins cited in a given year, educational di-
versity, geographical diversity, firm size, R&D intensity, patent stock (5y), and the share of
international co-applied patents.
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Table 2.9: Robustness check - Foreign inventors

(1) (2) (3)
Expl. Expl. Expl.

Pat. Count Pat. Count Pat. Count
R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.321 0.321

(0.242) (0.242)

− Small educational distance 0.084
(0.328)

− Large educational distance 0.562∗∗

(0.283)

Share new foreign R&D hires 2.301∗∗

(1.002)

− High geo. origin overlap 3.475
(3.872)

− Low geo. origin overlap 2.228∗∗

(1.042)

− Small educational distance 2.114∗∗

(1.076)
− Large educational distance 2.637

(1.628)
Control variables:
Share patents 0.022 0.021 0.010
with foreign inv. (0.280) (0.280) (0.278)

Educational diversity 0.400∗∗ 0.401∗∗ 0.417∗∗

(0.191) (0.191) (0.196)

Geographical diversity 0.021 -0.009 0.016
(0.407) (0.405) (0.407)

Employees (ln) 0.087∗ 0.086∗ 0.095∗∗

(0.049) (0.049) (0.048)

R&D Intensity -0.813 -0.818 -0.743
(0.549) (0.550) (0.553)

Patent stock 5y (ln) 0.448∗∗∗ 0.448∗∗∗ 0.448∗∗∗

(0.059) (0.059) (0.059)

Share of int. co-appl. pat. -0.249 -0.253 -0.232
(0.289) (0.287) (0.287)

Lag. pat. and pre-sample contr. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -2066.123 -2066.075 -2065.281
N 3,732 3,732 3,732

Note: All models include controls for educational diversity, geographical diversity, employees (ln), R&D
intensity, patent stock 5y (ln), share of international co-applied patents and for lagged patent status and
pre-sample variables; Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered by firm, ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.10: Robustness check - Redefinition educational distance

(1)
Expl.

Pat. Count
R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires:

− Small educational distance 0.044
(0.311)

− Large educational distance 0.688∗∗

(0.305)

Share new foreign R&D hires:

− Small educational distance 2.162∗∗

(1.012)
− Large educational distance 2.713

(1.897)
Control variables:
Educational diversity 0.442∗∗

(0.200)

Geographical diversity 0.026
(0.406)

Employees (ln) 0.094∗

(0.049)

R&D Intensity -0.737
(0.555)

Patent stock 5y (ln) 0.448∗∗∗

(0.059)

Share of int. co-appl. pat. -0.232
(0.202)

Lag. pat. and pre-sample contr. Incl.
Industry FE Incl.
Year FE Incl.
Log lik. -2064.688
N 3,732

Note: All models include controls for educational diversity, geographical diversity, employees (ln), R&D
intensity, patent stock 5y (ln), share of international co-applied patents and for lagged patent status and
pre-sample variables; Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered by firm, ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.11: Robustness check - Drop firms with few patents

(1) (2) (3)
Expl. Expl. Expl.

Pat. Count Pat. Count Pat. Count
R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.322 0.323

(0.286) (0.286)

− Small educational distance 0.023
(0.382)

− Large educational distance 0.668∗∗

(0.332)

Share new foreign R&D hires 3.217∗∗∗

(1.108)

− High geo. origin overlap 5.207
(4.373)

− Low geo. origin overlap 3.097∗∗∗

(1.149)

− Small educational distance 3.427∗∗∗

(1.142)
− Large educational distance 3.120∗

(1.875)
Control variables:
Educational diversity 0.597∗∗∗ 0.598∗∗∗ 0.624∗∗∗

(0.229) (0.229) (0.240)

Geographical diversity -0.298 -0.349 -0.310
(0.491) (0.497) (0.488)

Employees (ln) 0.112∗ 0.111∗ 0.123∗∗

(0.060) (0.060) (0.060)

R&D Intensity -0.457 -0.464 -0.361
(0.638) (0.639) (0.644)

Patent stock 5y (ln) 0.466∗∗∗ 0.466∗∗∗ 0.465∗∗∗

(0.070) (0.070) (0.070)

Share of int. co-appl. pat. -0.221 -0.229 -0.211
(0.211) (0.207) (0.213)

Lag. pat. and pre-sample contr. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -1675.501 -1675.395 -1674.316
N 2474 2474 2474

Note: All models include controls for educational diversity, geographical diversity, employees (ln), R&D
intensity, patent stock 5y (ln), share of international co-applied patents and for lagged patent status and
pre-sample variables; Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered by firm, ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.12: Robustness check - PQML regression on exploratory patent count

(1) (2) (3)
Expl. Expl. Expl.

Pat. Count Pat. Count Pat. Count
R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.491∗∗ 0.487∗∗

(0.243) (0.244)

− Small educational distance 0.329
(0.352)

− Large educational distance 0.668∗∗

(0.285)

Share new foreign R&D hires 2.580∗∗∗

(0.946)

− High geo. origin overlap 4.200
(3.414)

− Low geo. origin overlap 2.470∗∗

(0.995)

− Small educational distance 2.599∗∗∗

(0.884)
− Large educational distance 2.688

(1.707)
Control variables:
Educational diversity 0.595∗∗∗ 0.594∗∗∗ 0.624∗∗∗

(0.208) (0.208) (0.213)

Geographical diversity 0.104 0.061 0.097
(0.424) (0.427) (0.426)

Employees (ln) 0.079 0.079 0.083
(0.055) (0.055) (0.054)

R&D Intensity -1.621∗∗ -1.627∗∗ -1.590∗∗

(0.687) (0.685) (0.687)

Patent stock 5y (ln) 0.518∗∗∗ 0.518∗∗∗ 0.517∗∗∗

(0.062) (0.062) (0.062)

Share of int. co-appl. pat. -0.390∗ -0.394∗ -0.389∗

(0.221) (0.218) (0.223)
Lag. pat. and pre-sample contr. Incl. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -2241.089 -2240.890 -2240.359
N 2474 2474 2474

Note: All models include controls for educational diversity, geographical diversity, employees (ln), R&D
intensity, patent stock 5y (ln), share of international co-applied patents and for lagged patent status and
pre-sample variables; Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered by firm, ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.13: Negative binomial regression on exploratory and non-exploratory patent count

(1) (2)
Exploratory Non-Exploratory
Pat. Count Pat. Count

R&D worker shares:
Share new native R&D hires 0.321 0.544∗∗

(0.243) (0.247)

Share new foreign R&D hires 2.303∗∗ 1.259
(1.003) (0.866)

Control variables:
Educational diversity 0.400∗∗ 0.513∗∗

(0.192) (0.216)

Geographical diversity 0.023 0.312
(0.407) (0.324)

Employees (ln) 0.087∗ 0.001
(0.049) (0.046)

R&D Intensity -0.812 0.311
(0.550) (0.502)

Patent stock 5y (ln) 0.449∗∗∗ 1.082∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.045)

Share of int. co-appl. pat. -0.235 0.219
(0.199) (0.149)

Lag. pat. and pre-s. contr. Incl. Incl.
Industry FE Incl. Incl.
Year FE Incl. Incl.
Log lik. -2066.128 -3150.743
N 3,732 3,732

Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors are robust and clustered
by firm. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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3.1 Introduction

The value of basic research for economic growth and private innovation has long been

noted (Pavitt, 1984; Mokyr et al., 2002). However, outcomes of basic research are often

too far outside commercial applicability and need to be translated into marketable products

(Stokes, 1997). An important channel through which this translation takes place is through

the establishment of companies by faculty members, a phenomenon generally called “aca-

demic entrepreneurship” (Zucker & Darby, 2007). Despite the importance of institutional

support for this type of activity (Bercovitz & Feldman, 2008), ultimately, the decision to

commercialize research findings through academic entrepreneurship is made at the individ-

ual level, pursued on a discretionary base (Jain, George, & Maltarich, 2009), and depends

on the consideration of a complex combination of personal and professional factors. Isolat-

ing the individual determinants of academic entrepreneurship is therefore crucial to fully

understanding how to foster it.

While the general demographic characteristics and dispositions of academics have been

thoroughly investigated (e.g., Siegel & Wright, 2015), scholars continue to debate the pre-

cise motivations and barriers that academics may face as well as which types of research

knowledge they may be able to leverage when starting a business alongside their academic

employment. In this regard, it is especially important to consider recent changes in academic

careers and the trade-offs academics may face when considering activities outside their main

tasks (i.e., research, teaching, applying for grants, administrative tasks). One aspect that

has recently become salient in academic careers is international mobility (see Scellato, Fran-

zoni, & Stephan, 2015). While its importance in shaping academics’ careers and scientific

productivity is now well established (e.g., Baruffaldi & Landoni, 2012; Franzoni, Scellato, &

Stephan, 2014; Jonkers & Cruz-Castro, 2013), the relationship between international mo-

bility and academic entrepreneurship has been largely overlooked so far (notable exceptions

are Krabel, Siegel, and Slavtchev (2012); Libaers and Wang (2012); Yasuda (2015)), even

though a growing literature documents the link between migration and entrepreneurship
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(e.g., Saxenian, 2000; Kerr, Kerr, Özden, & Parsons, 2016).

As experience in foreign contexts has become a feature of the “normal” careers of univer-

sity researchers across a range of fields, we believe that understanding its impact on other

activities that an academic may choose to engage in, such as entrepreneurship, warrants

further investigation. Additionally, knowledge recombination theory links the mobility of

individuals with the mobility of ideas, suggesting that the ability to access existing knowl-

edge from distant sources is key for knowledge generation and creativity in general (Fleming,

2001; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997). As successful knowledge recombination is at the basis of

innovation and entrepreneurship (Schumpeter, 1942), differences in experiences aggregated

by individuals through international mobility could be a key component in explaining en-

trepreneurship. Finally, from a policy perspective, academics’ international mobility weighs

in importantly for the overall balance of “brain drain and brain gain.” Current public policy

in fact promotes bi-directional exchange of university scientists, providing grants for stays

abroad for post-docs and more experienced researchers 1 as well as tax incentives for incom-

ing scientists 2 Evaluating the overall impact of such programs on the national economy,

policy-makers may want to look beyond their potential effects in terms of narrow measures

of research excellence and additionally consider the impact on a broader set of academic

outcomes, including entrepreneurship activities.

This paper therefore aims to understand the relationship between international mobility

and academic entrepreneurship. To do so, we not only estimate differences in entrepreneurial

outcomes between mobile and non-mobile academics but also account for differences in their

motivations and interests in commercialization. Essential to our approach, and in contrast

to previous literature, we explicitly distinguish two types of international mobility with po-

tentially different features. First, we compare the entrepreneurial activities of two groups of

1https://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/node enc
2AfewexamplesinEurope:Denmark(https://www.workindenmark.dk/Working-in-DK/Tax)

;Italy(https://www.itaxa.it/blog/en/italian-tax-incentives-for-foreign-professors-and

-researchers-10-taxable-income/);theNetherlands(https://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/

connect/bldcontenten/belastingdienst/individuals/living and working/working in another

country temporarily/you are coming to work in the netherlands/30 facility for incoming

employees/).

https://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/node_enc
AfewexamplesinEurope:Denmark(https://www.workindenmark.dk/Working-in-DK/Tax);Italy(https://www.itaxa.it/blog/en/italian-tax-incentives-for-foreign-professors-and-researchers-10-taxable-income/);theNetherlands(https://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontenten/belastingdienst/individuals/living_and_working/working_in_another_country_temporarily/you_are_coming_to_work_in_the_netherlands/30_facility_for_incoming_employees/).
AfewexamplesinEurope:Denmark(https://www.workindenmark.dk/Working-in-DK/Tax);Italy(https://www.itaxa.it/blog/en/italian-tax-incentives-for-foreign-professors-and-researchers-10-taxable-income/);theNetherlands(https://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontenten/belastingdienst/individuals/living_and_working/working_in_another_country_temporarily/you_are_coming_to_work_in_the_netherlands/30_facility_for_incoming_employees/).
AfewexamplesinEurope:Denmark(https://www.workindenmark.dk/Working-in-DK/Tax);Italy(https://www.itaxa.it/blog/en/italian-tax-incentives-for-foreign-professors-and-researchers-10-taxable-income/);theNetherlands(https://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontenten/belastingdienst/individuals/living_and_working/working_in_another_country_temporarily/you_are_coming_to_work_in_the_netherlands/30_facility_for_incoming_employees/).
AfewexamplesinEurope:Denmark(https://www.workindenmark.dk/Working-in-DK/Tax);Italy(https://www.itaxa.it/blog/en/italian-tax-incentives-for-foreign-professors-and-researchers-10-taxable-income/);theNetherlands(https://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontenten/belastingdienst/individuals/living_and_working/working_in_another_country_temporarily/you_are_coming_to_work_in_the_netherlands/30_facility_for_incoming_employees/).
AfewexamplesinEurope:Denmark(https://www.workindenmark.dk/Working-in-DK/Tax);Italy(https://www.itaxa.it/blog/en/italian-tax-incentives-for-foreign-professors-and-researchers-10-taxable-income/);theNetherlands(https://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontenten/belastingdienst/individuals/living_and_working/working_in_another_country_temporarily/you_are_coming_to_work_in_the_netherlands/30_facility_for_incoming_employees/).
AfewexamplesinEurope:Denmark(https://www.workindenmark.dk/Working-in-DK/Tax);Italy(https://www.itaxa.it/blog/en/italian-tax-incentives-for-foreign-professors-and-researchers-10-taxable-income/);theNetherlands(https://www.belastingdienst.nl/wps/wcm/connect/bldcontenten/belastingdienst/individuals/living_and_working/working_in_another_country_temporarily/you_are_coming_to_work_in_the_netherlands/30_facility_for_incoming_employees/).
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academics who are both native to the focal country but differ in their international mobility

experience by distinguishing those who have spent a considerable amount of time abroad

for professional reasons (returnees) from native researchers with limited or no international

experience (stayers). Subsequently, we contrast the entrepreneurial activities of returnees

with those of foreign academics who work in a Danish university (immigrants). Additionally,

we explore possible mechanisms underlying the relationship between international mobility

and academic entrepreneurship, such as the role of formal barriers (e.g., visa requirements),

language, research orientation, and networks outside academia.

We answer our research question by exploiting a unique dataset that allows us to analyze

the entrepreneurial activities of immigrant and native academics in Denmark. Within a

representative sample of more than 3,400 academics employed by Danish universities in

2017, we distinguish individuals by their country of birth and their professional experiences

abroad. As evidenced in this paper, there are many immigrant academics in Denmark who

are working in a variety of higher education and research fields. Moreover, a sizable number

of Danish-born academics who are now working in Denmark have spent extended periods

working abroad, representing instances of return migration that are crucial to distinguishing

the differences in entrepreneurial propensity between immigrant and native scientists.

Comparing the entrepreneurial activities of returnees and stayers, we find a positive and

significant difference between these groups in terms of the likelihood of starting a company,

highlighting the possible benefits of international experience. However, when comparing the

two groups of internationally mobile scientists – returnees and immigrants – we find that

immigrants are significantly less likely to start a company in Denmark. These differences

remain robust, even after controlling for demographics, personality characteristics, and aca-

demic performance. This result strongly suggests that international mobility is positively

associated with entrepreneurship; however, mobility may not be enough to overcome some

barriers that immigrant academics face in starting a company in Denmark.

This paper contributes to the literature on academic entrepreneurship by investigat-

ing the relationship between international mobility and venture creation by university re-
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searchers. It distinguishes two groups of academics with international experience: returnees

and immigrants. As academics’ careers increasingly span different countries, it is interesting

to understand how these experiences shape researchers’ involvement in entrepreneurial ac-

tivities, especially as these groups, while sharing some advantages of international mobility,

are likely to be driven by different motivations and to face different challenges when starting

a venture in their host country. This study provides one of the first attempts to distinguish

the effects of different international experiences and provides a more precise measurement of

the impact of international mobility than is available in the previous literature. We provide

a more complete picture of academic entrepreneurship, distinguishing where people come

from and the experiences that they have aggregated abroad. This approach not only helps

us to enrich our understanding of the micro-foundations of venture creation in academia but

also sheds new light on the effects of public policies that are related to international flows of

scientists in addition to the likely barriers to a focal country’s ability to reap the economic

benefits of such flows in terms of academic entrepreneurship.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we present the current

research landscape of the international mobility of scientists and develop our theoretical

reasoning, including linking international mobility and academic entrepreneurship and de-

scribing possible mechanisms. Section 3 describes the data and our empirical framework,

and Section 4 presents the results, including robustness checks and additional analyses.

Section 5 discusses the policy implications of our study and offers suggestions for future

research.

3.2 Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

Pushed by widespread agreement on the value of promoting the commercialization of

knowledge and research generated at universities, academic entrepreneurship has become an

important focus for both policymakers and scholars (for reviews, see Djokovic & Souitaris,

2008; Fini, Grimaldi, Santoni, & Sobrero, 2011; Siegel & Wright, 2015). The term academic

entrepreneurship has often been used in the literature to indicate a wide range of activities,
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including other forms of university research commercialization and even broader forms of

academic engagement (for a discussion about the differences and similarities between aca-

demic research commercialization and academic engagement, see Perkmann et al., 2013).

In this paper, we use the narrower definition of academic entrepreneurship as “the creation

of new business to commercialize knowledge developed in universities ”(Fini, Lacetera, &

Shane, 2016).

Within this literature, most contributions have focused on institutional environments

and organizational contexts. For example, authors have analyzed the impact of various

policy changes, such as the Bayh-Dole Act or the abolition of the Professor’s Privilege, and

the influence of specific organizational structures, such as Technology Transfer Offices and

science parks (Markman, Siegel, & Wright, 2008; Phan, Siegel, & Others, 2006). How-

ever, it is important to remember that any entrepreneurial activity at the university level is

influenced by the extent to which scientists are willing to engage in the active commercial-

ization of their research results (Tartari & Breschi, 2012). For example, research has shown

that the propensity to become an academic entrepreneur is positively associated with being

male (Colyvas, Snellman, Bercovitz, & Feldman, 2012) and being highly productive (Stuart

& Ding, 2006; Toole & Czarnitzki, 2010). Hence, it is crucial to account for individual-

level antecedents of academic entrepreneurship. One important element of academic careers

that has not yet received much attention in this stream of literature is international mo-

bility; however, we believe there are several reasons why its role in determining academic

entrepreneurship merits further investigation.

Looking at the more general entrepreneurship literature, we have witnessed an increas-

ing interest in the phenomenon of immigrant entrepreneurship, particularly in the high-tech

sector. Saxenian (2000) documented the presence of immigrants as founders of high-tech

start-ups in Silicon Valley in the 1980s and 1990s, finding that they accounted for around

24% of founders. Anderson and Platzer (2006) reported that between 1990 and 2005, im-

migrants started 40% of public venture-backed companies in the US that were operating

in the high-tech space. Additionally, Wadhwa, Saxenian, Rissing, and Gereffi (2007) in-
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terviewed 144 engineering and technology companies that were founded in the US between

1995 and 2005 and found that 25% had foreign-born CEOs or CTOs, while Hart and Acs

(2011) found that in around 16% of the companies in their sample, at least one founder

was reported as being foreign born. Moreover, researchers have also explored the role of

immigrants as knowledge creators and transmitters, including their subsequent effect on

growth and development. In particular, recent works have investigated the role of highly

skilled migrants in diffusing knowledge across regional (Marx, Singh, & Fleming, 2015) or

national borders and in influencing host-country productivity (Canello, 2016), innovative

capacity (Filatotchev, Liu, Lu, & Wright, 2011; Gibson & McKenzie, 2014; Qin, 2015),

and the codification and recombination of knowledge in general (Choudhury & Kim, 2018).

Furthermore, the decision to migrate involves balancing relatively high risks and uncertain

future returns; therefore, international mobility may indeed be seen as an entrepreneurial

act in itself (Borjas, 1987; Lin, 2010; Zucker & Darby, 2007). Taken together, these results

suggest that immigrants may play an important role in academic entrepreneurship.

Moving to the more specialized academic entrepreneurship literature, few studies have

explored the role of international mobility specifically concerning the creation of academic

ventures, and those that have done so included a variety of mobility types and contexts.

Krabel et al. (2012) found that foreign-born and foreign-educated scientists at the Max

Planck Institutes in Germany were more likely to start a new company than were their

domestic counterparts, arguing that this result was likely due to their experience with

different research methods and cultural environments. Similarly, Libaers and Wang (2012)

explored whether foreign-born scientists were more active as academic entrepreneurs (they

also looked into a broader notion of entrepreneurial academics, such as a greater likelihood

of obtaining government grants). In a representative sample of 2,000 US academics, they

found that foreign-born academics were more successful at attracting research resources but

less successful at exploiting their inventions through entrepreneurship. This was mostly

due to their more basic research orientation and their underdeveloped local social networks,

especially networks outside academia. Yasuda (2015) explored the relationship between
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different types of mobility (including international mobility) regarding the likelihood of

becoming an academic entrepreneur in a sample of Japanese university researchers. Drawing

on opportunity recognition theory, Yasuda (2015) showed that international mobility had a

positive influence on the likelihood of becoming an academic entrepreneur. Finally, while

international mobility was not the key variable of interest in the study per se, in a sample

of ISI Highly Cited Researchers, Trippl (2013) found no effect of either being a returnee or

an expatriate on the likelihood of starting a business as an academic. Hence, the existing

research has yielded conflicting results on the impact of researchers’ international mobility

on academic entrepreneurship.

One important element we believe will help in clarifying the relationship between in-

ternational mobility and academic entrepreneurship is the distinction between groups of

individuals who have experienced different types of international mobility. The first group

is composed of returnees - natives of the focal country who have returned to it after spend-

ing one or more substantial periods abroad. The second group is composed of immigrants -

academics who have migrated to the focal country and now work there. On the one hand,

immigrants and returnees share the possibility of reaching and recombining distant knowl-

edge thanks to their international experience. On the other hand, immigrants represent an

outgroup compared to the citizens of the focal country, while returnees and stayers may

have more characteristics in common with each other, such as nationality, ethnicity, and

culture. To develop our hypotheses, we therefore discuss the possible relationship between

international mobility and academic entrepreneurship separately for the groups of returnees

and immigrants.

3.2.1 Returnees

We define returnees as individuals native to a focal country who have been internationally

mobile before returning to the focal country itself. They are an interesting group to study,

as their mobility has likely increased their human capital, and simultaneously, they are

still likely to share important characteristics with their counterparts who have not moved



3.2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 91

outside of the country, such as ethnicity, language, and culture. Several contributions have

highlighted the possible advantages of internationally mobile researchers compared to their

stayer counterparts in some scientific endeavors. The reasoning behind these studies is

mainly based on the relationship between the mobility of people and the mobility of ideas

and that the possibility of accessing knowledge from distant sources is favorable to innovation

(Fleming, 2001; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997). It can be argued that scientists’ international

mobility may give them access to more distant and diverse knowledge, making them more

effective at problem-solving and/or generating new ideas (Berliant & Fujita, 2009; Page,

2007), especially in research-intensive (Fujita & Weber, 2004) and highly creative (Franzoni,

Scellato, & Stephan, 2018) activities.

For example, several authors have explored the connection between international mobil-

ity and scientific performance. In a series of publications, Franzoni et al. (2014); Franzoni,

Scellato, and Stephan (2012) explored the patterns of international mobility of around 20,000

scientists through the GlobSci Survey. They found that migrant scientists (not residing in

their country of birth) outperform their colleagues who are natives to the focal country in

terms of scientific performance; moreover, both foreign-born scientists and returnees have

larger international research networks compared to native researchers without any interna-

tional experience. Similar results for returnee academics (namely, researchers who return

to their country of birth after having spent a period abroad for professional reasons) have

been shown in the contexts of isolated (Gibson & McKenzie, 2014) and developing (Jonkers

& Cruz-Castro, 2013; Jonkers & Tijssen, 2008) economies.

Scholars have also begun exploring the impact of international mobility on other aspects

of the academic profession, namely academic engagement and commercialization. Several

studies have investigated the effect of the foreign-born status of academics on their patent-

ing activity, finding largely non-significant results (Göktepe-Hulten & Mahagaonkar, 2010;

Sauermann, Cohen, & Stephan, 2010). A few contributions have also been made with re-

spect to academic engagement in general. Edler, Fier, and Grimpe (2011) found that mobile

German scientists engage in knowledge transfer activities both with firms in Germany and



92 CHAPTER 3. BEYOND SCIENTIFIC EXCELLENCE

abroad. A similar result was reported by Trippl (2013) in a sample of ISI Highly Cited

researchers.

Conversely, international experience may also create some disadvantages for internation-

ally mobile academics who want to start their own businesses. In particular, returnees may

face the loss of domestic social capital while spending time outside their home country. Li,

Zhang, Li, Zhou, and Zhang (2012) discussed this challenge with regard to venture perfor-

mance. In their study of Chinese returnees, they found that new technology ventures led

by returnee entrepreneurs generally underperformed those led by locals. In another study

in the Chinese context, Qin, Wright, and Gao (2017) found that returnees were slower to

set up new ventures compared to local entrepreneurs. A broad social network that spans

the boundaries of academia is vital for academics who aspire to become entrepreneurs, as

the private information that is exchanged in such a network can facilitate the recognition

of commercial opportunities (Stuart & Sorenson, 2007). Moreover, scientists with broader

networks are better able to acquire the resources that they need to initiate the commercial-

ization process from external sources (Shane & Stuart, 2002). This is why the loss of social

capital following mobility may be detrimental for prospective entrepreneurs.

Notwithstanding such barriers, the literature links international mobility with superior

scientific performance. Further, the most scientifically productive academics possess intel-

lectual human capital with extraordinary scientific and pecuniary value (Zucker & Darby,

1996), which enables them to contribute disproportionately to innovation and growth when

engaged in entrepreneurial activities. Therefore, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis (H1): Returnee academics are more likely to engage in entrepreneurial

activities than their counterparts who lack international experience.

3.2.2 Immigrants

The comparison between returnees and stayers provides only a limited perspective on

international mobility because new immigrant researchers may display the same advantages

as returnees while perhaps facing some idiosyncratic challenges. We believe that a com-
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parison between returnees and immigrants (excluding native stayers) is meaningful because

both groups share the experience (and possibly the advantages) of international mobility

yet differ in terms of belonging to a particular country, which implies differences in nation-

ality, language, and culture. In terms of similarities, both returnees and immigrants tend

to outperform native stayers in terms of scientific productivity. Stephan and Levin (2001)

found that foreign-born and foreign-educated scientists are overrepresented in the US among

those scientists making exceptional contributions, including being elected to the National

Academy of Sciences. Borjas and Doran (2012) showed that Russian mathematicians who

emigrated to the US after the collapse of the Soviet Union are more productive than their

American counterparts, and Gaulé and Piacentini (2013) found a similar result for Chinese

PhD students employed in US chemistry departments. This superior performance is gen-

erally believed to result from the advantages these individuals can draw from knowledge

recombination (Agrawal, Kapur, McHale, & Oettl, 2011; Saxenian, 2005) and better match-

ing after migration (Jones, 2008). Both groups may also have an advantage when engaging

in entrepreneurial activities because they can recombine distant knowledge thanks to their

international experiences. The literature on highly skilled immigrant entrepreneurship has

frequently highlighted that foreign-born entrepreneurs can draw from their international

knowledge and experiences to start more innovative businesses (Saxenian, 2000), which

places them in an advantageous position compared to their native counterparts. Moreover,

immigrants are likely to be positively selected based on their entrepreneurial traits, such as

being more open minded (Edler et al., 2011). Because they have gone through a migration

experience, they are expected to possess certain personal characteristics that could be useful

in entrepreneurial endeavors, such as being more open to new experiences.

Despite the similarities in their international experiences, immigrants differ from the

returnees in important dimensions, which likely affect their entrepreneurial outcomes. Along

with considering academics’ differing international experiences, distinguishing the various

dimensions is thereby important for gaining a better understanding of which mechanisms

may drive the relationship between international mobility and academic entrepreneurship.
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The local culture and language may act as barriers to entrepreneurship for immigrants.

It has been found that language proficiency is one of the most important determinants of

labor market success for immigrants (Borjas, 1999). For most foreign-born academics, the

language of their host country may be their second (or even third) language, which may deter

them from engaging with actors outside university boundaries (Lawson, Salter, Hughes, &

Kitson, 2019a; Libaers, 2014), as spoken language is particularly relevant for informal face-

to-face interactions (Grimpe & Fier, 2010; Link, Siegel, Bozeman, & Others, 2007). Indeed,

a recent contribution by Lawson et al. (2019a) explored in detail the geographical patterns

of engagement of academics in the United Kingdom, finding that foreign-born academics

tend to collaborate more with international actors, while their native counterparts are more

oriented toward national partners.

Furthermore, differences may be present in research orientation. A survey conducted by

Sauermann et al. (2010) in the US showed that foreign-born scientists were less likely to

conduct applied research than they were to conduct basic research compared to their native

counterparts. This may be so, especially in the US, because researchers are attracted to the

country for reasons that are related to the research environment, which may cause them

to focus their energy purely on scholarly work (Libaers, 2014). This is important because

it has been shown that academics who perform more applied or user-oriented research are

more likely to engage in commercialization and entrepreneurial efforts (Kenney & Goe, 2004;

O’shea, Allen, Chevalier, & Roche, 2005). Finally, exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities

requires individuals to not only draw on their personal attributes and resources but also to

mobilize their social capital to acquire the resources and expertise needed to establish their

businesses (Davidsson & Honig, 2003). The network in which they are embedded determines

entrepreneurs’ social capital, and it is often highly dependent on the location in which they

want to begin their activities (Stuart & Sorenson, 2007). Immigrant academics have smaller

non-academic social networks than do natives (DiTomaso, Farris, & Cordero, 1993); there-

fore, they have fewer ties outside academia that may help them in the commercialization

of their research (Owen-Smith & Powell, 2003; Stuart & Ding, 2006). While there is no
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research in this area that directly compares the networks outside academia of immigrants

versus returnees, given the abovementioned barriers, we can expect the external networks

of immigrants in their host country to be no more developed than those of returnees.

To summarize, while returnees and immigrants share some benefits that are associated

with having international experience (such as personal traits that are more conducive to

entrepreneurship and a greater ability to recombine knowledge from distant sources), immi-

grants may suffer from disadvantages that are idiosyncratically linked to their foreignness.

We thus hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis (H2): Immigrant academics are less likely to engage in entrepreneurial

activities than returnee academics.

3.3 Empirical Framework

3.3.1 The Danish context

Our study is situated in the context of Denmark, a small European country with an

advanced economy. Per the World Bank’s Ease of doing business indicator, Denmark offers

a business-friendly regulatory environment.3 In 2020, Denmark was ranked fourth behind

New Zealand, Singapore, and Hong Kong SAR (China), ahead of the US and the UK. When

reviewing academic entrepreneurship rates, about 11% of our respondents reported involve-

ment in setting up a company. This number closely resembles the academic entrepreneurship

rates in other advanced economies, such as Sweden (Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2000) and the

UK (D’Este & Perkmann, 2011).

There are no differences in the rules for business registration for residents in Denmark

based on their citizenship. Hence, similar rules applied to all respondents in our survey, who,

as employees of Danish universities, were most likely also residents of Denmark. However,

in the context of academic entrepreneurship, the public regulation of work permits could

3(World Bank, 2018)
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affect the ability of immigrant academics to start a company while being employed at a

Danish university. Most immigrant researchers stay in Denmark on academic work permits

that are sponsored by their universities.4 For European Union (EU) citizens, there are no

public regulations for either having side jobs or starting up a company. For non-EU citizens,

any side job (and, by extension, any start-up) must be related to their academic work at

the sponsoring university.

As noted earlier, language may act as a barrier to entrepreneurship for immigrants be-

cause Danish is spoken by few immigrant academics upon entering the country. Meanwhile,

Denmark consistently ranks highly in terms of its population’s average English proficiency

(second among non-English speaking countries in Europe according to the English First

English proficiency index),5 and many firms report that they use English as an official lan-

guage (Sanden & Kankaanranta, 2018). Moreover, official Danish websites have increasingly

become available in English, such as those dealing with the immigration authority6 and busi-

ness registration.7 Nevertheless, with Danish remaining the official administrative language

in Denmark, a lack of proficiency in that language may have hampered the entrepreneurial

aspirations of immigrants during much of the period that our data covers.

3.3.2 Data and sample

We combined data from different sources to empirically assess the validity of our hypothe-

ses. The main data source was a survey of all researchers employed at a Danish university,

which was conducted in October 2017. The population includes active researchers who have

conducted research work for which a Ph.D. or an equivalent degree would usually be required

during the five years prior to the survey. Thus, Ph.D. students, technicians, administrative

staff, and inactive researchers were excluded. A total of 4,836 faculty members responded

to the survey, representing an overall response rate of 38%.8

4https://nyidanmark.dk
5https://www.ef.com/epi/(accessedDecember28,2020).
6https://nyidanmark.dk/en-GB
7https://danishbusinessauthority.dk/business-denmark
8Details on the survey design and administration can be found in the Online Appendix

https://nyidanmark.dk
https://www.ef.com/epi/(accessedDecember28,2020).
https://nyidanmark.dk/en-GB
https://danishbusinessauthority.dk/business-denmark
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Although the survey represents a cross-section of academics in Denmark in 2017, the

collected data provides rich longitudinal information on the respondents’ migration histories

and their professional experience since the start of their careers. We reconstructed the

academic career of each respondent until 2017, beginning from their career start. We then

operationalized the career start as the year in which the PhD was awarded minus four

years.9 To be able to match our respondents to additional data (such as publications), we

limited our sample to academics who started their careers after 1960 and before 2015 and

(re-)entered Denmark before 2016.

We further included information on the academics’ entrepreneurial activity and interna-

tional mobility. In the case of entrepreneurial activity, we determined how many companies

a researcher started and the year in which each company was established. Regarding in-

ternational mobility and migration, we asked foreign-born researchers in which year they

came to Denmark and to indicate the start year and duration of stays outside Denmark

or their country of birth that exceeded 9 months, which is a period requiring a significant

relocation (up to 10 stays, which may have happened at any time in their life). The answers

to this question were censored to the category of “5 years or more”; therefore, we manually

looked up the end year of the stays that fell into this category using publicly available CV

information from university profiles and LinkedIn. Additionally, we asked each respondent

about which country was visited and their activities abroad. This resulted in a detailed

longitudinal record of the international mobility and academic entrepreneurship events of

researchers across their entire careers until 2017. Additionally, the survey included other

variables, such as personality traits, risk preferences, and perceptions of various aspects of

academic engagement. Furthermore, we matched the survey data to bibliographic informa-

tion that was extracted from Scopus. We were able to match 84% of the survey population

and 90% of the respondents to a Scopus profile, thereby adding yearly information about

9While this information was available from the survey for all respondents who had obtained their Ph.D.
outside Denmark, we had to complement this information for those who obtained it at a Danish institution.
To do so, we made use of the Danish Ph.D. database (Forskningsdatabasen) and linked the information
based on name and scientific field. For unmatched respondents, we inferred their year of career start based
on their first publication minus four years (or the establishment of their first research-based company minus
one year).
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publication output and citations to the data. The unmatched respondents included individ-

uals who could not be matched (e.g., due to name changes or misspellings) and researchers

with no publications in a journal indexed in Scopus. Finally, to assess the importance of the

method biases that are often associated with surveys, such as recall bias or common source

bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), we triangulated our findings with

measures of start-up activity derived from other sources. Specifically, we added information

from the public business registry to verify the information that the respondents provided

about their entrepreneurial activities.

3.3.3 Variables

To evaluate differences in the entrepreneurial activities between groups of academics

with different backgrounds of international mobility, we conducted our empirical analysis

on two sub-samples. The first consisted of a comparison between Danish researchers with

international experience and those without. The second sub-sample consisted of interna-

tionally mobile researchers (i.e. returnees and immigrants). The definition of the dependent

variable and some independent variables differed between the two sub-samples, as described

in detail below. The first comparison provides insights into how a spell of international

mobility changes the hazard of academics start a firm. The second comparison is core to

providing insights into the effects of different types of mobility. Thus, by comparing the

hazards of returnees and immigrants from the moment they enter Denmark, provides infor-

mation about the effects of being foreign, and potential barriers regarding integration and

local networks.

Dependent variable and time at risk

Our empirical approach relied on observing the timing of start-ups relative to researchers’

careers and their international mobility histories. The binary dependent variable StartComp

took the value 1 in the year in which a company is started while residing in Denmark and 0

otherwise. Our data did not allow us to determine in which country an academic started a
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firm in a given year, only their country of residence at that point in time. However, in the

context of our survey, we assumed that firms that started after returning from abroad or

moving to Denmark would also be located in the host country and considered only the years

spent in Denmark as years “at risk” of starting a company in Denmark. We controlled

for any company started either in Denmark or abroad prior to the mobility event. Our

analysis is thereby also compatible with instances of “transnational entrepreneurship,” i.e.,

individuals that migrate from one country to another, concurrently maintaining business-

related linkages with their former country of origin”(Drori, Honig, & Wright, 2009, p. 1001).

The data is right-censored in the year in which a respondent starts a company or in 2017,

which is the end of our sampling period. We first compared the group of native academics

who started their careers in Denmark, stayers and returnees. They are considered at risk

of starting a company throughout their careers, except for the periods spent abroad by

the returnees. Second, we compared internationally mobile academics, namely immigrants

and returnees. As we are concerned with start-ups that happen in the focal country of our

study, Denmark, we only considered companies begun after either immigrating to Denmark

(immigrants) or after the first stay abroad (returnees). Figure 1 illustrates the variable

definitions through three stylized scientist careers.

— Insert Figure 3.1 —

The first part of the figure refers to the sub-sample of natives. It depicts 20 years of

the careers of a returnee and a stayer. Both started their careers in the same year. The

number of years at risk increased by 1 for each year a respondent stayed in Denmark. For

the stayer, the years at risk also reflected his academic age. The returnee stayed abroad in

the 6th and 7th year of her career. Thus, starting in year eight of the returnee’s career, the

prior international mobility dummy will take the value 1. Further, during her stay abroad,

the returnee is not considered at risk of starting a company in Denmark. This means that

the count of years at risk will not increase, and any firms started during this period will

be assumed to be started abroad and therefore not be considered relevant for the outcome
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variable.10 Consequently, her first relevant company was started in 2013. Combined, the

length of her stay abroad and her years of being at risk in Denmark amount to her academic

age. In contrast, the stayer is considered at risk for his entire career, and consequently, his

first company in year 6 is relevant for the dependent variable.

The second part of Figure 1 exemplifies the careers of a returnee and a foreigner. Notably,

the time at risk is now measured after the mobility event. In this comparison, the returnee is

only considered at risk once she returns to Denmark at an academic age of eight years. The

immigrant academic starts being at risk once she enters Denmark. Hence, the risk start may

happen at different career stages. Companies started prior to risk start are not considered for

the dependent variable but are considered as a control for prior entrepreneurship experience.

Explanatory variables

Our estimations included variables that relate to mobility status and international ex-

perience of the different groups of academics. For the first part of our analysis, in which

we compare stayers and returnees, we included the dummy variable PrevAbroad, taking the

value 1 for returnees after their return and 0 otherwise. Hence, returnees were considered

equivalent to stayers prior to their stay abroad. We also ran an alternative specification,

where instead of including a dummy for prior international experience, we included the cu-

mulative number of years spent abroad (YearsAbroad). In the second part of the analysis,

we included the dummy variable Immigrant taking the value 1 for an immigrant academic

when comparing returnees and immigrants.

Control variables

One set of control variables was included to account for differences in the time of being at

risk of setting up a company. How the relevant time related to academic age differed between

mobility groups. For the comparison of stayers and returnees, our main control was the

variable YearsAtRisk, which counts the number of years in which an academic was present

in Denmark. For returnees spending long periods abroad, there was a large divergence

10There was a total of 7 instances of returnees reporting a start-up while being abroad.
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between academic age and YearsAtRisk. This problem was addressed in the alternative

specification, where we included the cumulative number of years spent abroad (YearsAbroad)

instead of the dummy variable for prior mobility. Similarly, for the comparison of returnees

and immigrants, we counted the number of years elapsed since an immigrant academic

entered Denmark or a returnee re-entered the country (YearsAtRiskPost). Considering

that immigrants and returnees might have come to Denmark at different career stages, we

controlled for their academic age upon (re-)entry either as an additional control variable

(AcadAgeEntry) or by including a full set of academic age dummies.

Another control variable relevant for the comparison of immigrants and returnees con-

sidered possible instances of pre-mobility entrepreneurship. Hence, we included a dummy

variable Prior firm, taking the value 1 if an academic had been involved in a start-up that

happened before the mobility event and 0 otherwise. The variable applied to any start-up

established before an immigrant moved to Denmark or, in the case of returnees, before their

re-entry into Denmark after their stay abroad.

Common to all our specifications, a third set of variables was included that has been

shown to be related to academic entrepreneurship by previous studies. As prior studies

showed that male academics are more likely to become academic entrepreneurs, we in-

cluded a gender dummy for Male. The respondents’ genders were determined based on

their first name, using the genderize.io API. It was also to be expected that there would

be significant differences between scientific fields regarding the commercializability of re-

search as well as norms within the field. We therefore included dummies for scientific field.

Based on the respondents’ survey responses, we differentiated between six scientific fields,

including Arts and Humanities, Engineering, Medical and Health, Natural Sciences, Social

Sciences, and Agricultural Sciences (which serves as the baseline category). Further, the

literature suggests that internationally mobile individuals may possess certain traits that

might also positively influence their willingness to become entrepreneurs (Borjas, 1987; Lin,

2010; Zucker & Darby, 2007). Hence, we included controls for a set of personality char-

acteristics to allow for separation of the effect of the experience gained abroad from the
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possible intrinsic predisposition of certain researchers to engage in academic entrepreneur-

ship. Risk tolerance is often associated with both entrepreneurial activity and the decision

to become internationally mobile. Therefore, we collected a revealed measure of risk toler-

ance, in which each respondent had to select a preferred gamble from six different gambling

options, which differed in terms of their expected trade-offs and associated risks (Charness,

Gneezy, & Imas, 2013). We further administered a set of questions to measure the Big Five

personality characteristics (i.e., Openness, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness,

Extroversion), which are based on the work of Rammstedt and John (2007), who proposed

a ten-item version of the Big Five Inventory. There is a large body of literature that links

personality traits to entrepreneurial outcomes (for a review, see Zhao, Seibert, & Lumpkin,

2010), which shows that openness to experience is positively related to entrepreneurial in-

tentions. Because this trait has been shown to relate to migration as well (Jokela, 2009;

Otto & Dalbert, 2012), it was important to control for personality, given that some of its

aspects may predict both entrepreneurial activity and international mobility.

Engaging in academic entrepreneurship is a choice that is driven by individual moti-

vations and perceptions of the activity itself (Tartari & Breschi, 2012); thus, we further

included variables about attitudes toward research commercialization. These included bar-

riers to academic engagement (Tartari & Breschi, 2012), such as the perception that the

research would not be relevant to anyone outside academia (Lack of relevance), as well as

how important it was to commercialize their research (Importance of commercialization)11.

Additionally, to elicit the extent to which the respondents were intrinsically or extrinsically

motivated in their academic job, we administered a set of eight questions that referred to

different types of motivations, such as salary or independence. We then conducted a factor

analysis on them to ensure that the two types of motivations were orthogonal to each other

(Sauermann et al., 2010).

A final set of control variables considered the researchers’ scientific productivity, which in

previous research was positively correlated with academic entrepreneurship (Stuart & Ding,

11Importance of commercialization
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2006). Therefore, we included the cumulative number of publications in t− 2 (Cumulative

Publications t − 2) as well as the number of publications per year in t − 1 (Cumulative

Publications t − 2; (Azoulay, Ganguli, & Zivin, 2017). All models also included university

fixed effects and a full set of year dummies.

3.3.4 Estimation

We followed recent studies to estimate the determinants of mobility (Azoulay et al.,

2017; Breschi, Lissoni, & Miguelez, 2018) or entrepreneurship (Rocha & Van Praag, 2020)

and employed a discrete-time proportional hazard model (Jenkins, 2005). Accordingly, we

estimated for each person i at a given year the hazard h of the complementary log-log type

would be:

hi(t) = 1 − exp[−exp(z(t))], (3.1)

where

z(t) = c(t) + β′X, (3.2)

and t denotes the number of years that have elapsed from risk start until a company

is started. In this specification, c(t) is the baseline hazard function, and ′X is a vector of

the explanatory and control variables, as described above. In their exponentiated form, the

β coefficients reflect the hazard ratios relative to the baseline hazard. The discrete-time

implementation of this specification models a discrete outcome on a year by year basis, and

has the advantage that it allows the inclusion of time-constant as well as time-variant X

variables. In the main specification, we log transform the years at risk variable, assuming

that there are decreasing returns to time spent in Denmark. We also apply specifications

in which we do not impose a functional form to the baseline hazard function, as well as

exponential time and linear time for additional robustness checks (see also Breschi et al.,

2018; Gaulé, 2014).
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3.4 Results

3.4.1 Descriptive statistics

A summary of the characteristics of the scientists in the two sub-samples can be found

in Tables 1 and 3. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the native sub-sample,

which contained 29,318 person-year observations for 1,583 individuals. Table 3 presents

the corresponding statistics for the mobile sub-sample, composed of 12,276 person-year

observations for 1,044 individuals. As the correlation matrices for the two samples show

(Tables 2 and 4), the correlations between the regressors did not generally exceed 0.3 in

numerical value, suggesting that our regressions do not likely suffer from multicollinearity.12

— Insert Table 3.1 and 3.2 about here —

— Insert Table 3.3 and 3.4 about here —

3.4.2 Main results

We estimated two sets of regression models: one for the comparison of stayers and re-

turnees and another for comparing returnees to immigrant academics. Throughout, the

outcome variable was StartComp - the indicator for having established a firm in Denmark

in a given year. Hypothesis 1 is addressed in Table 5, which compares the two groups of na-

tive academics: stayers and returnees. Model 1 captures the association between academic

entrepreneurship and international mobility in terms of the variable PrevAbroad, which in-

dicates the group of returnees. In this simple comparison, returnees were at 1.9 times the

risk of starting a company compared to those who did not leave the country for any sig-

nificant amount of time. Model 2 shows the results after including all control variables.

As expected, controlling for a number of variables commonly associated with academic

entrepreneurship and with mobility somewhat reduced the estimated premium for interna-

tionally mobile academics to a factor of 1.6. Furthermore, aligned with previous findings

12Exceptions include the dummy and numerical measures of staying abroad (Table 2) and the publications-
related measures, which are related to measures of academic age.
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(Colyvas et al., 2012), male academics were more likely than females to start a company with

a relative hazard ratio of 1.7. The differences between fields were less pronounced, except

academics in engineering fields, who were about three times more likely to start companies

than academics in agricultural science (the reference group). Personality traits had some

explanatory power. In particular, we found a positive and significant effect of openness to

experience and the opposite effect regarding conscientiousness. The other traits and our

measure of risk tolerance were not significantly correlated with starting a company in our

sample. Regarding different types of motivations, only intrinsic motivation was positive and

significantly related to starting a company. This finding was somewhat surprising because

setting up a company may also provide a source of additional income for academics. As ex-

pected, a positive attitude toward the commercialization of research findings had a positive

and significant coefficient. A perceived lack of relevance of one’s own research to external

partners (representing a potential barrier to entrepreneurship) showed no effect. There were

mixed results in terms of the importance of the researchers’ publication productivity: only

recent publications per year (t − 1) had any appreciable effect on setting up a company

in Denmark. Finally, our estimates of university fixed effects were insignificant, indicating

that differences across institutions in terms of support for entrepreneurship and the type

of research conducted were less important in explaining individual-level variations between

researchers.

As evident from the significant and positive coefficient of YearsAtRisk, the baseline an-

nual risk of setting up a company increased across the length of time that an academic is

active in Denmark. This effect may also partly reflect the general effects of academic senior-

ity. For stayers, academic age goes one-to-one with time at risk. However, for returnees, we

can partly control for this by including the length of their stay abroad (which was zero for

stayers). The variable YearsAbroad was added to the specification in Model 3. The results

demonstrated a relative hazard factor of 1.1 per year for YearsAbroad. With 4.5 years spent

abroad on average by returnees in our sample, this is largely consistent with an overall

premium for returnees of 55%, as estimated from Model (2). The remaining coefficients and
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their significance were largely unaffected by this extension of the model.

Overall, the regressions in Table 5 suggest a substantial difference in the entrepreneurial

propensities between native academics based on their international mobility experience.

Across specifications, academics with international experience showed a relative increase in

the risk of starting a company in Denmark by 1.6 to 1.9 times. Moreover, the evidence

in favor of Hypothesis 1 was robust in controlling for an extensive set of determinants

commonly associated with academic entrepreneurship.

— Insert Table 3.5 —

Table 6 presents the results of comparing academic scientists with different types of

international experience. Model 1 shows the gross difference in entrepreneurial propensities

after the mobility event for immigrants as compared to returnees. The variable Immigrant

takes a value of one for foreigners and zero for returnees. With a hazard ratio of 0.625, the

raw comparison revealed that immigrants were about 38% less likely to start a company in

Denmark. Model 2 includes all control variables. Academic age upon (re-)entry did not have

a strong impact, and it did not matter whether it was included as a set of dummies (Model

2) or a linear term (Model 3). Previous entrepreneurial activity (Priorfirm), on the other

hand, had a large positive effect on the likelihood of starting a company after the mobility

event. This speaks to learning effects and to intrinsic preferences of commercializing research

through venture creation. In contrast to previous estimations, there was no significant

difference between men and women among mobile academics in terms of starting a company.

In the previous comparison of stayers and mobile natives, gender appeared to be related

to unobserved factors that affect both mobility and entrepreneurship. However, once we

controlled for mobility by comparing the two mobile groups of academics, there was little

difference in entrepreneurial propensity between the genders. Additionally, there was also no

difference across scientific fields. The effects of personality characteristics were comparable

to those in the previous set of regressions, although intrinsic motivation was no longer

strongly significant. Further, control variables for scientific performance and affiliation had

no significant effect. Among the variables that measure attitudes toward entrepreneurship,
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only the attitude toward commercialization of one’s own research had a highly significant and

positive effect. Overall, the results support the foreignness discount suggested by Hypothesis

2, estimating that foreigners are 38-47% less likely than returnees to start a company in

Denmark in any given year.

— Insert Table 3.6 —

To illustrate the differences between the groups, we plotted the predicted hazard func-

tions for stylized careers of scientists who only differ regarding their international experience.

Therefore, we set all continuous covariates to the sample mean. The factorial variables were

set at the most frequent value in the sample (i.e., male for gender, natural sciences as the

scientific field, and Copenhagen University as the affiliation). Figure 2 shows the difference

between stayers and returnees. As expected, the premium only arose after return, and the

returnee’s curve was steeper. Figure 3 shows hazard curves for a returnee and immigrant

who entered Denmark at academic age 8 and resided in the country for 30 consecutive years,

illustrating the large discount associated with foreignness.

— Insert Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 about here —

3.4.3 Potential explanations for the immigrant discount

Table 7 shows potential alternative explanations for the foreignness discount. Model 1

explores the effect of bureaucratic barriers (such as requirements for visas and work permits)

on the entrepreneurial activity of internationally mobile academics. We divided the group

of immigrants into those from countries with which Denmark has freedom of movement

(FoM) of workers’ agreements and those from countries requiring an additional work permit.

Immigrants in the latter group are subject to the rules dictated by their visa, which may

preclude them from holding jobs outside their main employment (which is the sponsor of

their visa). We therefore expected non-FoM immigrants to be the least likely to become

academic entrepreneurs. Sixty-two percent of immigrants were from EU countries, and we

found that immigrants from FoM countries were 45% less likely to start a company than
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returnees, while there was a similar discount for non-FoM immigrants in their likelihood of

becoming academic entrepreneurs.13 This is not conclusive evidence that formal barriers do

not exist in our context, but it is an indication that formal barriers cannot fully explain the

difference between returnees and immigrants.

Model 2 explores the effect of language proficiency as a potential barrier to entrepreneurial

and engagement activities of foreign academics (Lawson, Salter, Hughes, & Kitson, 2019b;

Libaers, 2014). This possibility may be even more relevant in our context because few for-

eigners master the Danish language when they first arrive in the country. However, some

immigrants may be in a better position to pick up the local language, particularly natives

of other countries with a language similar to Danish. We therefore included a dummy vari-

able, where 1 represented immigrants for whom their main language is a Germanic language

(e.g., Austria, Belgium, Switzerland, Germany, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Iceland, Sweden,

Norway, Australia, USA, Great Britain, New Zealand, Canada, Ireland) and 0 otherwise;

this assumed that immigrants speaking a Germanic language are advantaged compared to

immigrants speaking more distant languages in terms of interactions with the local business

community. Forty-five percent of immigrant academics were from Germanic-speaking coun-

tries. Using returnees as a reference group, we again found a marginally significant discount

of about 45% for immigrants from countries speaking a Germanic language and a similar

difference with non-Germanic immigrants.14 Language, therefore, does not seem to explain

the difference between foreigners and returnees. As noted previously, this could reflect the

high ability level of the local population to speak English and the increasing pervasiveness

of English as a business language in Denmark.

A third potential explanation considered differences in research orientation that may

explain lower engagement in commercialization activities of foreign academics in their host

countries. The main idea was that foreign-born academics may be more focused on basic

research (Libaers, 2014; Sauermann et al., 2010), which has a lower likelihood of being com-

13A Wald test also revealed that there was no statistical difference between the two groups of immigrants
(see Table 7, Model 1).

14A Wald test revealed again that there was no statistical difference between the two groups of immigrants
(see Table 7, Model 2).
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mercialized. To test whether this applied to our sample, we classified researchers according

to the basicness of their research interests. Traditionally, this has been done by classifying

the journals in which scientists publish according to their degree of basicness. The best-

known classification was developed by CHI Research in the late 1980s (Noma, 1986). To

construct a measure of basicness, we employed the methodology that was recently developed

by Boyack, Patek, Ungar, Yoon, and Klavans (2014), which classifies any article based on

its title and abstract into the same four research levels as those of the CHI classification.

We employed the open source Python code provided by Boyack et al. (2014) to classify

all papers that were produced by the researchers in our sample. For each academic, we

then calculated the proportion of publications in the most basic category, namely Research

Level 4 (Basicness), prior to year t. If immigrants are indeed more likely to focus on basic

research, this may explain their lower likelihood of engaging in academic entrepreneurship.

When included in our main specification, the variable Basicness was not statistically sig-

nificant, leaving the estimated coefficient of Immigrant largely unaffected (Table 7, column

3).

The final alternative explanation we explored relates to the existence of non-academic

networks, as foreign-born academics may suffer from underdeveloped non-academic social

networks (DiTomaso et al., 1993). We measured these in terms of co-authors at private

firms after (re-)entering Denmark. For this purpose, we defined publications with authors

affiliated with a Danish company (CompCoauthors). We further counted the cumulative

number of co-authors a researcher had at Danish companies. We did not find evidence that

this explains the difference between immigrants and returnees. However, it is important

to keep in mind that this measure only considers networks that are realized into formal

successful research collaborations.

— Insert Table 3.7 about here —
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3.4.4 Robustness checks

A first concern was that the use of a survey-based, retrospective outcome variable could

have caused recall bias. To ensure that our results were not driven by respondents reporting

the establishment of companies with which they were not directly involved, we matched

the respondents in our sample to the Danish business registry based on the researchers’

names and performed manual searches on their university webpages (and LinkedIn profiles),

if available to ascertain their true role in each start-up. Based on this, we refined the

outcome variable to define only those respondents who were also linked to a company in the

business registry as entrepreneurs.15 In the mobile sample, the overall number of researchers

who could be categorized as entrepreneurs fell from 114 to 75. The reduced number could

have been caused by various involvements in setting up firms (e.g., involvements prior to

formalization, employment relationships outside of board membership) or by mismatching

or misspellings names. Despite the refinement of the dependent variable, the results were

again qualitatively like the main results, although the significance levels dropped to around

10% for some specifications (see Appendix A1).

As a second robustness check, and aligned with the literature on high-tech entrepreneur-

ship and STEM researcher migration, we ran the models on a sub-sample that included

only STEM-field researchers. While leaving out Arts and Humanities and Social Sciences

reduced the available number of respondents by about a quarter, all results remained within

close range of the main results, confirming the existence of a significant immigrant discount

and no overall qualitative change in the results (see Appendix A2).

As a third robustness check, we also employed nearest neighbor matching and re-ran our

analyses on matched samples to make comparisons that were likely to be more balanced

in terms of unobservable determinants of both international experience and academic en-

trepreneurship. For the first comparison, we matched stayers and returnees based on the

year of career start and exactly based on gender and scientific field. This resulted in a sample

15We were not able to implement similar refinements in terms of the pre-move entrepreneurial experience
of immigrants, which would most likely have been related to a foreign firm. The dummy variable for
pre-move experience thus still relied on the survey information.
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of 342 matched pairs of scientists, who were also fairly balanced based on other character-

istics, except returnees, who were on average more intrinsically motivated though less well

published (during their first year abroad) than stayers (see Appendix A3, Table 6). The

regression results, which can be found in Appendix A3 Table 8, were largely confirmed, and

the mobility premium appeared to be even larger. For the comparison between foreigners

and returnees, we matched based on the year of career start, academic age at risk start, and

exactly based on scientific field, gender, and prior academic entrepreneurship. This resulted

in a sample of 230 matched pairs. Again, the results from the main analyses were largely

confirmed, and the discount for immigrants was even larger than in the main specification.

In a further robustness check, we tackled the problem of unobserved individual het-

erogeneity. We therefore included individual-level random effects and ran so-called frailty

models (see Appendix A4). These findings also confirmed our results. Finally, we also

ran the model using non-parametric time dependence by including dummies for each year

at risk. Further, we included YearsAtRisk as a linear and a quadratic term. As shown

in Appendix A5, these choices did not affect the size and significance of our variables of

interest.

3.5 Conclusions, limitations, and future research

Our analyses suggest that internationally mobile university researchers are more likely to

start companies than their colleagues without experience abroad, while immigrant scientists

are under-represented in knowledge-intensive entrepreneurship activities among academics

who are employed in Denmark. Indeed, when we compared returnees to native stayers,

the former group was between 1.6 and 1.9 times more likely to become entrepreneurs in

any given year. When we compared the returnees to immigrants, the immigration discount

lowered the entrepreneurship propensity to about half for the latter group. Considering

that the overall rate of entrepreneurship in our sample was 11%, these are sizable effects of

economic importance.

Our study assigns an important role to academic returnees as likely contributors to the
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local economy in terms of research-based start-ups. While return migrants have been at the

center of an extensive policy discussion related to migrants returning to emerging economies

(Lissoni, 2018), our results open a range of potential policy issues in the context of advanced

economies as well as for academic returnees. As an important aspect of academic mobility

extending beyond scientific excellence in a narrow sense, academic entrepreneurship should

be considered when evaluating the merits of, for instance, public support of international

postdoctoral grants or academic exchange, both of which are currently supported by the

Danish government (through the Independent Research Fund Denmark).16

Furthermore, our analysis strongly suggests that immigrants are under-represented in

knowledge-intensive entrepreneurship among academics who are employed in Denmark. Fol-

lowing our theoretical framework, our analysis indicates that explanations that are usually

found in the literature may not be sufficient to attain an overall picture of the relationship

between international mobility and academic entrepreneurship. Concerning policy regula-

tions, we found no significant difference between immigrants with EU citizenship and those

without. Language could be another potential barrier; however, we found that immigrants

from Germanic-speaking countries, whose native language is arguably closer to Danish than

most other languages, faced a similar discount as that of other immigrants in terms of en-

trepreneurial activity. Similarly, we found that research orientation was not a likely driver of

the observed discount, and we could not find evidence that links to local businesses through

co-authorship to explain our results.

One may question the generalizability of our results because they apply to the population

of academics in a specific country, Denmark. In terms of their propensity to establish new

ventures, we have shown Danish academics to be on par with academics in other countries,

such as Sweden and the UK. Additionally, we found that the entrepreneurial propensity

of academics in relation to their personal characteristics aligns with findings on academic

entrepreneurship in other advanced economies. One limitation to the generalizability of our

results could be using Denmark as the destination country for mobile academics. While

16https://dff.dk/

https://dff.dk/
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Denmark is among the top-5 OECD countries in terms of per capita spending on R&D and

the country with the highest number of researchers per 1,000 employees (OECD, 2019), it

may still represent a more peripheral destinations for foreign scientists compared to the UK

or the US. Additionally, as discussed in our analysis, certain barriers may be idiosyncratic

of countries where the main language is different from English: indeed, immigrants moving

to economies with a mainly English-speaking population, notably the US and the UK, are

likely to face a lower language barrier.

Other potential limitations of our results include the fact that we employed survey data.

As such, we were unable to observe individuals who left Danish academia because they

either became successful entrepreneurs or left the country before the survey year. Moreover,

the respondents were right-censored in terms of any entrepreneurial activity or international

mobility event that occurred after the survey year. Further, it is possible that the survey

responses were biased toward the academics’ most recent and most successful ventures.

Finally, we were not able to observe where (beyond the country level) academics went while

abroad. This might be important for several reasons; for instance, it would inform us

about the potential entrepreneurial benefits that they gained while abroad (e.g., a stay in a

Silicon Valley university could potentially create important spillovers in terms of exposure

to a highly entrepreneurial environment). Moreover, because researchers do not necessarily

move with the idea of starting a business, it is the appropriate environment that stimulates

their entrepreneurial activities (Krabel et al., 2012), either because of peer effects (Bercovitz

& Feldman, 2008) or appropriate institutional support (Clarysse, Tartari, & Salter, 2011).

Venturing outside the realm of academia, our findings largely conflicted with those of

previous studies, indicating a positive immigrant premium in the broader context of highly

skilled migration and entrepreneurship. We believe that there could be several reasons for

this. For example, because we considered academics, who are by definition drawn from the

right tail of the education distribution, we did not face differential education levels between

immigrants and natives as a potential confounder of the immigrant premium. This contrasts

with existing studies situated mainly in the US high-tech entrepreneurship context (Hunt,
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2010). Additionally, considering the full population of academics, we avoided selection on

the outcome variable (Hart & Acs, 2011).

With these caveats, our findings can still speak to a wider policy discourse. Many gov-

ernments are actively incentivizing the migration of highly skilled people to their countries

(OECD, ILO, & The World Bank, 2015) and anticipating large contributions to the economy

as a result. The Danish government runs the Start-up Denmark program, which is a visa

scheme that is intended “to allow talented entrepreneurs to relocate and grow high-impact

start-ups in Denmark.”17 However, our findings suggest that immigrants face substantial

barriers, which may prevent them from contributing fully to society. Actively lowering such

barriers should thereby be a priority in the design of immigration policies, as it would in-

crease the societal benefits of highly skilled immigration. As it is critical to establish the

entrepreneurial effect of international mobility in greater detail, the limitations of our study

open avenues for future research. Identifying whether all migration instances are equal

or whether exposure to an entrepreneurial culture promotes subsequent entrepreneurship

(Bercovitz & Feldman, 2008) should be a first priority. Additionally, in our analysis, we

were unfortunately unable to control for different motivations for international mobility,

especially regarding returnees. While international mobility research seems to believe that

migration decisions are mostly based on socio-economic reasons, such as accessing better

career opportunities (Franzoni et al., 2012), scholars are increasingly exploring the roles of

family and cultural ties regarding their effects on return migration patterns (Lee & Kim,

2010). They may help determine who returns to their home country for reasons beyond

their scientific performance. Family ties and cultural proximity transcend reasons that are

related to economic mobility; thus, we expect them to have an opposite effect relative to

the negative selection of returnees and to bring home some “stars” in terms of performance

– who may have otherwise stayed abroad if they had only applied economic logic. Addi-

tionally, immigrants may be driven to a specific country by reasons beyond strict economic

considerations, such as following a partner or choosing a country that reflects their values

17http://www.startupdenmark.info

http://www.startupdenmark.info
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and offers attractive living conditions. Future studies, especially those that employ a survey,

should focus on these different motivations to understand if they may relate to academics’

willingness to engage in the commercialization of their research.

Finally, it is crucial to understand in more detail which specific barriers immigrant

academics face when starting up a company; therefore, future studies should include more

elaborate measures of any formal or informal barriers, such as cultural or linguistic distance,

or more precise measurements of the local networks that immigrants could leverage to

understand local market conditions and the institutional context of starting a company.

Moreover, evidence on the importance of these factors is required to guide public policy and

to realize immigrants’ full potential to contribute to innovation and growth in the domestic

economy.
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Tables

Table 3.1: Summary statistics of native sub-sample

N Mean SD Min Max
PrevAbroad 29,318 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00
YearsAbroad 29,318 0.84 2.00 0.00 23.00
YearsAtRisk (log) 29,318 2.26 0.89 0.00 3.69
Male 29,318 0.68 0.46 0.00 1.00
Risk Tolerance 29,318 3.58 1.92 1.00 6.00
Openness 29,318 3.47 0.75 1.00 5.00
Neuroticism 29,318 2.38 0.75 1.00 5.00
Conscientiousness 29,318 4.20 0.61 1.50 5.00
Agreeableness 29,318 3.87 0.60 2.00 5.00
Extroversion 29,318 3.46 0.86 1.00 5.00
Extrinsic motivation 29,318 -0.12 0.77 -3.01 1.89
Intrinsic motivation 29,318 0.04 0.69 -4.58 1.18
Lack of relevance 29,318 0.08 0.27 0.00 1.00
Importance of comm. 29,318 0.42 0.49 0.00 1.00
Cum. Publications (t-2) 29,318 19.57 37.85 0.00 1061.00
Publications per year (t-1) 29,318 2.21 4.25 0.00 210.00
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Table 3.3: Descriptive statistics of mobile sub-sample

N Mean SD Min Max
Immigrant 12,276 0.48 0.50 0.00 1.00
YearsAtRisk (log) 12,276 1.90 0.92 0.00 3.69
AcadAgeEntry 12,276 7.91 5.99 1.00 40.00
Prior firm 12,276 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00
Male 12,276 0.73 0.44 0.00 1.00
Risk Tolerance 12,276 3.52 1.90 1.00 6.00
Openness 12,276 3.58 0.73 1.50 5.00
Neuroticism 12,276 2.42 0.77 1.00 5.00
Conscientiousness 12,276 4.15 0.62 1.50 5.00
Agreeableness 12,276 3.79 0.62 1.50 5.00
Extroversion 12,276 3.38 0.86 1.00 5.00
Extrinsic motivation 12,276 -0.02 0.80 -2.98 1.99
Intrinsic motivation 12,276 0.06 0.68 -3.36 1.18
Lack of relevance 12,276 0.11 0.32 0.00 1.00
Importance of comm. 12,276 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00
Cum. publications (t-2) 12,276 29.52 51.80 0.00 1162.00
Pub per year (t-1) 12,276 3.14 5.18 0.00 133.00
Basicness 11,034 0.36 0.38 0.00 1.00
Comp. Coauth. 12,276 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00
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Figures
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Figure 3.1: This figure illustrates how the key variables are defined in the two sub-samples. Years spent

in Denmark have a white background, however not all are counted for the definition of years at risk, and

relevant years are numbered. The native sub-sample, depicts 20 years of the careers of a returnee and a

stayer. Both started their careers in the same year. The number of years at risk increased by 1 for each

year a respondent stayed in Denmark. For the stayer, the years at risk also reflected his academic age. The

returnee stayed abroad in the 6th and 7th year of her career. Thus, starting in year eight of the returnee’s

career, the prior international mobility dummy will take the value 1. Further, during her stay abroad, the

returnee is not considered at risk of starting a company in Denmark. This means that the count of years

at risk will not increase, and any firms started during this period will be assumed to be started abroad and

therefore not be considered relevant for the outcome variable. Consequently, her first relevant company was

started in 2013. Combined, the length of her stay abroad and her years of being at risk in Denmark amount

to her academic age. In contrast, the stayer is considered at risk for his entire career, and consequently, his

first company in year 6 is relevant for the dependent variable. The second part of Figure 1 exemplifies the

careers of a returnee and a foreigner. Notably, the time at risk is now measured after the mobility event.

In this comparison, the returnee is only considered at risk once she returns to Denmark at an academic

age of eight years. The immigrant academic starts being at risk once she enters Denmark. Hence, the risk

start may happen at different career stages. Companies started prior to risk start are not considered for

the dependent variable but are considered as a control for prior entrepreneurship experience.
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Figure 3.2: This figure shows the difference between stayers and returnees from the career start until

academic age 30. The hazard for returnees changes upon return to Denmark in year 8, where the variable

PrevAbroad changes from 0 to 1.

Figure 3.3: This figure shows hazard curves for a returnee and immigrant who entered Denmark at

academic age 8 and resided in the country for 30 consecutive years.
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Appendix

A1: Robustness Checks – Business Register

A2: Robustness Checks – STEM Fields

A3: Nearest Neighbor Matching

To tackle the concern that our results are driven by outliers and differences between the
different groups, we re-run the analyses on a matched sample. Thus, for the first comparison,
we find for each mobile scientist a comparable stayer, and conduct nearest neighbor matching
based on career start, and exactly based on scientific field, and gender. This results in the
following mean differences in the year prior to the first mobility spell for internationally
mobile scientists and the corresponding matched year for stayers.

We conducted a similar procedure for the sample of mobile scientists, and conducted a
nearest neighbor match based on career start, academic age at risk start, and exactly based
on prior firm dummy, scientific field, and gender, in the year of first (re-)entering Denmark.
This results in the differences reported below.

A4: Unobserved heterogeneity – Frailty models

Another concern with our results relate to unobserved heterogeneity on the individual
level. Implications of this may be that the degree of negative duration dependence is over-
estimated, and that the proportionate effect of a given regressor on the hazard rate is no
longer constant and independent of the survival time (Jenkins, 2006). We therefore test
the robustness of our results, by including individual-level random effects, and run so called
frailty models, and assume a normal distribution of the individual level error term. Results
are generally confirmed, however, effects are consistently bigger.
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A5: Different time specifications

The choice of parameterizing the functional form of the hazard function may be another
source of bias. Therefore, we also conducted robustness check, showing that this is not the
case. In the main models, we compare the non-parametric specification with log-time. Here,
we present linear as well as quadratic specification of the hazard function.
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Table 3.5: Results of discrete time hazard model for the sub-sample of stayers and returnees

Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp
PrevAbroad 1.876*** 1.550*

(0.000) (0.012)
YearsAbroad 1.099**

(0.002)
YearsAtRisk (log) 1.539*** 1.563*** 1.617***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Male 1.660* 1.654*

(0.015) (0.016)
Risk Tolerance 1.009 1.009

(0.826) (0.836)
Openness 1.384** 1.397**

(0.006) (0.005)
Neuroticism 0.927 0.937

(0.500) (0.560)
Conscientiousness 0.768 0.764*

(0.051) (0.044)
Agreeableness 0.848 0.856

(0.207) (0.236)
Extroversion 1.149 1.164

(0.165) (0.128)
Extrinsic motivation 1.07 1.08

(0.504) (0.455)
Intrinsic motivation 1.504** 1.498**

(0.001) (0.001)
Lack of relevance 1.052 1.048

(0.862) (0.873)
Importance of comm. 2.912*** 2.958***

(0.000) (0.000)
Cum. Publications (t-2) 0.998 0.998

(0.452) (0.424)
Publications per year (t-1) 1.030* 1.031*

(0.015) (0.015)
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N Researchers 1583 1578 1578
N 26623 26533 26533
Log pseudolikelihood -999.062 -934.043 -932.990
Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
p-values in parentheses, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
Standard errors are clusters on respondent level
The first calendar year with a non-zero outcome included in the model is 1984.
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Table 3.6: Results of the discrete time hazard model for returnees and immigrants

Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp
Immigrant 0.625* 0.529* 0.501**

(0.023) (0.012) (0.004)
YearsAtRiskPost (log) 1.132 1.427** 1.299*

(0.240) (-0.004) (0.018)
AcadAgeEntry 1.012

(0.484)
Prior firm 8.304*** 5.336***

(0.000) (0.000)
Male 1.251 1.298

(0.434) (0.335)
Risk Tolerance 1.07 1.057

(0.250) (0.310)
Openness 1.754*** 1.733***

(0.001) (0.001)
Neuroticism 0.9093 0.882

(0.506) (0.381)
Conscientiousness 0.709 0.719

(0.051) (0.058)
Agreeableness 0.787 0.831

(0.177) (0.320)
Extroversion 1.091 1.089

(0.516) (0.505)
Extrinsic motivation 0.987 1.024

(0.921) (0.844)
Intrinsic motivation 0.700* 0.7651

(0.044) (0.131)
Lack of relevance 0.967 1.022

(0.922) (0.950)
Importance of comm. 3.070*** 2.744***

(0.000) (0.000)
Cum publications (t-2) 0.998 0.998

(0.357) (0.184)
Publications per year (t-1) 1.013 1.02

(0.414) -0.187
Ac age risk start F.E. No Yes No
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N Respondents 1043 937 970
N 9470 8401 8692
Log pseudolikelihood -572.094 -505.782 -523.488
Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
p-values in parentheses, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
standard errors are clusters on respondent level;
The first calendar year with a non-zero outcome included in the model is 1984
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Table 3.7: Alternative Explanations

Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp
FoM 0.543*

(0.023)
Visa 0.498

(0.054)
Germanic 0.551*

(0.037)
Non-Germanic 0.450*

(0.018)
Immigrant 0.532* 0.533*

(0.017) (0.013)
YearsAtRiskPost (log) 1.424** 1.405** 1.450** 1.400**

(0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.008)
Prior firm 8.240*** 8.445*** 9.083*** 8.102***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Male 1.252 1.207 1.267 1.246

(0.432) (0.510) (0.414) (0.443)
Risk Tolerance 1.07 1.066 1.077 1.069

(0.249) (0.290) (0.216) (0.254)
Openness 1.749*** 1.755*** 1.743*** 1.748***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Neuroticism 0.910 0.905 0.921 0.906

(0.510) (0.484) (0.570) (0.489)
Conscientiousness 0.707 0.693* 0.740 0.713

(0.051) (0.044) (0.098) (0.057)
Agreeableness 0.789 0.786 0.809 0.788

(0.183) (0.177) (0.251) (0.178)
Extroversion 1.090 1.081 1.084 1.092

(0.521) (0.563) (0.549) (0.509)
Extrinsic motivation 0.990 0.998 0.945 0.987

(0.939) (0.988) (0.681) (0.923)
Intrinsic motivation 0.699* 0.687* 0.680* 0.700*

(0.040) (0.036) (0.033) (0.042)
Lack of relevance 0.973 0.977 1.006 0.977

(0.936) (0.945) (0.986) (0.946)
Importance of comm. 3.074*** 3.201*** 3.427*** 3.044***

(0.00) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Cum publications (t-2) 0.998 0.998 0.998 0.998

(0.373) (0.340) (0.291) (0.283)
Publications by year (t-1) 1.013 1.009 1.013 1.012

(0.415) (0.581) (0.416) (0.461)
Basicness 0.891

(0.742)
Comp. Coauthors 1.144

(0.588)
Ac. age risk start F.E. Yes Yes Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. Yes Yes Yes Yes
University F.E. Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wald test FoM = Visa Ge. = Non-Ge.

p = 0.80 p = 0.57
N Respondents 937 936 934 937
N 8401 8381 7815 8401
Log pseudolikelihood -505.788 -505.751 -500.159 -485.533

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
p-values in parentheses, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
standard errors are clusters on respondent level;
The first calendar year with a non-zero outcome included in the model is 1984.
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Table 3.8: A1: Robustness check –business register; Native Sub-sample

Start Comp (regist.) Start Comp (regist.) Start Comp (regist.)
PrevAbroad 1.338 1.120

(0.149) (0.594)
YearsAbroad 1.069

(0.101)
YearsAtRisk (log) 1.249* 1.263 1.266

(0.036) (0.058) (0.050)
Controls No Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N Respondents 1,580 1,575 1,575
N 27,220 27,128 27,128

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Table 3.9: A1: Robustness check –business register; Mobile Sub-sample

Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp
(regist. ret) (regist. ret) (regist. ret)

Immigrant 0.619 0.528 0.445*
(0.116) (0.096) (0.029)

YearsAtRisk (log) 1.078 0.955 0.936
(0.579) (0.794) (0.661)

AcadAgeEntry 0.967
(0.216)

Controls No Yes Yes
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
AcadAgeEntry F.E. No Yes No
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N researchers 1,029 852 956
N 11,490 9,526 10,555

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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Table 3.10: A2: Robustness Checks – STEM Fields; Native Sub-sample

Start Comp Start Comp 1 Start Comp 2
PrevAbroad 1.823*** 1.464

(0.001) (0.053)
YearsAbroad 1.078*

(0.036)
YearsAtRisk (log) 1.455*** 1.568*** 1.602***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Controls No Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N Respondents 1,078 1,077 1,077
N 17,360 17,338 17,338

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Table 3.11: A2: Robustness Checks – STEM Fields; Mobile Sub-sample

Start Comp (ret.) Start Comp (ret.) Start Comp (ret.)
Immigrant 0.561* 0.453** 0.455**

(0.016) (0.008) (0.005)

YearsAtRisk (log) 1.232 1.657** 1.515**
(0.072) (0.002) (0.004)

AcadAgeEntry 1.003
(0.903)

Controls No Yes Yes
Calendar F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
AcadAgeEntry F.E. No Yes No
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N respondents 777 729 776
N 7,140 6,704 7,136

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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Table 3.12: A3: Nearest Neighbor Matching; Balance matched sub-sample in matched first
year of going abroad

Natives Mobiles Differences
Mean SD Mean SD D t

PrevAbroad 0 0 1 0 1 (.)
YearsAtRisk (log) 1.82 0.75 1.54 0.82 -0.28*** (-4.26)
Male 0.71 0.46 0.71 0.46 0 (0.00)
Risk Tolerance 3.65 1.94 3.75 1.88 0.1 (-0.70)
Openness 3.49 0.76 3.52 0.76 0.03 (0.45)
Neuroticism 2.4 0.74 2.32 0.75 -0.09 (-1.57)
Conscientiousness 4.16 0.63 4.23 0.59 0.07 (1.42)
Agreeableness 3.84 0.62 3.85 0.64 0.01 (0.21)
Extroversion 3.51 0.83 3.49 0.9 -0.01 (-0.20)
Extrinsic motivation -0.11 0.8 -0.13 0.8 -0.02 (-0.35)
Intrinsic motivation -0.02 0.74 0.18 0.61 0.21*** (4.00)
Lack of relevance 0.08 0.27 0.1 0.3 0.02 (0.94)
Importance of comm. 0.45 0.5 0.47 0.5 0.02 (0.54)
Cum. Publications t-2 5.55 11.23 3.02 7.51 -2.53*** (-3.47)
Publications by year t-1 1.28 2.09 1.12 2.256 -0.16 (-0.98)
Observations 342 342 684

Table 3.13: A3: Nearest Neighbor Matching; Regression Results matched native sub-sample

Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp
PrevAbroad 1.911** 1.751*

(0.003) (0.015)
YearsAbroad 1.147***

(0.000)
YearsAtRisk (log) 1.706*** 1.990*** 2.216***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Controls No Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N respondents 681 681 681
N 10,300 10,295 10,295

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
First year with a non-zero outcome is 1992
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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Table 3.14: A3: Nearest Neighbor Matching; Balance mobile sub-sample in matched first
year of going abroad

Returnees Immigrants Differences
Mean SD Mean SD D t

Immigrant 1 0 3 0 -2 (.)
YearsAtRisk (log) 9.70 6.19 8.67 6.68 1.03 (1.72)
AcadAgeEntry 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.09 0 (0.000)
Prior firm 0.72 0.45 0.72 0.45 0 (0.000)
Male 3.81 1.9 3.37 1.86 0.45* (2.55)
Risk Tolerance 3.56 0.73 3.7 0.7 -0.13* (-2.01)
Openness 2.34 0.75 2.66 0.77 -0.32*** (-4.53)
Neuroticism 4.24 0.6 4.04 0.63 0.20*** (3.50)
Conscientiousness 3.83 0.61 3.65 0.66 0.17** (2.95)
Agreeableness 3.5 0.91 3.22 0.83 0.28*** (3.46)
Extroversion -0.13 0.82 0.09 0.81 -0.22** (-2.86)
Extrinsic motivation 0.14 0.64 -0.03 0.77 0.17** (2.61)
Intrinsic motivation 0.11 0.32 0.17 0.37 -0.05 (-1.62)
Lack of relevance 0.52 0.5 0.45 0.5 0.07 (1.59)
Importance of comm. 12.25 43.45 7.41 15.16 4.83 (1.59)
Cum pub. t-2 2.18 4.94 1.75 2.64 0.43 (1.17)
Observations 230 230 460

Table 3.15: A3: Nearest Neighbor Matching; Regression Results matched mobile sub-sample

Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret)
Immigrant 0.409** 0.248* 0.278**

(0.008) (0.019) (0.008)
YearsAtRisk (log) 1.332 1.949** 1.666*

(0.098) (0.010) (0.012)
AcadAgeEntry 1.007

(0.774)
Controls No Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
AcadAgeEntry F.E. No Yes No
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
University F.E. No Yes Yes
N Respondents 456 373 418
N 3,210 2,596 2,898

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
First year with a non-zero outcome is 2001
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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Table 3.16: A4: Unobserved heterogeneity; Frailty model native sub-sample

Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp
PrevAbroad 2.205*** 1.916***

(0.001) (0.000)
YearsAbroad 1.151***

(0.000)
YearsAtRisk (log) 2.652*** 3.559*** 4.292***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Controls No Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. Yes Yes
University F.E. Yes Yes
lnsig2u 4.525 6.269 7.149

(.) (.) (.)
N respondents 1,583 1,577 1,578
N 26,623 26,284 26,533

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
First calendar year is 1984 in models 1 and 3.
, and 1986 in model 2
Difference is to ensure convergence of model
standard errors are clustered on respondent level
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Table 3.17: A4: Unobserved heterogeneity; Frailty models mobile sample

Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret)
Immigrant 0.558* 0.529* 0.394**

(0.030) (0.012) (0.005)
YearsAtRisk (log) 1.544** 1.427** 2.137***

(0.001) (0.004) (0.000)
AcadAgeEntry 1.015

(0.542)
Controls No No Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
AcadAgeEntry F.E. No Yes No
Field F.E. No Yes Yes
University F.E. No Yes Yes
lnsig2u 3.24 0.0000370 3.625

(.) (.) (.)
N respondents 1,043 937 970
N 9,470 8,401 8,692
Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
First calendar year with a non-zero outcome is 1984
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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Table 3.18: A4: Unobserved heterogeneity; Frailty models alternative explanations

Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret)
Immigrant 0.398** 0.400**

(0.006) (0.005)
FoM 0.459*

(0.026)
Visa 0.291**

(0.006)
Germanic 0.458

(0.737)
Non-Germanic 0.316

(0.632)
Basicness 0.818

(0.699)
Comp Coauth. 1.226

(0.487)
YearsAtRisk (log) 2.086*** 1.885 2.141*** 2.039***

(0.000) (0.880) (0.000) (0.000)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. Yes Yes Yes Yes
University F.E. Yes Yes Yes Yes
lnsig2u 3.428 2.818 3.731 3.522

(.) -0.929 (.) (.)
Wald test FoM = Visa Ger. = Non-Ger.

p=0.297 p=0.408
N respondents 970 969 968 970
N 8,692 8,672 8,663 8,692
Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
First calendar year with a non-zero outcome is 1984
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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Table 3.19: A5: Native sample – different specifications of hazard function

Start Comp Start Comp Start Comp
PrevAbroad 1.640** 1.509* 1.494*

(0.004) (0.020) (0.024)
YearsAtRisk 1.016 1.133***

(0.105) (0.000)
YearsAtRisk (sq) 0.997**

(0.002)
YearsAtRisk F.E. No No Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Calendar F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. Yes Yes Yes
N Respondents 1,577 1,577 1,552
N 26,284 26,284 20,752

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
First calendar year with a non-zero outcome is 1985
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Table 3.20: A5: Mobile sub-sample different specifications of hazard function

Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret) Start Comp (ret)
Immigrant 0.493** 0.514* 0.539*

(0.008) (0.012) (0.023)
YearsAtRisk 1.030* 1.107*

(0.047) (0.025)
YearsAtRisk (sq) 0.997

(0.126)
YearsAtRisk F.E. No No Yes
AgeAtEntry F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Calendar Year F.E. Yes Yes Yes
Field F.E. Yes Yes Yes
University F.E. Yes Yes Yes
N respondents 938 938 938
N 8,414 8,414 8,075

Note. Exponentiated coefficients;
First calendar year with a non-zero outcome is 1985
p-values in parentheses *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
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4.1 Introduction

Knowledge produced in academia is often valued as a source of competitive advantage

for companies and is commonly associated with economic growth (Romer, 1990; Marx &

Fuegi, 2020; Arora, Belenzon, & Patacconi, 2018). Therefore, the institutions and incentives

that govern academic knowledge production have long been of scholarly interest (Merton,

1973; Dasgupta & David, 1994). It is commonly argued that academic scientists are in-

centivized by reward and priority (Cohen, Sauermann, & Stephan, 2020; Merton, 1973).

However, universities and policy makers encourage scientists to engage with industry and

commercialize their research through formal mechanisms (Perkmann et al., 2013). These

boundary-spanning activities are likely to affect various aspects of knowledge production in

academia.

The most extreme form of boundary spanning is academic entrepreneurship. This de-

scribes an instance in which an academic commercializes their research through direct in-

volvement in the formation of a firm (Rothaermel, Agung, & Jiang, 2007). However, this

transition requires academics to not only allocate time away from research, but also to adapt

to different institutional norms, such as non-disclosure, and to translate their scientific find-

ings to commercial applicability (Sauermann & Stephan, 2013). Prior studies have looked at

the effects of academic entrepreneurship on the subsequent performance of scientists. Toole

and Czarnitzki (2010), for instance showed that academic entrepreneurship has negative

effects on scientific knowledge production. More recently, Fini, Perkmann, and Ross (2021),

studied how entering academic entrepreneurship affects the search behavior of scientists.

It is important to consider, that academic entrepreneurship can take various forms,

and it is oftentimes conducted as a side activity by scientists and is temporary in nature

(Perkmann et al., 2013). While Toole and Czarnitzki (2010) only considered academics

leaving academia for entrepreneurship, Fini et al. (2021) focused on academics transitioning

into academic entrepreneurship while maintaining their university affiliation, but they only

investigated outcomes during the entrepreneurial spell. Thus, it is important to separately
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investigate the short- and long-term effects of scientists’ entrepreneurial spells on subsequent

career outcomes. Therefore, this paper asks how academic entrepreneurship affects the

productivity and collaboration patterns of academic scientists, both during as well as after

entrepreneurial spells. I argue that in addition to representing a unidirectional transfer of

technology from academia to industry, academic entrepreneurship also affects knowledge

production in academia beyond the rate of research (Rosenberg, 1982). Entrepreneurship

is a particularly interesting form of engagement, as it shifts a researcher’s focus towards

activities beyond research. Similar to regular entrepreneurship, it leads to the accumulation

of specific skills (Lazear, 2005) and provides entrepreneurs access to additional resources

(Buenstorf, 2009).

I answer the above question using the Danish linked employer–employee data, which were

matched with publication data from Scopus, covering the the years 1999 to 2016. I focus

on academics who entered entrepreneurship between 2004 and 2008; this time period was

selected because it falls in the middle of the sample. To define academic entrepreneurs, I used

their role in a firm and included scientists who are classified either as being self-employed

or as employers. Further, I only focused on scientists who maintained their employment

at a Danish university. To define an adequate control group, I employed a case-cohort

sampling design, through which I match the two closest non-entrepreneurial scientists to each

entrepreneur, based on a number of observed demographic characteristics. As the goal was

to estimate the effects of an entrepreneurial spell at different times, I used entrepreneurship

as a state variable, as well as a treatment, to estimate the long-term effects.

My results for the effect on productivity are in line with the findings of Toole and

Czarnitzki (2010) and show that entering academic entrepreneurship is related to a drop

in productivity of around 25% as academics shift their focus away from scientific knowl-

edge production. My findings further suggest that this effect persists even when returning

to academia full time, but it is attenuated in the long run. Regarding collaboration, the

findings suggest that scientists shift the set of co-authors towards new but fewer repeated

collaborations. This result indicates that academic entrepreneurship may also affects how



144 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP

scientists collaborate and the value given to entrepreneurial scientists as co-authors. Further,

this paper shows that these effects differed, depending on start-up size. Additional analyses

did not find conclusive evidence that these effects can be fully explained by individual char-

acteristics, such as seniority, or a shift in scientific topics, nor that academic entrepreneurs

shift their attention towards more impactful work (Fini et al., 2021) or patenting (Azoulay,

Liu, & Stuart, 2009).

Thus, by gaining a better understanding of the effects of such activities, this paper con-

tributes to the literature on the effects of academic entrepreneurship on scientific knowledge

production (Toole & Czarnitzki, 2010; Argyres & Liebeskind, 1998; Shibayama, Walsh, &

Baba, 2012). These contributions pertain to evaluating what effects academic entrepreneur-

ship has after returning to academia by differentiating between immediate and long-term

effects. A further contribution to the literature is the investigation of effects on other aspects

of knowledge production, such as collaboration (Rahmandad & Vakili, 2019; Jones, 2009;

Teodoridis, 2018). This research further contributes to the economics of science literature

by showing how incentives and individual decisions affect the rate and scope of academic

research (Rosenberg, 1982; Sohn, 2020).

4.2 Theoretical Framework

In the linear model of innovation, basic research and the commercialization of technolo-

gies are conducted in different sectors of the economy and are governed by distinct sets

of norms and institutions (Merton, 1973). However, the boundaries between these sectors

are becoming increasingly blurred. Thus, firms are increasingly building on knowledge pro-

duced in universities (Marx & Fuegi, 2020) by collaborating with university researchers

or accessing such human capital by hiring scientists (Cassiman, Veugelers, & Arts, 2018;

Kaiser, Kongsted, Laursen, & Ejsing, 2018). Further, university researchers are increasingly

encouraged to commercialize their findings (Powell & Owen-Smith, 1998).

However, these interactions have also been shown to affect the activities of university

researchers, especially through different norms of disclosure and publication (Sauermann
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& Stephan, 2013). While a key goal for academic scientists is to publish and disseminate

their findings, private sector firms value secrecy and the protection of intellectual property

(Merton, 1973; Dasgupta & David, 1994). Thus, a stream of literature has explicitly focussed

on the role of intellectual property rights on the diffusion of scientific knowledge (e.g., Murray

& Stern, 2007). Making use of the time lag between the publication and patenting of ideas,

these studies show that once ideas are patented, citations to the scientific papers decline.

These findings point towards a negative role of intellectual property rights and commercial

interests on scientific knowledge production.

Beyond the effects on the cumulative production and dissemination of knowledge, com-

mercialization and collaborations with industry also affect the output of individual scientists

(Azoulay et al., 2009). In a study of biology and biotechnology scientists, Evans (2010)

showed that academic scientists collaborating with industry directed their research efforts

towards more novel experiments and away from testing theories. Further, Perkmann and

Walsh (2009) demonstrated, that engaging with industry led to more exploratory learning

by university scientists. These studies contend that collaborating with industrial partners

may make scientists more aware of research they did not know about before (Evans, 2010)

and may lead to high levels of partner interdependence that allow for exploratory learning

(Perkmann & Walsh, 2009).

It is, however, important to distinguish between different forms of academic engagement.

While the prior findings were related to the consequences of collaboration with industry,

they may not fully translate to the context of academic entrepreneurship. The most im-

portant distinction between collaboration with industry and academic entrepreneurship is

that the latter involves the direct participation of academics in the establishment of firms

(Perkmann et al., 2013). Thus, they differ in terms of their antecedents. While academic

entrepreneurship is mainly conducted with the objective of generating additional income by

exploiting prior discoveries, there are wider sets of motives for collaborating with industrial

partners (Perkmann et al., 2013; Jensen & Thursby, 2001). Aditionally, the consequences

of academic entrepreneurship are also likely to differ from other forms of engagement and
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collaboration as it requires significantly more time and a greater allocation of resources 

(Stephan & Levin, 1996; Cohen et al., 2020), which then cannot be spent on research. 

Prior studies have investigated the positive and negative effects of academic entrepreneur-

ship on the output of scientists, with contradictory results. The differences between these 

findings could be explained by differences in samples, fields, type of start-up, intensity of 

involvement and time, and how much time has passed since the entrepreneurial spell.

4.2.1 Productivity

Transitioning to academic entrepreneurship affects the productivity of scientists. Prior 

studies have pointed out that a main challenge academic entrepreneurs face is balancing 

their responsibilities in the firm with those at the university (e.g. Cohen et al., 2020; 

Sauermann & Stephan, 2013). Setting up a firm requires a high level of involvement from 

the scientist, and the allocation of substantial effort away from research and towards their 

venture (Stephan, 1996). Further, starting a company can shift the incentives of scientists 

away from publishing and towards the commercial exploitation of prior discoveries (Fini et 

al., 2021).

A number of studies have therefore investigated how the transition into academic en-

trepreneurship affects the productivity of scientists. In a study of scientists at the Na-

tional Institutes of Health (NIH), Toole and Czarnitzki (2010) found that scientists leaving 

academia for entrepreneurship faced a significant drop in their productivity. They quanti-

fied these trade-offs and showed that academic entrepreneurs reduced their yearly number 

of publications by around 19% once starting or joining a firm (Toole & Czarnitzki, 2010). 

However, it is not clear what precisely drives this effect, as scientists who leave academia 

for entrepreneurship, also lose their incentives to publish (Fini et al., 2021). Thus, studies 

focussing on academic entrepreneurs maintaining their university employment have found 

either mixed or positive effects (e.g., Abramo, D’Angelo, Ferretti, & Parmentola, 2012; Fini 

et al., 2021). However, these findings are contested by a number of other studies. In a study 

of German scientists at the Max Planck Institute, Buenstorf (2009) found that researchers
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who are listed as founders of spin-offs had significantly fewer publications and citations after

founding. Roche (2020) found that an academic’s productivity dropped after founding a

company and that this also had wider negative effects, particularly on their PhD students.

Highlighting the trade-offs and investments connected to entrepreneurship, I hypothesize

that:

Hypothesis (H1a): During an entrepreneurial spell, academics will orient their

efforts away from research and therefore publish less.

However, other studies have identified mechanisms through which academic entrepreneur-

ship is positively associated with productivity. These authors have argued that academic

entrepreneurship endows scientists with additional financial resources as well as larger net-

works outside of academia (e.g. Buenstorf, 2009; Bikard, Vakili, & Teodoridis, 2019). Fur-

ther, it has been shown that academic entrepreneurship alters the search behavior of sci-

entists towards more novel and impactful topics (Fini et al., 2021). Taken together, it can

be argued that the contradictory effects identified by prior studies result from differences

in their timing and duration of impact. Thus, allocating time away from research, can be

argued to have an immediate effect on productivity. The other effects, such as a change in

topics, networks, and potentially resources, however, can also be argued to affect scientists’

trajectory once they return to academia full time (Evans, 2010; Fini et al., 2021; Bikard et

al., 2019). I therefore argue that the effect of academic entrepreneurship on productivity

will differ relative to the time that has passed since academic entrepreneurship. Thus, while

the negative effects will be immediate and prevail in the short run, positive spillovers from

an entrepreneurial spell will attenuate this effect in the long run.

Hypothesis (H1b): Immediately after an entrepreneurial spell, the productivity of

former academic entrepreneurs will be lower than the productivity level of their non-

entrepreneurial peers.

Hypothesis (H1c): In the long run, the productivity of former academic entrepreneurs

will converge with the productivity level of their non-entrepreneurial peers.
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4.2.2 Collaboration

Due to the increasing burden of knowledge and returns to teamwork, collaboration is

becoming the dominant mode of knowledge production in science (Uzzi, 1996; Jones, 2009;

Rahmandad & Vakili, 2019). Factors driving collaboration are oftentimes associated with

an increasing complexity of scientific problems, making it impossible for sole researchers to

solve them (Basalla, 1988; Jones, 2009).

The choice of collaborators, however, is made on the individual level. Scientists tend to

prefer collaborators with whom they share common knowledge but who are not too similar

as to prevent learning opportunities (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001; Dahlander

& McFarland, 2013). The repetition of a collaboration, however, depends on its revealed

quality and the value of the output, which can not be observed ex ante. Thus, more

successful collaborations in terms of their value and quality of the output are more likely to

be repeated (Dahlander & McFarland, 2013; Burt, 2002). Prior expertise and the level of

specialization determine both, how beneficial it is for the individual scientist to collaborate

and also the attractiveness of a scientist as a collaborator for others (Jones, 2008). I thus

argue that academic entrepreneurship will have significant effects on a scientist’s knowledge

and skill accumulation and will subsequently affect collaboration patterns during and after

the entrepreneurial spell.

Above, I argued that during an entrepreneurial spell, scientists will direct their efforts

away from scientific publishing and will subsequently publish less. Following the same

arguments, similar effects are expected regarding collaboration. Thus, as scientists allocate

less time to scientific knowledge production, they might also try to reduce coordination costs

and therefore rely to a larger extent on existing co-authorships. Another effect of academic

entrepreneurship is that scientists shift their research towards more novel topics (Fini et al.,

2021). However, as they lack knowledge and expertise on these novel areas, they turn to

collaborating with experts in these new fields (Arts & Fleming, 2018). Taken together, it

is expected that the reduction in overall investments in science will outweigh the search for

new collaborators, leading to the hypothesis:
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Hypothesis (H2a) During an entrepreneurial spell, academics will have fewer re-

peated co-authorships than their non-entrepreneurial peers.

An entrepreneurial spell is also likely to affect collaboration patterns in the long run.

First, academic entrepreneurship leads academics to acquire different skills beyond pure

research skills, differentiating them more from their non-entrepreneurial peers. Thus, in

contrast to regular employees, entrepreneurs do not solely perform one specialized task but

are required to take on multiple roles at the same time. These include making manage-

rial decisions, negotiating with suppliers and customers, managing teams, and conducting

specialized operational tasks (Lazear, 2005). It is therefore commonly argued that en-

trepreneurship allows individuals to acquire a particularly broad set of skills and expertise

that are commonly associated with performing managerial tasks. By tracing the employ-

ment trajectories of workers, an increasing number of studies investigating the treatment

effect of entrepreneurship have found that former entrepreneurs have a higher probability of

joining an established firm in a managerial role (Manso, 2016; Merida & Rocha, 2021). This

suggests that entrepreneurship leads to the accumulation of managerial skills to a greater

extent than other types of employment.

Another set of skills that is commonly linked to entrepreneurship is the coordination

of different stakeholders and the ability to pitch ideas to potential investors and customers

(Lazear, 2005). These skills can be especially beneficial in identifying potential collaborators

and coordinating tasks between highly specialized team members. For scientific knowledge

production, these findings imply that academic entrepreneurship can in the short run harm

co-author networks, but may in the long run endow the entrepreneur with skills that posi-

tively affect the recognition of opportunities (Shane, 2004) and the formation and efficacy

of ties (Catalini, 2016). During an entrepreneurial spell, academics need to translate their

knowledge to non-academic stakeholders, and coordinate with external stakeholders in or-

der to achieve their commercial goals. These skills are beneficial for scientific knowledge

production as the knowledge and skills acquired during an entrepreneurial spell differentiate

scientists from their non-entrepreneurial peers, which in turn increases the probability of
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forming new co-authorships (Dahlander & McFarland, 2013).

However, spells of academic entrepreneurship can also decrease the value of scientists

as collaborators because giving more attention to applied problems and commercialization

may contradict the preferences and norms of academic scientists (Sauermann & Stephan,

2013), which can in turn lead to conflicts regarding research goals and disclosure of results.

Furthermore, academic entrepreneurship has also been shown to direct scientists’ research

efforts towards new and unexplored topics. Fini et al. (2021) showed that academic en-

trepreneurs are more likely to explore novel fields. Evans (2010), found that engagement

with industry induces scientists to shift their focus towards more novel and peripheral topics.

However, exploration comes at a cost for these individuals, as they lack prior expertise, and

learning costs and unfamiliarity have been shown to decrease productivity and the value

of the subsequent output (Arts & Fleming, 2018; Myers, 2020). Scientists can overcome

these negative effects through collaboration (Arts & Fleming, 2018). Further, exploration

induced by academic entrepreneurship may also come at the expense of knowledge depth

(Jones, 2009). Thus, while generalists might be useful to broker knowledge between highly

specialized collaborators (Teodoridis, 2018; Melero & Palomeras, 2015), they may be less

able to offer sufficient complementary knowledge, which is especially relevant for repeated

collaborations (Dahlander & McFarland, 2013; Jones, 2008). Dahlander and McFarland

(2013) pointed out, that the mechanisms leading to the formation of ties are different from

those leading to repeat collaborations. They argued that the initiation of collaborations is

mainly driven by an ex-ante consideration of matching traits, often favoring unfamiliarity.

The persistence of such ties, however, is driven by a reflection on the value of the output

(Dahlander & McFarland, 2013) and the revealed quality of the collaboration (Burt, 2002).

I therefore hypothesize that:

Hypothesis (H2b): Immediately after an entrepreneurial spell, academics will have

fewer repeated co-author relationships than their non-entrepreneurial peers.

Hypothesis (H2c): In the long run after an entrepreneurial spell, academics will

have fewer repeated co-author relationships than their non-entrepreneurial peers.
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4.2.3 Role of Firm Size

A factor that can potentially affect the relationship between academic entrepreneurship,

productivity, and collaboration is the size of the start-up, which can be considered both a

choice (Folta, Delmar, & Melillo, 2012) and a measure of success, and has important con-

sequences on the performance of the start-up (Almeida, Dokko, & Rosenkopf, 2003). This

discussion only considers potential factors through which the size of the start-up can affect

the productivity and collaboration patterns of scientists. There are two potential mecha-

nisms through which the start-up size can affect scientists’ productivity and collaboration

patters: the allocation of time and the accumulation of skills and potential spillovers from

the commercial activity onto the founders’.

The administrative burden increases with the number of employees. Thus, it can be

argued that the required time allocated to and involvement in the start-up is less for those

entrepreneurs without employees. However, employees also allow for a greater division of

labor. This might imply that the academic can outsource coordination tasks and remain

focussed on research. Thus, it is not clear whether the benefits of having employees outweigh

the costs.

Considering post-entrepreneurial outcomes, however, it can be expected that entrepreneurs

with employees will experience a larger treatment effect. One explanation for this pertains

to the accumulation of managerial skills. However, the extent to which managerial skills

are acquired likely depends on the size of the venture as well as the number of employ-

ees managed (Lazear, 2005). Thus, employing workers, requires the founder to allocate

and coordinate tasks between employees. These skills can also be valuable for collabora-

tive knowledge production in science, where the allocation of tasks and recombination of

knowledge is crucial (Teodoridis, 2018).

Another way in which ventures with employees differ from those without is the extent to

which they allow for learning. Almeida et al. (2003) showed that as start-up sizes increased

opportunities for internal learning also increased. Thus, the main benefits identified in prior

studies (e.g. Fini et al., 2021) increase with venture size. Additionally, larger ventures are
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also more likely to be more successful and provide the entrepreneur with access to larger

networks and resources.

I therefore hypothesize that:

Hypothesis (H3): After an entrepreneurial spell, entrepreneurs with employees will

be less productive, than those without.

Hypothesis (H4): After an entrepreneurial spell, entrepreneurs with employees will

have fewer repeated collaborations, than those without.

4.3 Data and Empirical Strategy

4.3.1 Data and Sample

In order to evaluate how academic entrepreneurship affects the number of publications

and collaboration patterns of academics, I constructed a unique dataset of Danish scientists

by merging the Danish linked employer–employee data with publication data. The target

population was university scientists. I defined universities based on the institutions register

(INST) and a matched list of university tax numbers. To further differentiate researchers

from other university employees, I made use of the education and occupation codes. Thus,

I focused on those researchers with a PhD or master’s degree who were classified as univer-

sity teachers or researchers according to the Danish version of the International Standard

Classification of Occupations. The final criterion included into the sample was a matched

Scopus author profile. This match was conducted by Denmark Statistics (DST) based on

names and affiliations for all Danish authors affiliated with a university and employed be-

tween 1999 and 2016. While information on employment spells were only available during

this time period, the publication data contain yearly information on researchers’ publication

outputs from 1970 to 2018. I further limited the sample to researchers in science, technolo-

gym engineering and math (STEM) fields, as academic entrepreneurship is concentrated in
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these fields and is linked to the commercialization of discoveries, rather than pure consulting

activities (Perkmann et al., 2013)

Following prior studies investigating the effects of entrepreneurship (e.g., Toole & Czar-

nitzki, 2010), I used a case-cohort sampling design to define the sample. Thus, for each of

the 149 academics who started a company between 2004 and 2008, I matched them with the

two most similar non-entrepreneurial scientists as a control. In order to do so, I conducted

nearest neighbour matching based on birth year, gender, field, first affiliation, and year of

career start. For each control scientist, I defined the entrepreneurial spell, as well as the

pre and post period, analogously to the academic age of the matched entrepreneur. Thus,

if an academic started a company at academic age 15 and ended at age 19, I compare her

performance during the entrepreneurial spell with the performance of the control scientists

at academic age 15 to 19. This resulted in a sample of 447 individual scientists, and 8,046

individual-year observations, covering the years 1999 to 2016.

4.3.2 Variables

Dependent Variables

To evaluate the impact of academic entrepreneurship on the productivity of scientists

and their collaboration patterns, I defined a series of dependent variables. The first one,

publication productivity (NbPubYear), was defined as the number of publications a scientist

i published in year t.

The second outcome measure aimed to capture changes in the collaboration patterns

of entrepreneurs. Thus, for each co-author in a given year, I evaluated whether that was

their first year of co-authorship, or if they had collaborated before. I therefore constructed

the variable repeated co-authorships (RepeatCoAuth) to measure the number of unique co-

authors with whom the scientist had published before.. As the value of co-author ties

was only revealed ex-post, this variable contains information about the productivity of co-

authorships.
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Academic Entrepreneurs

I defined academic entrepreneurship as a commercial activity involving the formal es-

tablishment of a firm while retaining their employment at a university. Thus, I made use of

the Danish linked employer–employee database, which specifies multiple types of employ-

ment per year per individual and defined university researchers who were also considered

as self-employed or an employer. I focused on those who entered entrepreneurship during a

5-year period from 2004 to 2008, which falls in the middle of the sample. This allowed me

to observe the pre- and post-entrepreneurial period.

To estimate the effects of academic entrepreneurship in the short and long run, it is cru-

cial first clearly define academic entrepreneurship. In prior studies, academic entrepreneur-

ship was mainly considered a one-time switch and therefore operationalized as a state vari-

able, i.e., a dummy variable switching from a value of 0 to 1 in the year a scientist enters

entrepreneurship (Toole & Czarnitzki, 2010; Fini et al., 2021). Thus, I followed this ap-

proach to define the variable SelfEmp in order to estimate the effect on productivity and

collaboration during entrepreneurial spells.

To further estimate the long-term effects, I followed more recent work conceptualiz-

ing entrepreneurship as a treatment (Manso, 2016; Merida & Rocha, 2021; Sorenson, Dahl,

Canales, & Burton, 2021). I therefore took advantage of the fact that academic entrepreneur-

ship can also be a temporary activity and that academics may return to full-time university

employment afterwards. I therefore defined a dummy variable EntrDum, for academics who

had an entrepreneurial spell between 2004 and 2008 to evaluate their outcomes in two post

treatment periods, i.e., 1 to 4 years and 5 to 9 years after the entrepreneurial spell.

Control Variables

I also included a set of control variables, to take into account other factors that could

affect the productivity of academics. Age and Age sq. accounted for life cycle effect of

productivity. I also included a control variable for specialization, which has commonly

been associated with productivity and collaboration (e.g. Teodoridis, 2018) specialization
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(Spec). In line with previous research (Melero & Palomeras, 2015), I define it in terms of

the Hirschman-Herfindahl Index (HHI):

HHI =
333∑
n=1

(Sharea)
2, (4.1)

where a refers to the field classification assigned to journals, as defined by the ASJC

codes. The HHI ranges from 0 to 10,000, with higher values indicating higher levels of

specialization. This variable is defined based on the publications published from year t− 5

to t − 1. Further, I included the number of new ASJC codes per year, (NewASJC ). This

is particularly relevant in the specifications for repeated co-authorships, as a shift in co-

authorships can also be driven by exploring new fields (Arts & Fleming, 2018).

Additionally, I included the number of previously won grants from the Danish research

council (NbGrants). As these grants are highly competitive, they provide an indication of

the overall quality of a scientist’s work. To control for pre-treatment levels of productivity

and repeated collaborations, I also included the average number of publications per year in

the years prior to the entrepreneurial spell (AvgPubPreAe), as well as the average number

of repeated collaborations per year (AvgRepeatCollabPreAe). Further, the specifications

about repeated co-authorships, also included the number of publications (NbPubYear) and

number of unique co-authors (NbCoauth) per year, to ensure that results are not influenced

by the extent of output or number of collaborators in a year.

4.3.3 Empirical Strategy

The goal of this paper is to evaluate how academic entrepreneurship shapes the produc-

tivity and collaboration patterns of the involved academics, both in the short and in the long

run. For this purpose, I estimated OLS regressions on the productivity and collaboration

patterns of academics at three different time windows.

The first window was the time spent in academic entrepreneurship. For this purpose,

I use the full length of the panel (1999–2016), and included a dummy variable, taking the

value 1 for years in which an academic was classified as an entrepreneur. Next, I considered
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the treatment effect of academic entrepreneurship and estimated the effects in the first 4 

years and 5 to 9 years after leaving academic entrepreneurship and returning to academia 

full time. All models included university and year fixed effects. I further followed Sorenson 

et al. (2021) and Burton, Dahl, and Sorenson (2018) and included triplet fixed effects. As 

the matching was conducted based on a number of observable demographic characteristics, 

the triplet fixed effects adjust for a particular combination of attributes to have flexible 

independent and joint effects on the dependent variable. Further, they absorb common 

time-invariant unobserved characteristics of these triplets, such as effects specific to fields, 

cohorts, and early career imprinting.

To further test the robustness of my results, I followed the approach proposed by Toole 

and Czarnitzki (2010) to conduct a conditional difference-in-differences analysis, based on 

the matched sample. Further, I ran a number of robustness checks, including quality ad-

justed publication count and patenting output. I further explored numerous potential mod-

erators, such as seniority and exploration.

Identification Concerns

A main concern of this analysis is that it is likely to omit factors that are related to both, 

becoming an academic entrepreneur as well as to subsequent performance and collaboration 

patterns. While the employed empirical strategy should ensure that entrepreneurs are as 

similar as possible to the control group and are matched based on pre-entrepreneurship 

characteristics, it cannot fully exclude that there are factors that affect both the decision 

to become an entrepreneur and productivity and collaboration patterns. I therefore discuss 

what potential threats exist, how the employed strategy alleviates such concerns, and how 

the remaining concerns can be addressed.

First, the matching approach alleviates concerns that pre-entrepreneurship characteris-

tics, such as differences in productivity levels, affect post-entrepreneurship outcomes (Zucker, 

Darby, & Armstrong, 1998). A second factor relates to the formation of entrepreneurial 

preferences. Workplace peers and early exposure to entrepreneurship shape entrepreneurial
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preferences (Stuart & Ding, 2006; Bercovitz & Feldman, 2008; Nanda & Sørensen, 2010).

By matching based on the first affiliation, the employed approach should control for this fac-

tor. Further, while entrepreneurial preferences may be shaped along the career, the precise

timing will depend on idiosyncratic shocks and scientific discoveries.

A third concern regards the nature of research and a taste for commercialization. As-

suming that these are time-invariant traits, the included triplet fixed effects should account

for this. A final concern might be related to the latent commercializability of research.

However, this is likely to be constant over time, so the triplet fixed effects should account

for this as well.

There are numerous predictors for entrepreneurial entry, such as exposure to entrepreneurial

colleagues and co-authors (Tartari, Perkmann, & Salter, 2014). These, however, are also

highly related to the outcome measures of interest, as there are also peer effects regarding

the output (Azoulay & Zivin, 2005; Agrawal, McHale, & Oettl, 2017), and collaborations

are often formed locally (Dahlander & McFarland, 2013). Another potential instrument is

entrepreneurial parents. This has shown to be related to entrepreneurial entry (Vladasel,

Lindquist, Sol, & Van Praag, 2020), and is unlikely to be related to subsequent academic

outcomes. Unfortunately, the computation of this variable is not feasible for the entire sam-

ple, as self-employement spells were only observable after 1980. Further, due to the average

age of academics in the sample, a large share of parents had already entered retirement.

For the sub-sample for whom computation was possible, parental entrepreneurship, showed

only weak predictive power.

Thus, the identification of the effects of academic entrepreneurship relies on the assump-

tion that entrepreneurial preferences are formed early and are time invariant and that the

formation of a firm and its precise timing depends on serendipitous discoveries. Finally,

the periods for the treatment effect estimations were defined relative to the end year of

the entrepreneurial spell. This adds additional robustness as it is difficult to determine

other factors explaining changes in the outcomes for entrepreneurs that do not affect their

matched peers.



158 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP

4.4 Results

4.4.1 Descriptive Statistics

The sample consisted of 149 academics who started a company between 2004 and 2008.

The average spell length was 3.60 years with a standard deviation of 3.24 years, and 77% of

spells lasted 5 years or less. Table 4.1 provides the summary statistics of the sample. Table

4.2 further presents the correlation matrix. While this table reveals some high correlations

between independent variables included in the same model, this is unlikely to be problematic

as these correlations are only between control variables and not between any control and

independent variables of interest (SelfEmp, EntrDum) (Wooldridge, 2002). Further, the

variance inflation factor was less than 5 for all controls1 and never exceeded 2 for the

independent variables of interest.

— Insert Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 about here —

Table 4.3 shows pre-treatment differences between academic entrepreneurs and the matched

control group. It reveals that the groups were balanced along most dimensions. However,

the groups differed regarding their level of specialization, revealing that entrepreneurs were

on average more specialized. The balance of the sample is further shown in Figures 1 and

2, which provide a descriptive preview of the expected effects.

— Insert Table 4.3 about here —

Figure 1 illustrates that entrepreneurs did not differ from their matched peers in terms of

yearly publications prior the entrepreneurial spell, but their output dropped in the 2 years

immediately after the spell. However this was attenuated as time passed. Figure 2 shows

the difference in the number of repeated co-authorships. Again, no pre-entrepreneurship

differences were found, differences arose immediately after entrepreneurship and persisted.

However, as these are merely raw differences in means, the regression results are discussed

below.
1except for Age and Age sq.
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— Insert Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 about here —

4.4.2 Econometric Results

Table 4.4, presents the estimated effects of academic entrepreneurship on productivity

during different periods. Model 1 presents the coefficients for the state of being an en-

trepreneur, and Models 2 and 3 show the short-term (1–4 years) and long-term (5–9 years)

effects after the entrepreneurial spell. In contrast to

— Insert Table 4.4 about here —

Fini et al. (2021), I found that academic entrepreneurs published significantly less during

their entrepreneurial spell. More specifically, entrepreneurs published 0.587 papers fewer per

year than their matched peers. Considering that the average number of yearly publications

in the included sample was 2.246, this can be interpreted as a 25% drop in yearly publication

output. Model 2 further shows that this decrease persisted in the short run. In this period,

entrepreneurs published on average 21% fewer papers per year than their matched peers.

However, these negative effects were attenuated in the long run. These findings are further

supported by Figure 1, which shows the raw mean differences between entrepreneurs and

their matched controls in the years before and after the entrepreneurial spell. Overall, this

is in line with propositions that academic entrepreneurship shifts the attention of scientists

away from research (Stephan & Levin, 1996). However, these findnings also suggest that

academic entrepreneurship does not harm the productivity of scientists in the long run (Toole

& Czarnitzki, 2010); the negative effect is attenuated over time, allowing scientists to catch

up to the productivity levels of their non-entrepreneurial peers. However, in contrast to Fini

et al. (2021), I did not find evidence that these productivity levels exceeded those of their

peers, and therefore not confirm any positive spillovers to productivity in the investigated

period.

Having shown that academic entrepreneurship has a negative effect on productivity in

the short term, but no effects in the long run, I now present the results regarding the
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collaboration patterns. As discussed in Section 2, pure team size may cover important

heterogeneity regarding the underlying dynamics of formation and persistence of co-author

ties. I argued above that an entrepreneurial spell is likely to change the scientists’ expertise,

which is relevant for collaboration. Thus, the value of the acquired expertise can be revealed

by repeated co-authorships. I therefore explicitly tested this by exploring the yearly number

of repeated co-author ties.

Thus, the value of co-author relationships will only be revealed ex-post. If skills ac-

quired through entrepreneurship are valuable for collaborative knowledge production, more

co-authorships are expected to be repeated. Models 4–6 in Table 4.4 present the results for

repeated co-authorships. The results of Model 4 show that during entrepreneurial spells,

there was no difference between academic entrepreneurs and their non-entrepreneurial peers.

Thus, Hypothesis 2a is rejected. Directly after an entrepreneurial spell, entrepreneurs had

10% fewer repeated co-authorships. These effects become more pronounced and statistically

significant in the long run. To put this finding into context, all authors in the sample collab-

orated on average with 2.8 author, with whom they had collaborated before. The coefficient

in Column 6 suggests that for prior entrepreneurs, the number of repeated co-authorships

was around 0.374, or 13% less. To exclude the possibility that this was driven by an overall

reduction in the number of co-authors per year, I also controlled for the total number of co-

authors per year. These findings provide indicative evidence that entrepreneurial expertise

might deter repeated collaboration. Thus, Hypotheses 2b and 2c are supported.

— Insert Table 4.5 about here —

To provide more nuance to these results, I also tested whether this shift in co-authorships

could be connected to changes in team size or the over all number of collaborators (Table

4.5) (Teodoridis, 2018). Models 1–3 present the effects of academic entrepreneurship on

the average team size per year, which were not statistically significant. The same results

were found for the first years after an entrepreneurial spell (Model 2). However, in the

long run, academic entrepreneurs seemed to work in significantly smaller teams (p < 0.10),

with an average of 1.8 fewer co-authors per paper. However, the results for the extensive
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margin of collaboration, i.e., the number of unique collaborators per year, were stronger

for models 4–6. Model 4 shows that during an entrepreneurial spell, academics reduced the

number of collaborators by approximately 15% compared to their non-entrepreneurial peers.

This is also in line with the hypothesis that academic entrepreneurship leads scientists to

shift their attention away from scientific knowledge production, which results in managing

fewer co-author relationships. However, in contrast to the total output, this effect was not

attenuated. Thus, in the first 4 years after an entrepreneurial spell, have on average 27% less

co-authors, and in the subsequent period (5–9 years), collaborated with 25% less co-authors

per year, than their non-entrepreneurial peers.

4.4.3 Results for role of firm size

Academic entrepreneurship also had an effect on productivity and collaboration pat-

terns depending on the size of the venture. To test whether different types of entrepreneurs

are affected differently, I constructed a categorical variable with 0 assigned to academics

who were never entrepreneurs, 1 to entrepreneurs without employees (SelEmpNoEmpl and

EntrDumNoEmpl), and 2 to entrepreneurs with employees (SelEmpWithEmpl and Entr-

DumWithEmpl). Table 4.6 reveals that there was no difference in the effect on productivity

during the entrepreneurial spell, but both groups of entrepreneurs had a similar and statisti-

cally significant drop in the number of publications per year. After the entrepreneurial spell,

the downward trend continued for those entrepreneurs without employees, who showed an

average of 0.6 fewer publications, whereas those with employees did not have any signifi-

cant decrease in the short term. However, the difference between these two groups was not

statistically significant, as revealed by a Wald test (p = 0.229). In line with the main effect,

neither of the groups showed any significant difference in publication output, in the long run

after an entrepreneurial spell. Thus, while the results do not confirm Hypothesis 3, they

do indicate that that entrepreneurs with employees were able to recover their output more

quickly.

— Insert Table 4.6 about here —
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The effects on repeated co-authorships show a similar pattern (Table 4.6, Model 4–

6). Model 4 shows that the decrease in productivity did not differ between entrepreneurs

with employees and those without. In the first years after an entrepreneurial spell, however,

entrepreneurs differ, and entrepreneurs with employees have significantly fewer repeated col-

laborations than both non-entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs without employees (p = 0.023).

In the long run, the difference between the two groups of entrepreneurs disappeared. While

both groups of entrepreneurs faced a quantitative decrease compared to non-entrepreneurs,

this difference was only significant for those entrepreneurs without employees, but it was

economically more pronounced for those with employees. This lends partial support for

Hypothesis 4. Taken together, these findings suggest that the a larger entrepreneurial ven-

ture might allow an academic to benefit from a greater division of labor, which leading to

their output to suffer less shortly after an entrepreneurial spell. In the long run, however,

there seems to be a larger negative effect on repeated collaborations for entrepreneurs with

employees, lending support to the hypothesis of academic entrepreneurs accumulating skills

and preferences that could be harmful to collaborative knowledge production in science.

4.4.4 Robustness Checks

As an additional robustness check, I conducted a conditional difference-in-differences

analysis. For each of the outcomes, I applied a within comparison for each individual for

the time during an entrepreneurial spell and for the pre and post periods. To do so, I closely

followed the procedure proposed by Toole and Czarnitzki (2010) using the following model:

yit = β1 ∗ SelfEmpit + β2 ∗ SelfEmpContit + β3 ∗Xit + γi + θt + εit, (4.2)

where SelfEmp is a dummy variable taking the value 1 for the years during an entrepreneurial

spell. SelfEmpContr is a dummy variable specified for the control scientists only, which

takes the value 1, for the years during an entrepreneurial spell of the matched scientist.

To estimate the effects on post-entrepreneurship outcomes, I defined dummies taking the

value 1 in the year an academic leaves entrepreneurship, which were labelled PriorEntr
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and PriorEntrContr. These estimations exclude years during entrepreneurship and thus

provide a before and after comparison. The models further contain a vector of time-variant

control variables X, which differ depending on the outcome variable and correspond to those

included in the main models. I further include individual (γ) and year (θ) fixed effects.

— Insert Table 4.7 about here —

Table 4.7 presents the results for the productivity regressions in Models 1 and 2. Aca-

demic entrepreneurs had significantly lower yearly outputs during and their entrepreneurial

spell, while this is not the case the matched control scientists. Further Wald tests revealed

a significant difference between the groups during an entrepreneurial spell (p = 0.02) but

not after (p = 0.17). As the post period for regressions included the first 9 years after an

entrepreneurial spell, these findings largely corroborate the prior findings. The results for

repeated co-authorships (Models 3 and 4) further confirm the prior findings, showing no

significant difference between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs during a spell (p = 0.35)

and a weakly significant differences afterwards (p = 0.098). As shown above, there was no

significant effect on TeamSize but increasingly strong effects on NbCoauth.

The results regarding the collaboration measures were more robust. For each compari-

son, significantly negative effects were shown for academic entrepreneurs, but no significant

effects were found for the control dummy.

As the dependent variables represent count data, I also re-estimated the effects, using

negative binomial and Poisson models. The results for the publication count remained

largely robust. The results regarding the repeated co-authorships are corroborated in terms

of sign, but not in terms of significance.

4.4.5 Alternative Explanations

Quality Adjusted Output The results of the main analysis imply that scientists shift

their attention away from research and towards entrepreneurial activities and that this

harms the quantity of their output. While this is in line with some prior findings (e.g.



164 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Toole & Czarnitzki, 2010; Buenstorf, 2009), the question remains as to whether academic

entrepreneurship also harms the quality of the publication output. In order to test this, I

weighted the number of publications per year by the number of citations received within a

3- and 5-year citation window.

— Insert Table 4.8 about here —

The results presented in Table 4.8 provide mixed evidence. While the coefficients suggest

the quality of the adjusted output decreased during an entrepreneurial spell (Models 1 and

4), these effects were not significant. Further, the results show that after an entrepreneurial

spell, academic entrepreneurs increased the quality of their output, and this difference com-

pared to non-entrepreneurial peers increased as time passed. In these models a significant

difference at the 5% level was only found for the 5-year citation window. This suggests that

while scientists might face a drop in productivity in the short run, they shift their research

focus towards more impactful research in the long-run. This finding is in line with that

of Fini et al. (2021), who provided a detailed discussion about the potential mechanisms.

However, this finding should also be interpreted with caution as it only applies to a small

sub-sample of publications for which the full 5-year citation window could be observed (the

last observed publication year was 2012). Given that the long term is defined as 5 to 9 years

after an entrepreneurial spell, it only captures those entrepreneurs who ended their spell in

or before 2007.

Exploration Prior studies have established that academic entrepreneurship shifts the

attention of scientists towards novel research topics and affects their research impact through

this mechanism. However, the exploration of new fields is also associated with a loss of

human capital (Arts & Fleming, 2018). Thus, in order to be able to make a meaningful

contribution to the new field, scientists need to invest in acquiring skills and knowledge in

that field (Arts & Fleming, 2018; Jones, 2009). The effects of academic entrepreneurship on

repeated collaborations could therefore be driven by exploration. While the above models

included the number of new scientific fields as a control, I also explicitly tested, whether
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academic entrepreneurs who explored more, also have fewer repeated co-authorships.

— Insert Table 4.9 about here —

In order to test whether exploration moderates the effect of academic entrepreneurship,

I interacted the the entrepreneurship dummies with the number of newly used ASJC codes

(NbNewASJC ). The results are presented in Table 4.9. Models 4–6 present the results for

the interaction term with the number of newly used ASJC codes. As expected, the number

of new ASJC codes was negatively associated with the number of repeated co-authorships.

The interaction term can thus be used to determine whether entrepreneurship affects those

who diversify their expertise differently from those who do not. The results show that in

the long run, the interaction effect was negative and significant. This means that greater

exploration among entrepreneurial academics resulted in a more negative effect on repeated

co-authorship. This suggests that exploration induced by academic entrepreneurship, may

in fact lead to a loss of expertise and therefore harm collaborative knowledge production in

science. There is however no indication of a significant moderation effect of exploration on

the yearly number of publications (Models 1–3).

Seniority The final potential moderator could be the seniority of scientists. Research is a

process of skill and knowledge accumulation and therefore partially a routine activity. Thus,

the older scientists are, the more easily they will be able to rely on established routines and

thus better be able to compensate for time allocated to entrepreneurship.

— Insert Table 4.10 about here —

Table 4.10 presents the results for seniority. This variable is measured as a categorical

variable taking the value 0 for non-entrepreneurs, 1 for entrepreneurs starting a company

at or below the academic age of 10 years (SelfEmpYoung, EntrDumYoung), and 2 for those

staring a company at an academic age older than 10 years (SelfEmpOld, EntrDumOld).

Model 1 shows that during an entrepreneurial spell, younger academics were especially

negatively affected. This difference, however, was not significant (p = 0.826). Model 2 does
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not reveal any difference between younger and older entrepreneurs either economically or

statistically (p = 0.840). Model 3 shows that neither group was affected in the long run.

A similar pattern was observed for repeated co-authorships (Table 4.10). Models 4 and 5

show that the effects were particularly negative for older academics, but this result was not

significantly different from more junior academics (p > 0.40). However, Model 6 shows that

in the long run, older academics faced the biggest shift in co-author ties, and the difference

compared to younger academics became significant at the 10% level (p = 0.094). However,

this does not provide conclusive evidence that the results can be explained by seniority.

Length of Entrepreneurial Spell To test whether the main effects differ depending on

the length of the entrepreneurial spell, I divided the entrepreneurs into those who remained

self-employed for only 1 year and those whose spell exceeded 1 year. The results suggest

that the effects on productivity were mainly driven by an entrepreneurial spell lasting more

than 1 year. No difference was found between the groups regarding the effects of the length

of entrepreneurial spell on collaboration. The results are reported in Table 4.11.

— Insert Table 4.11 about here —

Shift from Publishing to Patenting An alternative explanation for why entrepreneurial

scientists experience a drop in their output might be that they shift their attention to

patenting. Thus, I used the number of patent applications (NbPat) as well as the instance

of patenting (PatDum) in year t as the dependent variable and found that during an

entrepreneurial spell, scientist also applied for fewer patents than their non-entrepreneurial

peers. After the entrepreneurial spell, this difference prevailed, although it was and while

less pronounced and statistically not significant. The results are reported in Table 4.12.

— Insert Table 4.12 about here —
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4.5 Discussion and Conclusion

The goal of this paper was to evaluate the effects of academic entrepreneurship on the

productivity and collaboration patterns of scientists. In so doing, this research acknowl-

edges the often temporary nature of academic entrepreneurship and takes into account

different types of academic entrepreneurship, and divides the group of entrepreneurs into

self-employed and those generating employment. To hypothesize about the long-term im-

pact of academic entrepreneurship, I drew on two streams of literature. First, the gen-

eral literature on university–industry collaborations argues for a mainly negative effect of

industry involvement on academic knowledge production. The more recent literature on

entrepreneurship as a temporary spell of skill development, argues that academics can gain

valuable skills through entrepreneurship, which may help to attenuate the negative effects

on knowledge production in science.

I evaluated this on a sample of Danish academics during the period from 1999 to 2016

using a case-cohort design. My results for the effect on productivity are in line with the

findings of Toole and Czarnitzki (2010) and show that entering academic entrepreneurship

is related to a drop in productivity as academics shift their focus away from scientific knowl-

edge production. My findings further suggest that this effect persists even when returning

to academia full time, but this is attenuated in the long run. Regarding collaboration, my

findings suggest that scientists shift of co-authors towards new but fewer repeated collabo-

rations. This indicates that academic entrepreneurship may decrease the value of a scientist

as a collaborator as exploration induced by entrepreneurship may lead to shallower levels

of expertise, and an increased attention to commercialization may conflict with the pub-

lication objectives of the co-authors. The results further show that the effects on output

and repeated co-authorships differed depending on whether the entrepreneur had employees

or not. Employing workers can allow for a greater division of labor and therefore result

in scientists’ output to declining less after an entrepreneurial spell. However, my results

suggest that academic entrepreneurs with employees had fewer repeated co-authorships in
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the long run. This lends support to the hypothesis that an entrepreneurial spell leads to

the accumulation of skills and experiences that are not fully transferrable to knowledge pro-

duction in academia and might even harm an academics’ career. Further, this paper shows

that these effects differed, depending on start-up size. Additional analyses did not find

conclusive evidence that these effects can be fully explained by individual characteristics,

such as seniority, or a shift in scientific topics, nor that academic entrepreneurs shift their

attention towards more impactful work or patenting.

While this paper is not the first to evaluate the effects of academic entrepreneurship

on scientific knowledge production, it extends this stream of literature by differentiating

between academic entrepreneurship as a state and as a treatment. It further considers

outcomes beyond output and impact, by looking at another important factor of knowledge

production, which is collaboration. Overall it suggests that academic entrepreneurship can

harm the rate of academic knowledge production in the short run and may have negative

effects on the long-term collaboration patterns of scientists. This is especially important to

consider against the background of the increasing importance of teams. This has important

implications for science policy, as encouraging academics to commercialize their research

may have negative consequences for academic knowledge production.

However, this paper is not free of limitations, which may reduce the generalizability of

the findings. The first limitation is that I was not able to observe the actual time allocated

to the entrepreneurial activity or publishing, which would represent a direct mechanism

explaining the decline in productivity. Further, I am unable to differentiate whether are

the effects on repeated co-authorships and a decline in unique co-authors is driven by the

co-author or the entrepreneurs themselves.

Further, there is some concern regarding how these results can be compared to other

contexts, like NIH scientists, faculty at Imperial College London, or scientists at the Max

Planck institutes. In contrast to these prior findings, the results of this paper are not

limited to an elite sample but rather the general population of scientists. While this might

be appealing, it also introduces noise. Thus, there might be great heterogeneity in the type
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of of ventures, and in the extent to which they are actually relate to the commercialization

of scientific discoveries.

Further, the current sample was limited to a rather short time frame considering the

length of an academic career. This may obscure long-term effects, which, and may lead to

the exclusion of successful entrepreneurs from the sample. I was further, also not able to

observe the effects on other relevant outcomes, such as promotions and mobility. Finally,

omitted variables affecting entrepreneurial entry, productivity, and collaboration remain a

concern.

However, these limitations also represent promising opportunities for future research,

especially regarding the spill-overs from academic entrepreneurship on scientific research. It

would also be highly relevant to dedicate more research towards what scientists are able to

benefit from academic entrepreneurship and what scientists are potentially harmed. This is

especially relevant against the continued efforts of universities and policy makers encouraging

scientists to commercialize their discoveries.
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Tables

Table 4.1: Descriptive statistics

Count Mean S.D.
NbPubYear 8,046 1.806 3.506
TeamSize 8,046 2.758 10.048
NbCoauth 8,046 2.605 6.218
NbNewCoauth 8,046 1.253 3.148
NbRepeatCoauth 8,046 1.352 3.629
SelfEmp 8,046 0.070 0.255
EntrDum 8,046 0.333 0.471
AvgRepeatCoauthPreAe 8,046 0.448 1.066
AvgTeamSizePreAe 8,046 1.149 1.318
AvgNbCoauthPreAe 8,046 .889 1.848
NbGrants 8,046 0.433 1.085
Age 8,046 49.104 15.599
Female 8,046 0.215 0.411
Spec 8,046 1877.211 2267.539
NewASJC 8,046 0.658 1.447
AvgPubPreAe 8,046 1.002 1.824
N 8,046
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Table 4.3: T-Tests pre-entrepreneurship characteristics

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Diff. T Stat
NbPubYear 1.54 3.09 1.51 3.10 -0.03 (-0.26)
NbRepeatCoauth 1.04 2.53 0.94 2.67 -0.10 (-1.03)
TeamSize 1.96 3.21 1.99 2.88 0.02 (0.19)
NbCoauth 2.00 4.63 1.84 4.51 -0.16 (-0.95)
NbGrants 0.28 0.77 0.32 0.80 0.04 (1.40)
Spec 1726.90 2448.13 1526.99 2055.21 -199.91∗ (-2.34)
NewASJC 0.51 1.17 0.53 1.29 0.02 (0.56)
Female 0.23 0.42 0.23 0.42 0.00 (0.00)
Age 43.79 15.63 43.74 14.45 -0.05 (-0.09)
Observations 1115 2230 3345



176 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP
T

ab
le

4.
4:

R
eg

re
ss

io
n

re
su

lt
s

fo
r

p
u
b
li
ca

ti
on

co
u
n
t

an
d

re
p

ea
te

d
co

-a
u
th

or
sh

ip
s

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

N
b
P

u
b
Y

ea
r

N
b
P

u
b
Y

ea
r

N
b
P

u
b
Y

ea
r

N
b
R

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

N
b
R

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

N
b
R

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

S
el

fE
m

p
-0

.5
87
∗

-0
.0

01
33

(0
.2

38
)

(0
.0

74
0)

E
n
tr

D
u
m

-0
.4

78
∗

0.
29

5
-0

.1
87
∗

-0
.3

74
∗

(0
.2

43
)

(0
.3

76
)

(0
.0

78
9)

(0
.1

50
)

A
v
gP

u
b
P

re
A

e
1.

41
2∗
∗∗

1.
33

0∗
∗∗

1.
65

1∗
∗∗

(0
.1

79
)

(0
.2

67
)

(0
.4

02
)

A
v
gR

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

P
re

A
e

0.
37

4∗
∗∗

0.
54

0∗
∗∗

0.
51

2∗
∗

(0
.0

62
6)

(0
.1

39
)

(0
.1

73
)

N
b
G

ra
n
ts

-0
.0

36
9

0.
07

45
0.

18
7

0.
00

86
5

0.
04

00
0.

12
9

(0
.1

08
)

(0
.1

10
)

(0
.2

23
)

(0
.0

40
2)

(0
.0

58
4)

(0
.0

82
3)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

04
52
∗

-0
.0

00
08

27
∗

-0
.0

00
14

7∗
∗

0.
00

00
07

27
0.

00
00

07
85

0.
00

00
17

4
(0

.0
00

01
95

)
(0

.0
00

03
23

)
(0

.0
00

05
50

)
(0

.0
00

00
66

8)
(0

.0
00

01
31

)
(0

.0
00

02
99

)
A

ge
0.

54
0∗
∗∗

0.
68

1∗
∗∗

1.
03

0∗
∗∗

-0
.0

05
37

0.
01

41
0.

09
97

(0
.0

68
5)

(0
.1

15
)

(0
.1

90
)

(0
.0

21
8)

(0
.0

47
8)

(0
.0

86
6)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

05
14
∗∗
∗

-0
.0

06
21
∗∗
∗

-0
.0

09
49
∗∗
∗

-0
.0

00
12

5
-0

.0
00

37
4

-0
.0

01
35

(0
.0

00
67

5)
(0

.0
01

26
)

(0
.0

02
03

)
(0

.0
00

19
2)

(0
.0

00
45

3)
(0

.0
00

79
7)

N
b
C

oa
u
th

0.
45

7∗
∗∗

0.
41

4∗
∗∗

0.
41

9∗
∗∗

(0
.0

19
5)

(0
.0

24
5)

(0
.0

22
5)

N
b
P

u
b
Y

ea
r

0.
14

7∗
∗∗

0.
17

6∗
∗∗

0.
23

9∗
∗∗

(0
.0

21
6)

(0
.0

39
9)

(0
.0

35
1)

N
ew

A
S
J
C

-0
.1

83
∗∗
∗

-0
.1

42
∗∗

-0
.2

09
∗∗
∗

(0
.0

24
5)

(0
.0

50
6)

(0
.0

48
1)

U
n
iv

er
si

ty
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

T
ri

p
le

t
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
ea

r
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

co
n
s

-1
3.

22
∗∗
∗

-1
6.

93
∗∗
∗

-2
5.

38
∗∗
∗

0.
25

1
-0

.4
94

-1
.4

28
(1

.9
31

)
(3

.1
65

)
(5

.3
44

)
(0

.5
99

)
(1

.3
74

)
(2

.7
25

)
N

54
56

13
56

12
09

54
56

13
56

12
09

ad
j.
R

2
0.

55
5

0.
55

1
0.

53
0

0.
88

3
0.

88
3

0.
89

3

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0.
05

,
∗∗

p
<

0
.0

1,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
00

1



References 177

T
ab

le
4.

5:
R

eg
re

ss
io

n
re

su
lt

s
av

er
ag

e
te

am
si

ze
an

d
n
u
m

b
er

of
u
n
iq

u
e

co
-a

u
th

or
s

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

T
ea

m
S
iz

e
T

ea
m

S
iz

e
T

ea
m

S
iz

e
N

b
C

oa
u
th

N
b
C

oa
u
th

N
b
C

oa
u
th

S
el

fE
m

p
-0

.3
50

-0
.5

19
∗

(0
.2

43
)

(0
.2

33
)

E
n
tr

D
u
m

-0
.3

22
-1

.8
36

-0
.8

92
∗∗

-1
.3

31
∗∗

(0
.2

95
)

(1
.0

93
)

(0
.2

78
)

(0
.4

75
)

A
v
gT

ea
m

S
iz

eP
re

A
e

1.
23

3∗
∗∗

0.
54

3∗
∗

0.
67

9
(0

.1
85

)
(0

.1
65

)
(0

.6
60

)
A

v
gN

b
C

oa
u
th

P
re

A
e

1.
21

2∗
∗∗

1.
37

7∗
∗∗

1.
93

6∗
∗∗

(0
.2

21
)

(0
.2

06
)

(0
.3

66
)

N
b
P

u
b
Y

ea
r

0.
37

9∗
∗∗

0.
34

1∗
∗∗

0.
41

1∗
∗

1.
11

8∗
∗∗

1.
09

5∗
∗∗

1.
25

9∗
∗∗

(0
.0

77
7)

(0
.0

75
1)

(0
.1

24
)

(0
.0

71
6)

(0
.0

87
2)

(0
.0

83
7)

N
b
G

ra
n
ts

-0
.3

12
∗∗
∗

-0
.0

71
1

-0
.6

26
-0

.2
92

-0
.2

52
-0

.5
05

(0
.0

91
0)

(0
.0

91
0)

(0
.3

33
)

(0
.1

52
)

(0
.1

58
)

(0
.3

23
)

S
p

ec
0.

00
00

10
8

0.
00

00
19

6
-0

.0
00

28
5

-0
.0

00
00

60
0

0.
00

00
01

53
-0

.0
00

16
0∗

(0
.0

00
02

72
)

(0
.0

00
04

21
)

(0
.0

00
19

4)
(0

.0
00

02
11

)
(0

.0
00

03
72

)
(0

.0
00

08
04

)
A

ge
0.

31
7∗
∗

-0
.0

02
29

-0
.1

18
0.

00
05

30
0.

15
3

-0
.0

70
1

(0
.1

11
)

(0
.1

25
)

(0
.7

76
)

(0
.0

97
8)

(0
.1

41
)

(0
.2

83
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

03
72
∗∗
∗

0.
00

07
00

-0
.0

00
33

5
-0

.0
01

04
-0

.0
02

51
-0

.0
01

86
(0

.0
00

99
7)

(0
.0

01
22

)
(0

.0
07

05
)

(0
.0

00
82

7)
(0

.0
01

36
)

(0
.0

02
45

)
U

n
iv

er
si

ty
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

T
ri

p
le

t
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
ea

r
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

In
te

rs
ec

t
-7

.4
19
∗

0.
05

28
13

.3
0

1.
28

3
-1

.3
97

12
.0

7
(3

.0
71

)
(3

.4
30

)
(2

1.
96

)
(2

.7
93

)
(3

.8
42

)
(8

.8
99

)
N

51
77

13
56

12
09

51
77

13
56

12
09

ad
j.
R

2
0.

13
2

0.
30

3
0.

06
9

0.
73

3
0.

78
1

0.
78

0

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0
.0

5,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
00

1



178 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP
T

ab
le

4.
6:

R
eg

re
ss

io
n

re
su

lt
s

fo
r

eff
ec

ts
of

fi
rm

si
ze

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u
b

Y
ea

r
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
au

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u

th
S

el
fE

m
p

N
oE

m
p

l
-0

.5
86

∗
0
.0

1
3
5

(0
.2

96
)

(0
.0

7
1
0
)

S
el

fE
m

p
W

it
h

E
m

p
l

-0
.5

90
∗

-0
.0

5
4
8

(0
.2

73
)

(0
.1

6
7
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
N

oE
m

p
-0

.5
8
5
∗

0
.2

8
4

-0
.0

8
9
5

-0
.3

2
7
∗

(0
.2

7
1
)

(0
.4

0
3
)

(0
.0

8
3
8
)

(0
.1

5
2
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
W

it
h

E
m

p
0
.1

8
0

0
.3

6
7

-0
.7

9
1∗

∗∗
-0

.6
7
5

(0
.5

6
1
)

(1
.1

1
2
)

(0
.2

2
3
)

(0
.5

4
9
)

A
v
gP

u
b

P
re

A
e

1.
41

2
∗∗

∗
1
.3

2
2
∗∗

∗
1
.6

5
1
∗∗

∗

(0
.1

79
)

(0
.2

6
7
)

(0
.4

0
2
)

A
v
gR

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

P
re

A
e

0
.3

7
4
∗∗

∗
0
.5

5
3
∗∗

∗
0
.5

1
5
∗∗

(0
.0

6
2
6
)

(0
.1

3
8
)

(0
.1

7
4
)

N
b

G
ra

n
ts

-0
.0

36
9

0
.0

7
4
8

0
.1

8
5

0
.0

0
8
4
8

0
.0

3
9
2

0
.1

3
6

(0
.1

08
)

(0
.1

0
9
)

(0
.2

2
2
)

(0
.0

4
0
3
)

(0
.0

5
8
1
)

(0
.0

8
4
0
)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

04
52

∗
-0

.0
0
0
0
8
5
6
∗∗

-0
.0

0
0
1
4
7
∗∗

0
.0

0
0
0
0
7
2
7

0
.0

0
0
0
1
0
6

0
.0

0
0
0
1
5
9

(0
.0

00
01

95
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
3
2
8
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
5
4
8
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
0
6
6
8
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
1
2
5
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
2
9
7
)

A
ge

0.
54

0
∗∗

∗
0
.6

8
3∗

∗∗
1
.0

3
1
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
5
1
9

0
.0

1
1
6

0
.0

9
8
3

(0
.0

68
3)

(0
.1

1
6
)

(0
.1

8
9
)

(0
.0

2
1
7
)

(0
.0

4
6
8
)

(0
.0

8
6
1
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

05
14

∗∗
∗

-0
.0

0
6
2
6∗

∗∗
-0

.0
0
9
5
0∗

∗∗
-0

.0
0
0
1
2
7

-0
.0

0
0
3
2
7

-0
.0

0
1
3
2

(0
.0

00
67

3)
(0

.0
0
1
2
7
)

(0
.0

0
2
0
2
)

(0
.0

0
0
1
9
1
)

(0
.0

0
0
4
4
4
)

(0
.0

0
0
7
8
2
)

N
b

C
oa

u
th

0
.4

5
7
∗∗

∗
0
.4

1
3
∗∗

∗
0
.4

2
0
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

1
9
5
)

(0
.0

2
4
5
)

(0
.0

2
2
5
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

0
.1

4
7∗

∗∗
0
.1

7
8
∗∗

∗
0
.2

3
8
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
1
6
)

(0
.0

4
0
0
)

(0
.0

3
5
2
)

N
ew

A
S

J
C

-0
.1

8
3
∗∗

∗
-0

.1
4
4∗

∗
-0

.2
0
9
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
4
5
)

(0
.0

5
0
4
)

(0
.0

4
8
2
)

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
T

ri
p

le
t

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

ea
r

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
In

te
rs

ec
t

-1
3.

22
∗∗

∗
-1

6
.9

9
∗∗

∗
-2

5
.4

0
∗∗

∗
0
.2

5
2

-0
.4

1
3

-1
.3

5
2

(1
.9

33
)

(3
.1

6
6
)

(5
.3

3
7
)

(0
.6

0
0
)

(1
.3

4
8
)

(2
.7

3
9
)

N
54

56
1
3
5
6

1
2
0
9

5
4
5
6

1
3
5
6

1
2
0
9

ad
j.

R
2

0.
55

5
0
.5

5
2

0
.5

2
9

0
.8

8
3

0
.8

8
3

0
.8

9
3

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0
.0

5,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
00

1



References 179

T
ab

le
4.

7:
R

es
u
lt

s
co

n
d
it

io
n
al

d
iff

er
en

ce
-i

n
-d

iff
er

en
ce

s

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

R
ep

ea
tC

o
a
u

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u

th
T

ea
m

S
iz

e
T

ea
m

S
iz

e
N

b
C

o
a
u

th
N

b
C

o
a
u

th
S

el
fE

m
p

-0
.4

24
∗∗

0
.0

1
8
4

-0
.4

0
5
∗

-0
.3

5
0∗

(0
.1

55
)

(0
.0

5
0
9
)

(0
.1

9
6
)

(0
.1

5
9
)

S
el

fE
m

p
C

on
tr

0.
01

96
-0

.0
5
7
2

0
.7

6
0

-0
.0

2
2
0

(0
.1

06
)

(0
.0

5
3
6
)

(1
.0

3
6
)

(0
.1

3
2
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
-0

.6
31

∗
-0

.1
4
1

-0
.9

4
9

-0
.7

6
7∗

∗

(0
.2

64
)

(0
.0

9
9
4
)

(0
.7

2
9
)

(0
.2

6
1
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
C

on
tr

-0
.0

92
8

0
.0

2
3
6

-1
.0

2
8

-0
.1

4
5

(0
.2

23
)

(0
.0

9
5
6
)

(0
.6

1
5
)

(0
.2

4
0
)

N
b

G
ra

n
ts

-0
.2

34
-0

.0
37

3
0
.2

0
9

0
.2

4
2

0
.0

1
6
8

-0
.2

1
6

0
.5

7
0

0
.1

2
2

(0
.3

52
)

(0
.4

20
)

(0
.1

5
0
)

(0
.1

7
2
)

(0
.2

2
7
)

(0
.2

9
2
)

(0
.4

5
0
)

(0
.3

7
4
)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

02
92

∗∗
-0

.0
00

04
45

∗∗
0
.0

0
0
0
0
0
8
9
4

0
.0

0
0
0
0
3
7
4

0
.0

0
0
0
0
9
6
1

0
.0

0
0
0
1
0
8

-0
.0

0
0
0
2
2
0

-0
.0

0
0
0
4
6
2∗

(0
.0

00
01

05
)

(0
.0

00
01

40
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
0
4
7
3
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
0
6
9
8
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
2
8
3
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
3
3
8
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
1
4
4
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
1
9
1
)

A
ge

0.
44

1∗
∗∗

0.
54

6
∗∗

∗
0
.0

2
2
2

0
.0

4
5
7

0
.7

0
3
∗∗

∗
0
.5

7
6
∗

0
.1

7
6
∗∗

0
.1

2
4

(0
.0

37
5)

(0
.0

81
7)

(0
.0

1
2
5
)

(0
.0

3
0
2
)

(0
.1

9
4
)

(0
.2

3
1
)

(0
.0

5
5
1
)

(0
.0

8
6
6
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

03
79

∗∗
∗

-0
.0

04
31

∗∗
∗

-0
.0

0
0
1
4
1

-0
.0

0
0
3
0
2

-0
.0

0
5
3
6
∗∗

-0
.0

0
3
9
8
∗

-0
.0

0
1
0
2

-0
.0

0
0
1
5
8

(0
.0

00
33

3)
(0

.0
00

78
1)

(0
.0

0
0
1
1
7
)

(0
.0

0
0
2
8
7
)

(0
.0

0
1
6
3
)

(0
.0

0
1
5
9
)

(0
.0

0
0
5
3
6
)

(0
.0

0
0
8
4
3
)

N
b

C
oa

u
th

0
.4

3
7∗

∗∗
0
.4

0
7
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
1
4
)

(0
.0

2
6
7
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

0
.1

4
1∗

∗∗
0
.1

4
0
∗∗

∗
0
.5

8
0
∗∗

∗
0
.5

0
2
∗∗

∗
1
.2

4
2
∗∗

∗
1
.1

9
8
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
7
4
)

(0
.0

3
4
5
)

(0
.1

0
8
)

(0
.1

0
3
)

(0
.0

9
3
4
)

(0
.0

9
6
9
)

N
ew

A
S

J
C

-0
.1

7
4∗

∗∗
-0

.1
5
2∗

∗∗

(0
.0

2
2
3
)

(0
.0

2
6
1
)

In
d

iv
id

u
al

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

ea
r

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
In

te
rs

ec
t

-9
.5

96
∗∗

∗
-1

3.
25

∗∗
∗

-0
.7

2
6
∗

-1
.4

1
5

-1
8
.5

6∗
∗∗

-1
5
.2

5∗
-5

.7
2
7
∗∗

∗
-4

.8
2
4
∗

(0
.9

96
)

(2
.0

20
)

(0
.2

9
5
)

(0
.7

4
7
)

(5
.2

0
4
)

(6
.8

7
0
)

(1
.2

7
7
)

(2
.1

1
3
)

N
77

60
48

17
7
7
6
0

4
8
1
7

7
7
6
0

4
8
1
7

7
7
6
0

4
8
1
7

ad
j.

R
2

0.
09

5
0.

07
4

0
.7

2
1

0
.6

6
6

0
.0

3
2

0
.0

3
1

0
.4

5
8

0
.4

5
1

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0.
05

,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0
.0

01



180 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP

T
ab

le
4.

8:
R

eg
re

ss
io

n
re

su
lt

s
q
u
al

it
y

ad
ju

st
ed

p
u
b
li
ca

ti
on

s

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

P
u
b
C

it
w

3
P

u
b
C

it
w

3
P

u
b
C

it
w

3
P

u
b
C

it
w

5
P

u
b
C

it
w

5
P

u
b
C

it
w

5
S
el

fE
m

p
-0

.2
10

-1
.9

96
(5

.4
24

)
(6

.2
91

)
E

n
tr

D
u
m

5.
43

8
18

.4
1

6.
06

7
44

.5
2∗
∗

(9
.2

41
)

(1
1.

52
)

(1
3.

47
)

(1
6.

21
)

A
v
gP

u
b
P

re
A

e
19

.3
9∗
∗∗

25
.8

3∗
∗∗

17
.1

9∗
∗

30
.1

6∗
∗∗

40
.3

6∗
∗∗

5.
60

6
(3

.8
87

)
(7

.6
68

)
(6

.1
24

)
(5

.6
57

)
(1

1.
92

)
(4

.3
87

)
N

b
G

ra
n
ts

0.
37

1
-1

.0
17

5.
12

0
-1

.3
95

-1
.9

39
3.

64
8

(2
.1

24
)

(2
.8

33
)

(3
.3

01
)

(3
.1

93
)

(4
.3

46
)

(5
.3

52
)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

28
9

-0
.0

01
09

-0
.0

01
66

-0
.0

00
35

9
-0

.0
01

49
-0

.0
05

69
(0

.0
00

49
7)

(0
.0

01
10

)
(0

.0
01

64
)

(0
.0

00
62

9)
(0

.0
01

64
)

(0
.0

03
08

)
A

ge
5.

49
2∗
∗∗

10
.6

3∗
11

.8
7

7.
82

7∗
∗∗

16
.2

9∗
5.

71
9

(1
.6

56
)

(4
.4

98
)

(6
.4

14
)

(2
.1

28
)

(6
.5

09
)

(8
.2

18
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

59
5∗
∗∗

-0
.1

11
∗

-0
.1

19
∗

-0
.0

87
6∗
∗∗

-0
.1

70
∗∗

-0
.0

49
3

(0
.0

16
0)

(0
.0

44
6)

(0
.0

55
7)

(0
.0

21
3)

(0
.0

65
6)

(0
.0

75
0)

U
n
iv

er
si

ty
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

T
ri

p
le

t
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
ea

r
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

In
te

rs
ec

t
-1

36
.6
∗∗

-2
87

.2
∗

-3
02

.3
-1

85
.6
∗∗

-4
29

.3
∗

-1
49

.9
(4

7.
58

)
(1

30
.7

)
(1

95
.7

)
(6

0.
33

)
(1

87
.3

)
(2

37
.7

)
N

47
81

12
20

89
8

43
31

12
20

51
5

ad
j.
R

2
0.

30
3

0.
35

3
0.

20
0

0.
36

2
0.

37
3

0.
12

0

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0
.0

5,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
0
0
1



References 181

T
ab

le
4.

9:
R

eg
re

ss
io

n
re

su
lt

s
fo

r
th

e
m

o
d
er

at
io

n
eff

ec
t

of
ex

p
lo

ra
ti

on

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

R
ep

ea
tC

o
a
u

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u
th

N
b

R
ep

ea
tC

o
a
u

th
S

el
fE

m
p

-0
.4

83
∗

0
.0

1
7
0

(0
.2

20
)

(0
.0

6
6
1
)

S
el

fE
m

p
×

N
b

N
ew

A
S

J
C

0.
28

1
-0

.0
4
7
1

(0
.2

06
)

(0
.0

7
2
5
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
-0

.2
9
8

0
.1

3
4

-0
.2

2
0
∗

-0
.0

9
2
5

(0
.2

3
2
)

(0
.3

7
7
)

(0
.0

9
8
6
)

(0
.1

7
9
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
×

N
b

N
ew

A
S

J
C

-0
.0

2
1
1

0
.1

1
2

0
.0

3
8
1

-0
.2

1
9
∗

(0
.1

2
9
)

(0
.1

2
9
)

(0
.0

9
0
3
)

(0
.0

8
6
2
)

A
v
gP

u
b

P
re

A
e

1.
35

4
∗∗

∗
1
.2

5
8
∗∗

∗
1
.6

1
7
∗∗

∗

(0
.1

80
)

(0
.2

4
7
)

(0
.3

7
0
)

A
v
gR

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

P
re

A
e

0
.4

0
0
∗∗

∗
0
.5

4
0
∗∗

∗
0
.4

9
3
∗∗

(0
.0

7
0
7
)

(0
.1

3
9
)

(0
.1

7
1
)

N
b

G
ra

n
ts

-0
.0

34
7

0
.0

4
2
2

0
.1

1
4

0
.0

0
8
3
7

0
.0

3
9
1

0
.1

3
6

(0
.0

90
6)

(0
.0

8
8
0
)

(0
.2

1
5
)

(0
.0

4
0
1
)

(0
.0

5
8
7
)

(0
.0

8
3
1
)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

05
12

∗∗
-0

.0
0
0
0
7
4
9
∗

-0
.0

0
0
1
2
8
∗∗

0
.0

0
0
0
0
5
9
0

0.
0
0
0
0
0
7
6
5

0
.0

0
0
0
1
8
5

(0
.0

00
01

77
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
2
9
2
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
4
9
2
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
0
6
8
1
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
1
3
1
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
2
9
7
)

A
ge

0
.4

99
∗∗

∗
0
.6

3
5
∗∗

∗
1
.0

3
0
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
1
5
5

0
.0

1
5
4

0
.0

6
2
0

(0
.0

67
5)

(0
.1

0
8
)

(0
.1

8
1
)

(0
.0

2
2
1
)

(0
.0

4
7
7
)

(0
.0

8
6
6
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

04
75

∗∗
∗

-0
.0

0
5
8
7
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
9
4
1∗

∗∗
-0

.0
0
0
1
7
0

-0
.0

0
0
3
8
7

-0
.0

0
1
0
1

(0
.0

00
66

7)
(0

.0
0
1
1
7
)

(0
.0

0
1
9
2
)

(0
.0

0
0
1
9
4
)

(0
.0

0
0
4
5
4
)

(0
.0

0
0
8
0
0
)

N
ew

A
S

J
C

0.
69

1∗
∗∗

0
.6

6
3
∗∗

∗
0
.6

8
1
∗∗

∗
-0

.1
8
4
∗∗

∗
-0

.1
5
0∗

-0
.1

3
4
∗

(0
.0

35
2)

(0
.0

6
8
9
)

(0
.0

8
6
1
)

(0
.0

2
5
4
)

(0
.0

6
1
1
)

(0
.0

5
3
0
)

N
b

C
oa

u
th

0
.4

5
9∗

∗∗
0
.4

1
4
∗∗

∗
0
.4

2
0∗

∗∗

(0
.0

2
0
2
)

(0
.0

2
4
5
)

(0
.0

2
2
2
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

0
.1

4
0
∗∗

∗
0
.1

7
6
∗∗

∗
0
.2

4
1
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
4
7
)

(0
.0

4
0
0
)

(0
.0

3
4
6
)

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
T

ri
p

le
t

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

ea
r

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
In

te
rs

ec
t

-1
2.

45
∗∗

∗
-1

7
.5

9
∗∗

∗
-2

6
.1

4∗
∗∗

0
.2

8
2

-0
.5

9
6

-0
.7

0
3

(1
.9

28
)

(3
.1

2
4
)

(5
.2

8
0
)

(0
.6

3
3
)

(1
.3

5
4
)

(2
.7

1
2
)

N
51

77
1
3
5
6

1
2
0
9

5
1
7
7

1
3
5
6

1
2
0
9

ad
j.

R
2

0.
62

2
0
.6

2
7

0
.6

0
1

0
.8

8
5

0
.8

8
3

0
.8

9
4

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0
.0

5,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
00

1



182 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP
T

ab
le

4.
10

:
R

es
u
lt

s
fo

r
th

e
eff

ec
t

of
se

n
io

ri
ty

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

R
ep

ea
tC

o
a
u

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u

th
S

el
fE

m
p

Y
ou

n
g

-0
.6

17
∗∗

0
.0

7
4
4

(0
.2

27
)

(0
.1

2
0
)

S
el

fE
m

p
O

ld
-0

.5
23

-0
.0

4
9
6

(0
.3

60
)

(0
.0

9
6
3
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
Y

ou
n

g
-0

.4
3
6

0
.4

9
0

-0
.1

4
2

-0
.2

0
5

(0
.2

8
4
)

(0
.4

0
8
)

(0
.1

0
1
)

(0
.1

8
9
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
O

ld
-0

.5
5
1

-0
.2

5
4

-0
.2

6
8∗

-0
.7

5
4
∗∗

(0
.4

7
9
)

(0
.8

3
3
)

(0
.1

3
3
)

(0
.2

5
6
)

A
v
gP

u
b

P
re

A
e

1.
41

8
∗∗

∗
1
.3

3
2
∗∗

∗
1
.7

1
3
∗∗

∗

(0
.1

93
)

(0
.2

7
1
)

(0
.4

0
5
)

A
v
gR

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

P
re

A
e

0
.3

7
5∗

∗∗
0
.5

4
6
∗∗

∗
0
.5

3
8∗

∗

(0
.0

6
2
7
)

(0
.1

4
1
)

(0
.1

7
7
)

N
b

G
ra

n
ts

-0
.0

32
2

0
.0

7
4
1

0
.0

8
4
4

0
.0

0
8
9
6

0
.0

3
9
5

0
.1

2
6

(0
.1

03
)

(0
.1

1
0
)

(0
.2

2
6
)

(0
.0

4
0
3
)

(0
.0

5
8
6
)

(0
.0

8
0
3
)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

04
84

∗
-0

.0
0
0
0
8
2
2
∗

-0
.0

0
0
1
4
3∗

∗
0
.0

0
0
0
0
7
4
0

0
.0

0
0
0
0
8
4
0

0
.0

0
0
0
1
2
7

(0
.0

00
01

97
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
3
3
0
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
5
4
3
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
0
6
7
1
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
1
3
2
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
2
9
7
)

A
ge

0.
57

0∗
∗∗

0
.6

8
1
∗∗

∗
1
.0

5
4
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
5
7
2

0
.0

1
4
1

0
.1

1
0

(0
.0

71
0)

(0
.1

1
5
)

(0
.1

9
2
)

(0
.0

2
1
8
)

(0
.0

4
7
6
)

(0
.0

8
7
1
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

05
39

∗∗
∗

-0
.0

0
6
2
1
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
9
7
4
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
0
1
2
0

-0
.0

0
0
3
7
4

-0
.0

0
1
4
3

(0
.0

00
70

2)
(0

.0
0
1
2
6
)

(0
.0

0
2
0
1
)

(0
.0

0
0
1
9
3
)

(0
.0

0
0
4
5
2
)

(0
.0

0
0
8
0
1
)

N
b

C
oa

u
th

0
.4

5
7∗

∗∗
0
.4

1
4
∗∗

∗
0
.4

1
9
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

1
9
5
)

(0
.0

2
4
6
)

(0
.0

2
2
4
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

0
.1

4
7
∗∗

∗
0
.1

7
5
∗∗

∗
0
.2

3
7
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
1
5
)

(0
.0

4
0
0
)

(0
.0

3
4
8
)

N
ew

A
S

J
C

-0
.1

8
2∗

∗∗
-0

.1
4
1∗

∗
-0

.2
0
9
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
4
4
)

(0
.0

5
0
9
)

(0
.0

4
8
0
)

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
T

ri
p

le
t

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

ea
r

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
In

te
rs

ec
t

-1
4.

03
∗∗

∗
-1

6
.9

8
∗∗

∗
-2

6
.5

8∗
∗∗

0
.2

4
7

-0
.5

6
0

-1
.9

0
3

(2
.0

08
)

(3
.1

8
5
)

(5
.4

7
9
)

(0
.5

9
8
)

(1
.3

9
3
)

(2
.7

5
7
)

N
51

77
1
3
5
6

1
2
8
3

5
4
5
6

1
3
5
6

1
2
0
9

ad
j.

R
2

0.
55

3
0
.5

5
1

0
.5

2
5

0
.8

8
3

0
.8

8
3

0
.8

9
4

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0.
05

,
∗∗

p
<

0
.0

1,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
00

1



References 183

T
ab

le
4.

11
:

R
es

u
lt

s
fo

r
th

e
eff

ec
t

of
sp

el
l

le
n
gt

h

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

N
b

R
ep

ea
tC

o
a
u

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u

th
N

b
R

ep
ea

tC
o
a
u

th
S

el
fE

m
p

S
h

or
t

0.
20

7
-0

.0
4
9
4

(0
.6

30
)

(0
.1

3
0
)

S
el

fE
m

p
L

on
g

-0
.7

00
∗∗

0
.0

0
7
3
9

(0
.2

60
)

(0
.0

8
3
2
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
S

h
or

t
-0

.1
0
7

0
.6

0
7

-0
.0

7
3
9

-0
.3

6
1

(0
.3

2
4
)

(0
.4

5
9
)

(0
.1

0
9
)

(0
.1

8
7
)

E
n
tr

D
u

m
L

on
g

-0
.8

2
3∗

-0
.0

8
5
3

-0
.2

9
5∗

-0
.3

9
0

(0
.3

5
8
)

(0
.6

2
0
)

(0
.1

1
7
)

(0
.2

4
4
)

A
v
gP

u
b

P
re

A
e

1.
41

8
∗∗

∗
1
.3

2
1
∗∗

∗
1
.6

3
9
∗∗

∗

(0
.1

93
)

(0
.2

6
6
)

(0
.4

0
1
)

A
v
gR

ep
ea

tC
oa

u
th

P
re

A
e

0
.3

7
4∗

∗∗
0
.5

4
3
∗∗

∗
0
.5

1
2∗

∗

(0
.0

6
2
6
)

(0
.1

3
9
)

(0
.1

7
3
)

N
b

G
ra

n
ts

-0
.0

34
0

0
.0

6
2
6

0
.1

8
2

0
.0

0
8
7
7

0
.0

3
5
5

0
.1

2
9

(0
.1

03
)

(0
.1

1
2
)

(0
.2

2
2
)

(0
.0

4
0
3
)

(0
.0

5
8
2
)

(0
.0

8
2
2
)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

04
81

∗
-0

.0
0
0
0
8
2
8
∗

-0
.0

0
0
1
5
1∗

∗
0
.0

0
0
0
0
7
2
6

0
.0

0
0
0
0
7
8
5

0
.0

0
0
0
1
7
3

(0
.0

00
01

97
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
3
2
0
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
5
6
0
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
0
6
6
8
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
1
3
1
)

(0
.0

0
0
0
3
0
0
)

A
ge

0.
56

8∗
∗∗

0
.6

8
5
∗∗

∗
1
.0

1
8
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
5
3
1

0
.0

1
6
6

0
.0

9
9
4

(0
.0

71
0)

(0
.1

1
6
)

(0
.1

9
1
)

(0
.0

2
1
8
)

(0
.0

4
7
7
)

(0
.0

8
7
0
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

05
37

∗∗
∗

-0
.0

0
6
2
0∗

∗∗
-0

.0
0
9
3
3
∗∗

∗
-0

.0
0
0
1
2
6

-0
.0

0
0
3
8
2

-0
.0

0
1
3
5

(0
.0

00
70

4)
(0

.0
0
1
2
7
)

(0
.0

0
2
0
4
)

(0
.0

0
0
1
9
3
)

(0
.0

0
0
4
5
2
)

(0
.0

0
0
8
0
0
)

N
b

C
oa

u
th

0
.4

5
7∗

∗∗
0
.4

1
4
∗∗

∗
0
.4

1
9∗

∗∗

(0
.0

1
9
5
)

(0
.0

2
4
5
)

(0
.0

2
2
5
)

N
b

P
u

b
Y

ea
r

0
.1

4
7
∗∗

∗
0
.1

7
5
∗∗

∗
0
.2

3
9∗

∗∗

(0
.0

2
1
6
)

(0
.0

3
9
7
)

(0
.0

3
5
8
)

N
ew

A
S

J
C

-0
.1

8
2∗

∗∗
-0

.1
4
3∗

∗
-0

.2
0
9
∗∗

∗

(0
.0

2
4
5
)

(0
.0

5
0
7
)

(0
.0

4
8
1
)

U
n

iv
er

si
ty

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
T

ri
p

le
t

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

ea
r

F
.E

.
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
Y

es
In

te
rs

ec
t

-1
4.

02
∗∗

∗
-1

7
.0

0
∗∗

∗
-2

4
.7

7∗
∗∗

0
.2

5
0

-0
.5

3
5

-1
.4

0
7

(2
.0

12
)

(3
.1

8
7
)

(5
.3

8
8
)

(0
.5

9
9
)

(1
.3

7
3
)

(2
.7

5
2
)

N
51

77
1
3
5
6

1
2
0
9

5
4
5
6

1
3
5
6

1
2
0
9

ad
j.

R
2

0.
55

3
0
.5

5
3

0
.5

3
0

0
.8

8
3

0
.8

8
3

0
.8

9
3

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0.
05

,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
00

1



184 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP

T
ab

le
4.

12
:

R
es

u
lt

s
fo

r
p
at

en
t

ap
p
li
ca

ti
on

s

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

N
b
P

at
N

b
P

at
N

b
P

at
P

at
D

u
m

P
at

D
u
m

P
at

D
u
m

S
el

fE
m

p
-0

.0
11

8∗
-0

.0
08

19
(0

.0
05

17
)

(0
.0

04
31

)
E

n
tr

D
u
m

-0
.0

15
5

-0
.0

07
39

0.
00

42
6

-0
.0

06
67

(0
.0

15
0)

(0
.0

08
00

)
(0

.0
09

58
)

(0
.0

05
87

)
A

v
gP

at
P

re
A

e
0.

68
0∗
∗∗

1.
47

4∗
∗

0.
06

51
0.

39
6∗
∗∗

0.
72

0∗
∗∗

0.
03

94
(0

.1
83

)
(0

.4
82

)
(0

.0
56

9)
(0

.0
92

0)
(0

.1
74

)
(0

.0
40

5)
N

b
G

ra
n
ts

-0
.0

08
40

-0
.0

15
8

0.
00

97
1∗

-0
.0

03
93

-0
.0

03
80

0.
00

85
1∗

(0
.0

05
04

)
(0

.0
10

3)
(0

.0
04

53
)

(0
.0

03
30

)
(0

.0
04

76
)

(0
.0

03
73

)
N

b
P

u
b
Y

ea
r

0.
00

25
7∗
∗

0.
00

05
65

0.
00

12
9

0.
00

24
1∗
∗∗

0.
00

14
2

0.
00

10
0

(0
.0

00
82

8)
(0

.0
01

77
)

(0
.0

01
07

)
(0

.0
00

67
8)

(0
.0

01
42

)
(0

.0
00

92
0)

S
p

ec
-0

.0
00

00
12

2∗
-0

.0
00

00
29

4
-0

.0
00

00
12

5
-0

.0
00

00
08

56
∗

-0
.0

00
00

29
0∗

-0
.0

00
00

15
0

(0
.0

00
00

05
41

)
(0

.0
00

00
20

1)
(0

.0
00

00
14

7)
(0

.0
00

00
03

76
)

(0
.0

00
00

13
2)

(0
.0

00
00

12
3)

A
ge

0.
00

46
8∗

0.
00

44
5

0.
00

53
2

0.
00

29
8∗

0.
00

33
8

0.
00

37
1

(0
.0

02
31

)
(0

.0
04

92
)

(0
.0

03
75

)
(0

.0
01

38
)

(0
.0

03
14

)
(0

.0
03

16
)

A
ge

sq
.

-0
.0

00
04

04
∗

-0
.0

00
02

61
-0

.0
00

06
05

-0
.0

00
02

98
∗

-0
.0

00
03

59
-0

.0
00

04
42

(0
.0

00
01

98
)

(0
.0

00
04

80
)

(0
.0

00
03

36
)

(0
.0

00
01

22
)

(0
.0

00
02

87
)

(0
.0

00
02

88
)

U
n
iv

er
si

ty
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

T
ri

p
le

t
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
ea

r
F

.E
.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

In
te

rs
ec

t
-0

.1
27
∗

-0
.1

18
-0

.1
01

-0
.0

74
3

-0
.0

77
9

-0
.0

54
1

(0
.0

63
6)

(0
.1

32
)

(0
.1

42
)

(0
.0

37
8)

(0
.0

89
1)

(0
.1

26
)

N
51

77
13

56
12

09
51

77
13

56
12

09
ad

j.
R

2
0.

09
4

0.
16

2
0.

00
2

0.
08

9
0.

12
5

0.
01

3

C
lu

st
er

ed
st

an
d

ar
d

er
ro

rs
in

p
ar

en
th

es
es

∗
p
<

0.
05

,
∗∗

p
<

0.
01

,
∗∗

∗
p
<

0.
00

1



References 185

Figures



186 CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Figure 4.1: This figure depicts the raw mean differences in the yearly publication output between en-

trepreneurs and their matched controls, in the years before and after the entrepreneurial spell. Years during

the spell are excluded.
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Figure 4.2: This figure depicts the raw mean differences in the yearly number of repeated co-authorships

between entrepreneurs and their matched controls, in the years before and after the entrepreneurial spell.

Years during the spell are excluded.





TITLER I PH.D.SERIEN:

2004
1. Martin Grieger

Internet-based Electronic Marketplaces
and Supply Chain Management

2. Thomas Basbøll
LIKENESS
A Philosophical Investigation

3. Morten Knudsen
Beslutningens vaklen
En systemteoretisk analyse of mo-
derniseringen af et amtskommunalt
sundhedsvæsen 1980-2000

4. Lars Bo Jeppesen
Organizing Consumer Innovation
A product development strategy that
is based on online communities and
allows some firms to benefit from a
distributed process of innovation by
consumers

5. Barbara Dragsted
SEGMENTATION IN TRANSLATION
AND TRANSLATION MEMORY
SYSTEMS
An empirical investigation of cognitive
segmentation and effects of integra-
ting a TM system into the translation
process

6. Jeanet Hardis
Sociale partnerskaber
Et socialkonstruktivistisk casestudie
af partnerskabsaktørers virkeligheds-
opfattelse mellem identitet og
legitimitet

7. Henriette Hallberg Thygesen
System Dynamics in Action

8. Carsten Mejer Plath
Strategisk Økonomistyring

9. Annemette Kjærgaard
Knowledge Management as Internal
Corporate Venturing

– a Field Study of the Rise and Fall of a
Bottom-Up Process

10. Knut Arne Hovdal
De profesjonelle i endring
Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur

11. Søren Jeppesen
Environmental Practices and Greening
Strategies in Small Manufacturing
Enterprises in South Africa
– A Critical Realist Approach

12. Lars Frode Frederiksen
Industriel forskningsledelse
– på sporet af mønstre og samarbejde
i danske forskningsintensive virksom-
heder

13. Martin Jes Iversen
The Governance of GN Great Nordic
– in an age of strategic and structural
transitions 1939-1988

14. Lars Pynt Andersen
The Rhetorical Strategies of Danish TV
Advertising
A study of the first fifteen years with
special emphasis on genre and irony

15. Jakob Rasmussen
Business Perspectives on E-learning

16. Sof Thrane
The Social and Economic Dynamics
of Networks
– a Weberian Analysis of Three
Formalised Horizontal Networks

17. Lene Nielsen
Engaging Personas and Narrative
Scenarios – a study on how a user-

 centered approach influenced the 
perception of the design process in 
the e-business group at AstraZeneca

18. S.J Valstad
Organisationsidentitet
Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur



19. Thomas Lyse Hansen
Six Essays on Pricing and Weather risk
in Energy Markets

20. Sabine Madsen
Emerging Methods – An Interpretive
Study of ISD Methods in Practice

21. Evis Sinani
The Impact of Foreign Direct Inve-
stment on Efficiency, Productivity
Growth and Trade: An Empirical Inve-
stigation

22. Bent Meier Sørensen
Making Events Work Or,
How to Multiply Your Crisis

23. Pernille Schnoor
Brand Ethos
Om troværdige brand- og
virksomhedsidentiteter i et retorisk og
diskursteoretisk perspektiv

24. Sidsel Fabech
Von welchem Österreich ist hier die
Rede?
Diskursive forhandlinger og magt-
kampe mellem rivaliserende nationale
identitetskonstruktioner i østrigske
pressediskurser

25. Klavs Odgaard Christensen
Sprogpolitik og identitetsdannelse i
flersprogede forbundsstater
Et komparativt studie af Schweiz og
Canada

26. Dana B. Minbaeva
Human Resource Practices and
Knowledge Transfer in Multinational
Corporations

27. Holger Højlund
Markedets politiske fornuft
Et studie af velfærdens organisering i
perioden 1990-2003

28. Christine Mølgaard Frandsen
A.s erfaring
Om mellemværendets praktik i en

transformation af mennesket og 
 subjektiviteten

29. Sine Nørholm Just
The Constitution of Meaning
– A Meaningful Constitution?
Legitimacy, identity, and public opinion
in the debate on the future of Europe

2005
1. Claus J. Varnes

Managing product innovation through
rules – The role of formal and structu-
red methods in product development

2. Helle Hedegaard Hein
Mellem konflikt og konsensus
– Dialogudvikling på hospitalsklinikker

3. Axel Rosenø
Customer Value Driven Product Inno-
vation – A Study of Market Learning in
New Product Development

4. Søren Buhl Pedersen
Making space
An outline of place branding

5. Camilla Funck Ellehave
Differences that Matter
An analysis of practices of gender and
organizing in contemporary work-
places

6. Rigmor Madeleine Lond
Styring af kommunale forvaltninger

7. Mette Aagaard Andreassen
Supply Chain versus Supply Chain
Benchmarking as a Means to
Managing Supply Chains

8. Caroline Aggestam-Pontoppidan
From an idea to a standard
The UN and the global governance of
accountants’ competence

9. Norsk ph.d.

10. Vivienne Heng Ker-ni
An Experimental Field Study on the



Effectiveness of Grocer Media 
 Advertising 

Measuring Ad Recall and Recognition, 
Purchase Intentions and Short-Term 
Sales

11. Allan Mortensen
Essays on the Pricing of Corporate
Bonds and Credit Derivatives

12. Remo Stefano Chiari
Figure che fanno conoscere
Itinerario sull’idea del valore cognitivo
e espressivo della metafora e di altri
tropi da Aristotele e da Vico fino al
cognitivismo contemporaneo

13. Anders McIlquham-Schmidt
Strategic Planning and Corporate
Performance
An integrative research review and a
meta-analysis of the strategic planning
and corporate performance literature
from 1956 to 2003

14. Jens Geersbro
The TDF – PMI Case
Making Sense of the Dynamics of
Business Relationships and Networks

15 Mette Andersen
Corporate Social Responsibility in
Global Supply Chains
Understanding the uniqueness of firm
behaviour

16. Eva Boxenbaum
Institutional Genesis: Micro – Dynamic
Foundations of Institutional Change

17. Peter Lund-Thomsen
Capacity Development, Environmental
Justice NGOs, and Governance: The
Case of South Africa

18. Signe Jarlov
Konstruktioner af offentlig ledelse

19. Lars Stæhr Jensen
Vocabulary Knowledge and Listening
Comprehension in English as a Foreign
Language

An empirical study employing data 
elicited from Danish EFL learners

20. Christian Nielsen
Essays on Business Reporting
Production and consumption of
strategic information in the market for
information

21. Marianne Thejls Fischer
Egos and Ethics of Management
Consultants

22. Annie Bekke Kjær
Performance management i Proces-

 innovation 
– belyst i et social-konstruktivistisk
perspektiv

23. Suzanne Dee Pedersen
GENTAGELSENS METAMORFOSE
Om organisering af den kreative gøren
i den kunstneriske arbejdspraksis

24. Benedikte Dorte Rosenbrink
Revenue Management
Økonomiske, konkurrencemæssige &
organisatoriske konsekvenser

25. Thomas Riise Johansen
Written Accounts and Verbal Accounts
The Danish Case of Accounting and
Accountability to Employees

26. Ann Fogelgren-Pedersen
The Mobile Internet: Pioneering Users’
Adoption Decisions

27. Birgitte Rasmussen
Ledelse i fællesskab – de tillidsvalgtes
fornyende rolle

28. Gitte Thit Nielsen
Remerger
– skabende ledelseskræfter i fusion og
opkøb

29. Carmine Gioia
A MICROECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF
MERGERS AND ACQUISITIONS



30. Ole Hinz
Den effektive forandringsleder: pilot,
pædagog eller politiker?
Et studie i arbejdslederes meningstil-
skrivninger i forbindelse med vellykket
gennemførelse af ledelsesinitierede
forandringsprojekter

31. Kjell-Åge Gotvassli
Et praksisbasert perspektiv på dynami-
ske
læringsnettverk i toppidretten
Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur

32. Henriette Langstrup Nielsen
Linking Healthcare
An inquiry into the changing perfor-

 mances of web-based technology for 
 asthma monitoring

33. Karin Tweddell Levinsen
Virtuel Uddannelsespraksis
Master i IKT og Læring – et casestudie
i hvordan proaktiv proceshåndtering
kan forbedre praksis i virtuelle lærings-
miljøer

34. Anika Liversage
Finding a Path
Labour Market Life Stories of
Immigrant Professionals

35. Kasper Elmquist Jørgensen
Studier i samspillet mellem stat og
 erhvervsliv i Danmark under
1. verdenskrig

36. Finn Janning
A DIFFERENT STORY
Seduction, Conquest and Discovery

37. Patricia Ann Plackett
Strategic Management of the Radical
Innovation Process
Leveraging Social Capital for Market
Uncertainty Management

2006
1. Christian Vintergaard

Early Phases of Corporate Venturing

2. Niels Rom-Poulsen
Essays in Computational Finance

3. Tina Brandt Husman
Organisational Capabilities,
Competitive Advantage & Project-
Based Organisations
The Case of Advertising and Creative
Good Production

4. Mette Rosenkrands Johansen
Practice at the top
– how top managers mobilise and use
non-financial performance measures

5. Eva Parum
Corporate governance som strategisk
kommunikations- og ledelsesværktøj

6. Susan Aagaard Petersen
Culture’s Influence on Performance
Management: The Case of a Danish
Company in China

7. Thomas Nicolai Pedersen
The Discursive Constitution of Organi-
zational Governance – Between unity
and differentiation
The Case of the governance of
environmental risks by World Bank
environmental staff

8. Cynthia Selin
Volatile Visions: Transactons in
Anticipatory Knowledge

9. Jesper Banghøj
Financial Accounting Information and
 Compensation in Danish Companies

10. Mikkel Lucas Overby
Strategic Alliances in Emerging High-
Tech Markets: What’s the Difference
and does it Matter?

11. Tine Aage
External Information Acquisition of
Industrial Districts and the Impact of
Different Knowledge Creation Dimen-
sions



A case study of the Fashion and  
Design Branch of the Industrial District 
of Montebelluna, NE Italy

12. Mikkel Flyverbom
Making the Global Information Society
Governable
On the Governmentality of Multi-
Stakeholder Networks

13. Anette Grønning
Personen bag
Tilstedevær i e-mail som inter-
aktionsform mellem kunde og med-
arbejder i dansk forsikringskontekst

14. Jørn Helder
One Company – One Language?
The NN-case

15. Lars Bjerregaard Mikkelsen
Differing perceptions of customer
value
Development and application of a tool
for mapping perceptions of customer
value at both ends of customer-suppli-
er dyads in industrial markets

16. Lise Granerud
Exploring Learning
Technological learning within small
manufacturers in South Africa

17. Esben Rahbek Pedersen
Between Hopes and Realities:
Reflections on the Promises and
Practices of Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR)

18. Ramona Samson
The Cultural Integration Model and
European Transformation.
The Case of Romania

2007
1. Jakob Vestergaard

Discipline in The Global Economy
Panopticism and the Post-Washington
Consensus

2. Heidi Lund Hansen
Spaces for learning and working
A qualitative study of change of work,
management, vehicles of power and
social practices in open offices

3. Sudhanshu Rai
Exploring the internal dynamics of
software development teams during
user analysis
A tension enabled Institutionalization
Model; ”Where process becomes the
objective”

4. Norsk ph.d.
Ej til salg gennem Samfundslitteratur

5. Serden Ozcan
EXPLORING HETEROGENEITY IN
ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIONS AND
OUTCOMES
A Behavioural Perspective

6. Kim Sundtoft Hald
Inter-organizational Performance
Measurement and Management in
Action
– An Ethnography on the Construction
of Management, Identity and
Relationships

7. Tobias Lindeberg
Evaluative Technologies
Quality and the Multiplicity of
Performance

8. Merete Wedell-Wedellsborg
Den globale soldat
Identitetsdannelse og identitetsledelse
i multinationale militære organisatio-
ner

9. Lars Frederiksen
Open Innovation Business Models
Innovation in firm-hosted online user
communities and inter-firm project
ventures in the music industry
– A collection of essays

10. Jonas Gabrielsen
Retorisk toposlære – fra statisk ’sted’
til persuasiv aktivitet



11. Christian Moldt-Jørgensen
Fra meningsløs til meningsfuld
evaluering.
Anvendelsen af studentertilfredsheds-

 målinger på de korte og mellemlange  
 videregående uddannelser set fra et 

 psykodynamisk systemperspektiv

12. Ping Gao
Extending the application of
actor-network theory
Cases of innovation in the tele-

 communications industry

13. Peter Mejlby
Frihed og fængsel, en del af den
samme drøm?
Et phronetisk baseret casestudie af
frigørelsens og kontrollens sam-
eksistens i værdibaseret ledelse!

14. Kristina Birch
Statistical Modelling in Marketing

15. Signe Poulsen
Sense and sensibility:
The language of emotional appeals in
insurance marketing

16. Anders Bjerre Trolle
Essays on derivatives pricing and dyna-
mic asset allocation

17. Peter Feldhütter
Empirical Studies of Bond and Credit
Markets

18. Jens Henrik Eggert Christensen
Default and Recovery Risk Modeling
and Estimation

19. Maria Theresa Larsen
Academic Enterprise: A New Mission
for Universities or a Contradiction in
Terms?
Four papers on the long-term impli-
cations of increasing industry involve-
ment and commercialization in acade-
mia

20. Morten Wellendorf
Postimplementering af teknologi i den
 offentlige forvaltning
Analyser af en organisations konti-
nuerlige arbejde med informations-
teknologi

21. Ekaterina Mhaanna
Concept Relations for Terminological
Process Analysis

22. Stefan Ring Thorbjørnsen
Forsvaret i forandring
Et studie i officerers kapabiliteter un-
der påvirkning af omverdenens foran-
dringspres mod øget styring og læring

23. Christa Breum Amhøj
Det selvskabte medlemskab om ma-
nagementstaten, dens styringstekno-
logier og indbyggere

24. Karoline Bromose
Between Technological Turbulence and
Operational Stability
– An empirical case study of corporate
venturing in TDC

25. Susanne Justesen
Navigating the Paradoxes of Diversity
in Innovation Practice
– A Longitudinal study of six very
different innovation processes – in
practice

26. Luise Noring Henler
Conceptualising successful supply
chain partnerships
– Viewing supply chain partnerships
from an organisational culture per-
spective

27. Mark Mau
Kampen om telefonen
Det danske telefonvæsen under den
tyske besættelse 1940-45

28. Jakob Halskov
The semiautomatic expansion of
existing terminological ontologies
using knowledge patterns discovered



on the WWW – an implementation 
and evaluation

29. Gergana Koleva
European Policy Instruments Beyond
Networks and Structure: The Innova-
tive Medicines Initiative

30. Christian Geisler Asmussen
Global Strategy and International
Diversity: A Double-Edged Sword?

31. Christina Holm-Petersen
Stolthed og fordom
Kultur- og identitetsarbejde ved ska-
belsen af en ny sengeafdeling gennem
fusion

32. Hans Peter Olsen
Hybrid Governance of Standardized
States
Causes and Contours of the Global
Regulation of Government Auditing

33. Lars Bøge Sørensen
Risk Management in the Supply Chain

34. Peter Aagaard
Det unikkes dynamikker
De institutionelle mulighedsbetingel-
ser bag den individuelle udforskning i
professionelt og frivilligt arbejde

35. Yun Mi Antorini
Brand Community Innovation
An Intrinsic Case Study of the Adult
Fans of LEGO Community

36. Joachim Lynggaard Boll
Labor Related Corporate Social Perfor-
mance in Denmark
Organizational and Institutional Per-
spectives

2008
1. Frederik Christian Vinten

Essays on Private Equity

2. Jesper Clement
Visual Influence of Packaging Design
on In-Store Buying Decisions

3. Marius Brostrøm Kousgaard
Tid til kvalitetsmåling?
– Studier af indrulleringsprocesser i
forbindelse med introduktionen af
kliniske kvalitetsdatabaser i speciallæ-
gepraksissektoren

4. Irene Skovgaard Smith
Management Consulting in Action
Value creation and ambiguity in
client-consultant relations

5. Anders Rom
Management accounting and inte-
grated information systems
How to exploit the potential for ma-
nagement accounting of information
technology

6. Marina Candi
Aesthetic Design as an Element of
Service Innovation in New Technology-
based Firms

7. Morten Schnack
Teknologi og tværfaglighed
– en analyse af diskussionen omkring
indførelse af EPJ på en hospitalsafde-
ling

8. Helene Balslev Clausen
Juntos pero no revueltos – un estudio
sobre emigrantes norteamericanos en
un pueblo mexicano

9. Lise Justesen
Kunsten at skrive revisionsrapporter.
En beretning om forvaltningsrevisio-
nens beretninger

10. Michael E. Hansen
The politics of corporate responsibility:
CSR and the governance of child labor
and core labor rights in the 1990s

11. Anne Roepstorff
Holdning for handling – en etnologisk
undersøgelse af Virksomheders Sociale
Ansvar/CSR



12. Claus Bajlum
Essays on Credit Risk and
Credit Derivatives

13. Anders Bojesen
The Performative Power of Competen-
ce  – an Inquiry into Subjectivity and
Social Technologies at Work

14. Satu Reijonen
Green and Fragile
A Study on Markets and the Natural
Environment

15. Ilduara Busta
Corporate Governance in Banking
A European Study

16. Kristian Anders Hvass
A Boolean Analysis Predicting Industry
Change: Innovation, Imitation & Busi-
ness Models
The Winning Hybrid: A case study of
isomorphism in the airline industry

17. Trine Paludan
De uvidende og de udviklingsparate
Identitet som mulighed og restriktion
blandt fabriksarbejdere på det aftaylo-
riserede fabriksgulv

18. Kristian Jakobsen
Foreign market entry in transition eco-
nomies: Entry timing and mode choice

19. Jakob Elming
Syntactic reordering in statistical ma-
chine translation

20. Lars Brømsøe Termansen
Regional Computable General Equili-
brium Models for Denmark
Three papers laying the foundation for
regional CGE models with agglomera-
tion characteristics

21. Mia Reinholt
The Motivational Foundations of
Knowledge Sharing

22. Frederikke Krogh-Meibom
The Co-Evolution of Institutions and
Technology
– A Neo-Institutional Understanding of
Change Processes within the Business
Press – the Case Study of Financial
Times

23. Peter D. Ørberg Jensen
OFFSHORING OF ADVANCED AND
HIGH-VALUE TECHNICAL SERVICES:
ANTECEDENTS, PROCESS DYNAMICS
AND FIRMLEVEL IMPACTS

24. Pham Thi Song Hanh
Functional Upgrading, Relational
Capability and Export Performance of
Vietnamese Wood Furniture Producers

25. Mads Vangkilde
Why wait?
An Exploration of first-mover advanta-
ges among Danish e-grocers through a
resource perspective

26. Hubert Buch-Hansen
Rethinking the History of European
Level Merger Control
A Critical Political Economy Perspective

2009
1. Vivian Lindhardsen

From Independent Ratings to Commu-
nal Ratings: A Study of CWA Raters’
Decision-Making Behaviours

2. Guðrið Weihe
Public-Private Partnerships: Meaning
and Practice

3. Chris Nøkkentved
Enabling Supply Networks with Colla-
borative Information Infrastructures
An Empirical Investigation of Business
Model Innovation in Supplier Relation-
ship Management

4. Sara Louise Muhr
Wound, Interrupted – On the Vulner-
ability of Diversity Management



5. Christine Sestoft
Forbrugeradfærd i et Stats- og Livs-
formsteoretisk perspektiv

6. Michael Pedersen
Tune in, Breakdown, and Reboot: On
the production of the stress-fit self-
managing employee

7. Salla Lutz
Position and Reposition in Networks
– Exemplified by the Transformation of
the Danish Pine Furniture Manu-

 facturers

8. Jens Forssbæck
Essays on market discipline in
commercial and central banking

9. Tine Murphy
Sense from Silence – A Basis for Orga-
nised Action
How do Sensemaking Processes with
Minimal Sharing Relate to the Repro-
duction of Organised Action?

10. Sara Malou Strandvad
Inspirations for a new sociology of art:
A sociomaterial study of development
processes in the Danish film industry

11. Nicolaas Mouton
On the evolution of social scientific
metaphors:
A cognitive-historical enquiry into the
divergent trajectories of the idea that
collective entities – states and societies,
cities and corporations – are biological
organisms.

12. Lars Andreas Knutsen
Mobile Data Services:
Shaping of user engagements

13. Nikolaos Theodoros Korfiatis
Information Exchange and Behavior
A Multi-method Inquiry on Online
Communities

14. Jens Albæk
Forestillinger om kvalitet og tværfaglig-
hed på sygehuse
– skabelse af forestillinger i læge- og
plejegrupperne angående relevans af
nye idéer om kvalitetsudvikling gen-
nem tolkningsprocesser

15. Maja Lotz
The Business of Co-Creation – and the
Co-Creation of Business

16. Gitte P. Jakobsen
Narrative Construction of Leader Iden-
tity in a Leader Development Program
Context

17. Dorte Hermansen
”Living the brand” som en brandorien-
teret dialogisk praxis:
Om udvikling af medarbejdernes
brandorienterede dømmekraft

18. Aseem Kinra
Supply Chain (logistics) Environmental
Complexity

19. Michael Nørager
How to manage SMEs through the
transformation from non innovative to
innovative?

20. Kristin Wallevik
Corporate Governance in Family Firms
The Norwegian Maritime Sector

21. Bo Hansen Hansen
Beyond the Process
Enriching Software Process Improve-
ment with Knowledge Management

22. Annemette Skot-Hansen
Franske adjektivisk afledte adverbier,
der tager præpositionssyntagmer ind-
ledt med præpositionen à som argu-
menter
En valensgrammatisk undersøgelse

23. Line Gry Knudsen
Collaborative R&D Capabilities
In Search of Micro-Foundations



24. Christian Scheuer
Employers meet employees
Essays on sorting and globalization

25. Rasmus Johnsen
The Great Health of Melancholy
A Study of the Pathologies of Perfor-
mativity

26. Ha Thi Van Pham
Internationalization, Competitiveness
Enhancement and Export Performance
of Emerging Market Firms:
Evidence from Vietnam

27. Henriette Balieu
Kontrolbegrebets betydning for kausa-
tivalternationen i spansk
En kognitiv-typologisk analyse

2010
1. Yen Tran

Organizing Innovationin Turbulent
Fashion Market
Four papers on how fashion firms crea-
te and appropriate innovation value

2. Anders Raastrup Kristensen
Metaphysical Labour
Flexibility, Performance and Commit-
ment in Work-Life Management

3. Margrét Sigrún Sigurdardottir
Dependently independent
Co-existence of institutional logics in
the recorded music industry

4. Ásta Dis Óladóttir
Internationalization from a small do-
mestic base:
An empirical analysis of Economics and
Management

5. Christine Secher
E-deltagelse i praksis – politikernes og
forvaltningens medkonstruktion og
konsekvenserne heraf

6. Marianne Stang Våland
What we talk about when we talk
about space:

End User Participation between Proces-
ses of Organizational and Architectural 
Design

7. Rex Degnegaard
Strategic Change Management
Change Management Challenges in
the Danish Police Reform

8. Ulrik Schultz Brix
Værdi i rekruttering – den sikre beslut-
ning
En pragmatisk analyse af perception
og synliggørelse af værdi i rekrutte-
rings- og udvælgelsesarbejdet

9. Jan Ole Similä
Kontraktsledelse
Relasjonen mellom virksomhetsledelse
og kontraktshåndtering, belyst via fire
norske virksomheter

10. Susanne Boch Waldorff
Emerging Organizations: In between
local translation, institutional logics
and discourse

11. Brian Kane
Performance Talk
Next Generation Management of
Organizational Performance

12. Lars Ohnemus
Brand Thrust: Strategic Branding and
Shareholder Value
An Empirical Reconciliation of two
Critical Concepts

13. Jesper Schlamovitz
Håndtering af usikkerhed i film- og
byggeprojekter

14. Tommy Moesby-Jensen
Det faktiske livs forbindtlighed
Førsokratisk informeret, ny-aristotelisk
τηθος-tænkning hos Martin Heidegger

15. Christian Fich
Two Nations Divided by Common
Values
French National Habitus and the
Rejection of American Power



16. Peter Beyer
Processer, sammenhængskraft
og fleksibilitet
Et empirisk casestudie af omstillings-
forløb i fire virksomheder

17. Adam Buchhorn
Markets of Good Intentions
Constructing and Organizing
Biogas Markets Amid Fragility
and Controversy

18. Cecilie K. Moesby-Jensen
Social læring og fælles praksis
Et mixed method studie, der belyser
læringskonsekvenser af et lederkursus
for et praksisfællesskab af offentlige
mellemledere

19. Heidi Boye
Fødevarer og sundhed i sen- 
modernismen
– En indsigt i hyggefænomenet og
de relaterede fødevarepraksisser

20. Kristine Munkgård Pedersen
Flygtige forbindelser og midlertidige
mobiliseringer
Om kulturel produktion på Roskilde
Festival

21. Oliver Jacob Weber
Causes of Intercompany Harmony in
Business Markets – An Empirical Inve-
stigation from a Dyad Perspective

22. Susanne Ekman
Authority and Autonomy
Paradoxes of Modern Knowledge
Work

23. Anette Frey Larsen
Kvalitetsledelse på danske hospitaler
– Ledelsernes indflydelse på introduk-
tion og vedligeholdelse af kvalitetsstra-
tegier i det danske sundhedsvæsen

24. Toyoko Sato
Performativity and Discourse: Japanese
Advertisements on the Aesthetic Edu-
cation of Desire

25. Kenneth Brinch Jensen
Identifying the Last Planner System
Lean management in the construction
industry

26. Javier Busquets
Orchestrating Network Behavior
for Innovation

27. Luke Patey
The Power of Resistance: India’s Na-
tional Oil Company and International
Activism in Sudan

28. Mette Vedel
Value Creation in Triadic Business Rela-
tionships. Interaction, Interconnection
and Position

29. Kristian Tørning
Knowledge Management Systems in
Practice – A Work Place Study

30. Qingxin Shi
An Empirical Study of Thinking Aloud
Usability Testing from a Cultural
Perspective

31. Tanja Juul Christiansen
Corporate blogging: Medarbejderes
kommunikative handlekraft

32. Malgorzata Ciesielska
Hybrid Organisations.
A study of the Open Source – business
setting

33. Jens Dick-Nielsen
Three Essays on Corporate Bond
Market Liquidity

34. Sabrina Speiermann
Modstandens Politik
Kampagnestyring i Velfærdsstaten.
En diskussion af trafikkampagners sty-
ringspotentiale

35. Julie Uldam
Fickle Commitment. Fostering political
engagement in 'the flighty world of
online activism’



36. Annegrete Juul Nielsen
Traveling technologies and
transformations in health care

37. Athur Mühlen-Schulte
Organising Development
Power and Organisational Reform in
the United Nations Development
Programme

38. Louise Rygaard Jonas
Branding på butiksgulvet
Et case-studie af kultur- og identitets-
arbejdet i Kvickly

2011
1. Stefan Fraenkel

Key Success Factors for Sales Force
Readiness during New Product Launch
A Study of Product Launches in the
Swedish Pharmaceutical Industry

2. Christian Plesner Rossing
International Transfer Pricing in Theory
and Practice

3. Tobias Dam Hede
Samtalekunst og ledelsesdisciplin
– en analyse af coachingsdiskursens
genealogi og governmentality

4. Kim Pettersson
Essays on Audit Quality, Auditor Choi-
ce, and Equity Valuation

5. Henrik Merkelsen
The expert-lay controversy in risk
research and management. Effects of
institutional distances. Studies of risk
definitions, perceptions, management
and communication

6. Simon S. Torp
Employee Stock Ownership:
Effect on Strategic Management and
Performance

7. Mie Harder
Internal Antecedents of Management
Innovation

8. Ole Helby Petersen
Public-Private Partnerships: Policy and
Regulation – With Comparative and
Multi-level Case Studies from Denmark
and Ireland

9. Morten Krogh Petersen
’Good’ Outcomes. Handling Multipli-
city in Government Communication

10. Kristian Tangsgaard Hvelplund
Allocation of cognitive resources in
translation - an eye-tracking and key-
logging study

11. Moshe Yonatany
The Internationalization Process of
Digital Service Providers

12. Anne Vestergaard
Distance and Suffering
Humanitarian Discourse in the age of
Mediatization

13. Thorsten Mikkelsen
Personligsheds indflydelse på forret-
ningsrelationer

14. Jane Thostrup Jagd
Hvorfor fortsætter fusionsbølgen ud-
over ”the tipping point”?
– en empirisk analyse af information
og kognitioner om fusioner

15. Gregory Gimpel
Value-driven Adoption and Consump-
tion of Technology: Understanding
Technology Decision Making

16. Thomas Stengade Sønderskov
Den nye mulighed
Social innovation i en forretningsmæs-
sig kontekst

17. Jeppe Christoffersen
Donor supported strategic alliances in
developing countries

18. Vibeke Vad Baunsgaard
Dominant Ideological Modes of
Rationality: Cross functional



integration in the process of product
 innovation

19. Throstur Olaf Sigurjonsson
Governance Failure and Icelands’s
Financial Collapse

20. Allan Sall Tang Andersen
Essays on the modeling of risks in
interest-rate and infl ation markets

21. Heidi Tscherning
Mobile Devices in Social Contexts

22. Birgitte Gorm Hansen
Adapting in the Knowledge Economy
 Lateral Strategies for Scientists and
Those Who Study Them

23. Kristina Vaarst Andersen
Optimal Levels of Embeddedness
 The Contingent Value of Networked
Collaboration

24. Justine Grønbæk Pors
Noisy Management
 A History of Danish School Governing
from 1970-2010

25. Stefan Linder
 Micro-foundations of Strategic
Entrepreneurship
 Essays on Autonomous Strategic Action

26. Xin Li
 Toward an Integrative Framework of
National Competitiveness
An application to China

27. Rune Thorbjørn Clausen
Værdifuld arkitektur
 Et eksplorativt studie af bygningers
rolle i virksomheders værdiskabelse

28. Monica Viken
 Markedsundersøkelser som bevis i
varemerke- og markedsføringsrett

29. Christian Wymann
 Tattooing
 The Economic and Artistic Constitution
of a Social Phenomenon

30. Sanne Frandsen
Productive Incoherence
 A Case Study of Branding and
Identity Struggles in a Low-Prestige
Organization

31. Mads Stenbo Nielsen
Essays on Correlation Modelling

32. Ivan Häuser
Følelse og sprog
 Etablering af en ekspressiv kategori,
eksemplifi ceret på russisk

33. Sebastian Schwenen
Security of Supply in Electricity Markets

2012
1. Peter Holm Andreasen

 The Dynamics of Procurement
Management
- A Complexity Approach

2. Martin Haulrich
 Data-Driven Bitext Dependency
Parsing and Alignment

3. Line Kirkegaard
 Konsulenten i den anden nat
 En undersøgelse af det intense
arbejdsliv

4. Tonny Stenheim
 Decision usefulness of goodwill
under IFRS

5. Morten Lind Larsen
 Produktivitet, vækst og velfærd
 Industrirådet og efterkrigstidens
Danmark 1945 - 1958

6. Petter Berg
 Cartel Damages and Cost Asymmetries

7. Lynn Kahle
Experiential Discourse in Marketing
 A methodical inquiry into practice
and theory

8. Anne Roelsgaard Obling
 Management of Emotions
in Accelerated Medical Relationships



9. Thomas Frandsen
 Managing Modularity of
Service Processes Architecture

10. Carina Christine Skovmøller
 CSR som noget særligt
 Et casestudie om styring og menings-
skabelse i relation til CSR ud fra en
intern optik

11. Michael Tell
 Fradragsbeskæring af selskabers
fi nansieringsudgifter
 En skatteretlig analyse af SEL §§ 11,
11B og 11C

12. Morten Holm
 Customer Profi tability Measurement
Models
 Their Merits and Sophistication
across Contexts

13. Katja Joo Dyppel
 Beskatning af derivater
En analyse af dansk skatteret

14. Esben Anton Schultz
 Essays in Labor Economics
Evidence from Danish Micro Data

15. Carina Risvig Hansen
 ”Contracts not covered, or not fully
covered, by the Public Sector Directive”

16. Anja Svejgaard Pors
Iværksættelse af kommunikation
 - patientfi gurer i hospitalets strategiske
kommunikation

17. Frans Bévort
 Making sense of management with
logics
 An ethnographic study of accountants
who become managers

18. René Kallestrup
 The Dynamics of Bank and Sovereign
Credit Risk

19. Brett Crawford
 Revisiting the Phenomenon of Interests
in Organizational Institutionalism
 The Case of U.S. Chambers of
Commerce

20. Mario Daniele Amore
 Essays on Empirical Corporate Finance

21. Arne Stjernholm Madsen
 The evolution of innovation strategy
 Studied in the context of medical
device activities at the pharmaceutical
company Novo Nordisk A/S in the
period 1980-2008

22. Jacob Holm Hansen
 Is Social Integration Necessary for
Corporate Branding?
 A study of corporate branding
strategies at Novo Nordisk

23. Stuart Webber
 Corporate Profi t Shifting and the
Multinational Enterprise

24. Helene Ratner
 Promises of Refl exivity
 Managing and Researching
Inclusive Schools

25. Therese Strand
 The Owners and the Power: Insights
from Annual General Meetings

26. Robert Gavin Strand
 In Praise of Corporate Social
Responsibility Bureaucracy

27. Nina Sormunen
Auditor’s going-concern reporting
 Reporting decision and content of the
report

28. John Bang Mathiasen
 Learning within a product development
working practice:
 - an understanding anchored
in pragmatism

29. Philip Holst Riis
 Understanding Role-Oriented Enterprise
Systems: From Vendors to Customers

30. Marie Lisa Dacanay
Social Enterprises and the Poor
 Enhancing Social Entrepreneurship and
Stakeholder Theory



31. Fumiko Kano Glückstad
 Bridging Remote Cultures: Cross-lingual
concept mapping based on the
information receiver’s prior-knowledge

32. Henrik Barslund Fosse
 Empirical Essays in International Trade

33. Peter Alexander Albrecht
 Foundational hybridity and its
reproduction
Security sector reform in Sierra Leone

34. Maja Rosenstock
CSR  - hvor svært kan det være?
 Kulturanalytisk casestudie om
udfordringer og dilemmaer med at
forankre Coops CSR-strategi

35. Jeanette Rasmussen
Tweens, medier og forbrug
 Et studie af 10-12 årige danske børns
brug af internettet, opfattelse og for-
ståelse af markedsføring og forbrug

36. Ib Tunby Gulbrandsen
 ‘This page is not intended for a
US Audience’
 A fi ve-act spectacle on online
communication, collaboration
& organization.

37. Kasper Aalling Teilmann
 Interactive Approaches to
Rural Development

38. Mette Mogensen
 The Organization(s) of Well-being
and Productivity
 (Re)assembling work in the Danish Post

39. Søren Friis Møller
 From Disinterestedness to Engagement
 Towards Relational Leadership In the
Cultural Sector

40. Nico Peter Berhausen
 Management Control, Innovation and
Strategic Objectives – Interactions and
Convergence in Product Development
Networks

41. Balder Onarheim
Creativity under Constraints
 Creativity as Balancing
‘Constrainedness’

42. Haoyong Zhou
Essays on Family Firms

43. Elisabeth Naima Mikkelsen
Making sense of organisational confl ict
 An empirical study of enacted sense-
making in everyday confl ict at work

2013
1. Jacob Lyngsie

 Entrepreneurship in an Organizational
Context

2. Signe Groth-Brodersen
Fra ledelse til selvet
 En socialpsykologisk analyse af
forholdet imellem selvledelse, ledelse
og stress i det moderne arbejdsliv

3. Nis Høyrup Christensen
 Shaping Markets: A Neoinstitutional
Analysis of the Emerging
Organizational Field of Renewable
Energy in China

4. Christian Edelvold Berg
As a matter of size
 THE IMPORTANCE OF CRITICAL
MASS AND THE CONSEQUENCES OF
SCARCITY FOR TELEVISION MARKETS

5. Christine D. Isakson
 Coworker Infl uence and Labor Mobility
Essays on Turnover, Entrepreneurship
and Location Choice in the Danish
Maritime Industry

6. Niels Joseph Jerne Lennon
 Accounting Qualities in Practice
Rhizomatic stories of representational
faithfulness, decision making and
control

7. Shannon O’Donnell
Making Ensemble Possible
 How special groups organize for
collaborative creativity in conditions
of spatial variability and distance



8. Robert W. D. Veitch
 Access Decisions in a
Partly-Digital World
Comparing Digital Piracy and Legal
Modes for Film and Music

9. Marie Mathiesen
Making Strategy Work
An Organizational Ethnography

10. Arisa Shollo
The role of business intelligence in
organizational decision-making

11. Mia Kaspersen
 The construction of social and
environmental reporting

12. Marcus Møller Larsen
The organizational design of offshoring

13. Mette Ohm Rørdam
EU Law on Food Naming
The prohibition against misleading
names in an internal market context

14. Hans Peter Rasmussen
GIV EN GED!
Kan giver-idealtyper forklare støtte
til velgørenhed og understøtte
relationsopbygning?

15. Ruben Schachtenhaufen
Fonetisk reduktion i dansk

16. Peter Koerver Schmidt
Dansk CFC-beskatning
 I et internationalt og komparativt
perspektiv

17. Morten Froholdt
Strategi i den offentlige sektor
En kortlægning af styringsmæssig
kontekst, strategisk tilgang, samt
anvendte redskaber og teknologier for
udvalgte danske statslige styrelser

18. Annette Camilla Sjørup
Cognitive effort in metaphor translation
An eye-tracking and key-logging study

19. Tamara Stucchi
 The Internationalization
of Emerging Market Firms:
A Context-Specifi c Study

20. Thomas Lopdrup-Hjorth
“Let’s Go Outside”:
The Value of Co-Creation

21. Ana Ala ovska
Genre and Autonomy in Cultural
Production
The case of travel guidebook
production

22. Marius Gudmand-Høyer
 Stemningssindssygdommenes historie
i det 19. århundrede
 Omtydningen af melankolien og
manien som bipolære stemningslidelser
i dansk sammenhæng under hensyn til
dannelsen af det moderne følelseslivs
relative autonomi.
 En problematiserings- og erfarings-
analytisk undersøgelse

23. Lichen Alex Yu
Fabricating an S&OP Process
 Circulating References and Matters
of Concern

24. Esben Alfort
The Expression of a Need
Understanding search

25. Trine Pallesen
Assembling Markets for Wind Power
An Inquiry into the Making of
Market Devices

26. Anders Koed Madsen
Web-Visions
Repurposing digital traces to organize
social attention

27. Lærke Højgaard Christiansen
BREWING ORGANIZATIONAL
RESPONSES TO INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS

28. Tommy Kjær Lassen
EGENTLIG SELVLEDELSE
 En ledelsesfi losofi sk afhandling om
selvledelsens paradoksale dynamik og
eksistentielle engagement



29. Morten Rossing
Local Adaption and Meaning Creation
in Performance Appraisal

30. Søren Obed Madsen
Lederen som oversætter
Et oversættelsesteoretisk perspektiv
på strategisk arbejde

31. Thomas Høgenhaven
Open Government Communities
Does Design Affect Participation?

32. Kirstine Zinck Pedersen
Failsafe Organizing?
A Pragmatic Stance on Patient Safety

33. Anne Petersen
Hverdagslogikker i psykiatrisk arbejde
En institutionsetnografi sk undersøgelse
af hverdagen i psykiatriske
organisationer

34. Didde Maria Humle
Fortællinger om arbejde

35. Mark Holst-Mikkelsen
Strategieksekvering i praksis
– barrierer og muligheder!

36. Malek Maalouf
Sustaining lean
Strategies for dealing with
organizational paradoxes

37. Nicolaj Tofte Brenneche
Systemic Innovation In The Making
The Social Productivity of
Cartographic Crisis and Transitions
in the Case of SEEIT

38. Morten Gylling
The Structure of Discourse
A Corpus-Based Cross-Linguistic Study

39. Binzhang YANG
Urban Green Spaces for Quality Life
 - Case Study: the landscape
architecture for people in Copenhagen

40. Michael Friis Pedersen
Finance and Organization:
The Implications for Whole Farm
Risk Management

41. Even Fallan
Issues on supply and demand for
environmental accounting information

42. Ather Nawaz
Website user experience
A cross-cultural study of the relation
between users´ cognitive style, context
of use, and information architecture
of local websites

43. Karin Beukel
The Determinants for Creating
Valuable Inventions

44. Arjan Markus
External Knowledge Sourcing
and Firm Innovation
Essays on the Micro-Foundations
of Firms’ Search for Innovation

2014
1. Solon Moreira

 Four Essays on Technology Licensing
and Firm Innovation

2. Karin Strzeletz Ivertsen
Partnership Drift in Innovation
Processes
A study of the Think City electric
car development

3. Kathrine Hoffmann Pii
Responsibility Flows in Patient-centred
Prevention

4. Jane Bjørn Vedel
Managing Strategic Research
An empirical analysis of
science-industry collaboration in a
pharmaceutical company

5. Martin Gylling
Processuel strategi i organisationer
Monografi  om dobbeltheden i
tænkning af strategi, dels som
vidensfelt i organisationsteori, dels
som kunstnerisk tilgang til at skabe
i erhvervsmæssig innovation



6. Linne Marie Lauesen
Corporate Social Responsibility
in the Water Sector:
How Material Practices and their
Symbolic and Physical Meanings Form
a Colonising Logic

7. Maggie Qiuzhu Mei
LEARNING TO INNOVATE:
The role of ambidexterity, standard,
and decision process

8. Inger Høedt-Rasmussen
Developing Identity for Lawyers
Towards Sustainable Lawyering

9. Sebastian Fux
Essays on Return Predictability and
Term Structure Modelling

10. Thorbjørn N. M. Lund-Poulsen
Essays on Value Based Management

11. Oana Brindusa Albu
Transparency in Organizing:
A Performative Approach

12. Lena Olaison
Entrepreneurship at the limits

13. Hanne Sørum
DRESSED FOR WEB SUCCESS?
 An Empirical Study of Website Quality
in the Public Sector

14. Lasse Folke Henriksen
Knowing networks
How experts shape transnational
governance

15. Maria Halbinger
Entrepreneurial Individuals
Empirical Investigations into
Entrepreneurial Activities of
Hackers and Makers

16. Robert Spliid
Kapitalfondenes metoder
og kompetencer

17. Christiane Stelling
Public-private partnerships & the need,
development and management
of trusting
A processual and embedded
exploration

18. Marta Gasparin
Management of design as a translation
process

19. Kåre Moberg
Assessing the Impact of
Entrepreneurship Education
From ABC to PhD

20. Alexander Cole
Distant neighbors
Collective learning beyond the cluster

21. Martin Møller Boje Rasmussen
Is Competitiveness a Question of
Being Alike?
How the United Kingdom, Germany
and Denmark Came to Compete
through their Knowledge Regimes
from 1993 to 2007

22. Anders Ravn Sørensen
Studies in central bank legitimacy,
currency and national identity
Four cases from Danish monetary
history

23. Nina Bellak
 Can Language be Managed in
International Business?
Insights into Language Choice from a
Case Study of Danish and Austrian
Multinational Corporations (MNCs)

24. Rikke Kristine Nielsen
Global Mindset as Managerial
Meta-competence and Organizational
Capability: Boundary-crossing
Leadership Cooperation in the MNC
The Case of ‘Group Mindset’ in
Solar A/S.

25. Rasmus Koss Hartmann
User Innovation inside government
Towards a critically performative
foundation for inquiry



26. Kristian Gylling Olesen
 Flertydig og emergerende ledelse i
folkeskolen
 Et aktør-netværksteoretisk ledelses-
studie af politiske evalueringsreformers
betydning for ledelse i den danske
folkeskole

27. Troels Riis Larsen
 Kampen om Danmarks omdømme
1945-2010
Omdømmearbejde og omdømmepolitik

28. Klaus Majgaard
 Jagten på autenticitet i offentlig styring

29. Ming Hua Li
Institutional Transition and
Organizational Diversity:
Differentiated internationalization
strategies of emerging market
state-owned enterprises

30. Sofi e Blinkenberg Federspiel
IT, organisation og digitalisering:
Institutionelt arbejde i den kommunale
digitaliseringsproces

31. Elvi Weinreich
Hvilke offentlige ledere er der brug for
når velfærdstænkningen fl ytter sig
– er Diplomuddannelsens lederprofi l
svaret?

32. Ellen Mølgaard Korsager
Self-conception and image of context
in the growth of the fi rm
– A Penrosian History of Fiberline
Composites

33. Else Skjold
 The Daily Selection

34. Marie Louise Conradsen
 The Cancer Centre That Never Was
The Organisation of Danish Cancer
Research 1949-1992

35. Virgilio Failla
 Three Essays on the Dynamics of
Entrepreneurs in the Labor Market

36. Nicky Nedergaard
Brand-Based Innovation
 Relational Perspectives on Brand Logics
and Design Innovation Strategies and
Implementation

37. Mads Gjedsted Nielsen
Essays in Real Estate Finance

38. Kristin Martina Brandl
 Process Perspectives on
Service Offshoring

39. Mia Rosa Koss Hartmann
In the gray zone
With police in making space
for creativity

40. Karen Ingerslev
 Healthcare Innovation under
The Microscope
 Framing Boundaries of Wicked
Problems

41. Tim Neerup Themsen
 Risk Management in large Danish
public capital investment programmes

2015
1. Jakob Ion Wille

Film som design
 Design af levende billeder i
fi lm og tv-serier

2. Christiane Mossin
Interzones of Law and Metaphysics
 Hierarchies, Logics and Foundations
of Social Order seen through the Prism
of EU Social Rights

3. Thomas Tøth
 TRUSTWORTHINESS: ENABLING
GLOBAL COLLABORATION
 An Ethnographic Study of Trust,
Distance, Control, Culture and
Boundary Spanning within Offshore
Outsourcing of IT Services

4. Steven Højlund
Evaluation Use in Evaluation Systems –
The Case of the European Commission



5. Julia Kirch Kirkegaard
AMBIGUOUS WINDS OF CHANGE – OR
FIGHTING AGAINST WINDMILLS IN
CHINESE WIND POWER
A CONSTRUCTIVIST INQUIRY INTO
CHINA’S PRAGMATICS OF GREEN
MARKETISATION MAPPING
CONTROVERSIES OVER A POTENTIAL
TURN TO QUALITY IN CHINESE WIND
POWER

6. Michelle Carol Antero
 A Multi-case Analysis of the
Development of Enterprise Resource
Planning Systems (ERP) Business
Practices

Morten Friis-Olivarius
The Associative Nature of Creativity

7. Mathew Abraham
New Cooperativism:
 A study of emerging producer
organisations in India

8. Stine Hedegaard
Sustainability-Focused Identity: Identity
work performed to manage, negotiate
and resolve barriers and tensions that
arise in the process of constructing or
ganizational identity in a sustainability
context

9. Cecilie Glerup
Organizing Science in Society – the
conduct and justifi cation of resposible
research

10. Allan Salling Pedersen
Implementering af ITIL®  IT-governance
- når best practice konfl ikter med
kulturen Løsning af implementerings- 

 problemer gennem anvendelse af  
kendte CSF i et aktionsforskningsforløb.

11. Nihat Misir
A Real Options Approach to
Determining Power Prices

12. Mamdouh Medhat
MEASURING AND PRICING THE RISK
OF CORPORATE FAILURES

13. Rina Hansen
Toward a Digital Strategy for
Omnichannel Retailing

14. Eva Pallesen
In the rhythm of welfare creation
 A relational processual investigation
moving beyond the conceptual horizon
of welfare management

15. Gouya Harirchi
In Search of Opportunities: Three
Essays on Global Linkages for Innovation

16. Lotte Holck
Embedded Diversity: A critical
ethnographic study of the structural
tensions of organizing diversity

17. Jose Daniel Balarezo
Learning through Scenario Planning

18. Louise Pram Nielsen
 Knowledge dissemination based on
terminological ontologies. Using eye
tracking to further user interface
design.

19. Sofi e Dam
 PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS FOR
INNOVATION AND SUSTAINABILITY
TRANSFORMATION
 An embedded, comparative case study
of municipal waste management in
England and Denmark

20. Ulrik Hartmyer Christiansen
 Follwoing the Content of Reported Risk
Across the Organization

21. Guro Refsum Sanden
 Language strategies in multinational
corporations. A cross-sector study
of fi nancial service companies and
manufacturing companies.

22. Linn Gevoll
 Designing performance management
for operational level
 - A closer look on the role of design
choices in framing coordination and
motivation



23. Frederik Larsen
 Objects and Social Actions
– on Second-hand Valuation Practices

24. Thorhildur Hansdottir Jetzek
 The Sustainable Value of Open
Government Data
 Uncovering the Generative Mechanisms
of Open Data through a Mixed
Methods Approach

25. Gustav Toppenberg
 Innovation-based M&A
 – Technological-Integration
Challenges – The Case of
Digital-Technology Companies

26. Mie Plotnikof
 Challenges of Collaborative
Governance
 An Organizational Discourse Study
of Public Managers’ Struggles
with Collaboration across the
Daycare Area

27. Christian Garmann Johnsen
 Who Are the Post-Bureaucrats?
 A Philosophical Examination of the
Creative Manager, the Authentic Leader
and the Entrepreneur

28. Jacob Brogaard-Kay
 Constituting Performance Management
 A fi eld study of a pharmaceutical
company

29. Rasmus Ploug Jenle
 Engineering Markets for Control:
Integrating Wind Power into the Danish
Electricity System

30. Morten Lindholst
 Complex Business Negotiation:
Understanding Preparation and
Planning

31. Morten Grynings
TRUST AND TRANSPARENCY FROM AN
ALIGNMENT PERSPECTIVE

32. Peter Andreas Norn
 Byregimer og styringsevne: Politisk
lederskab af store byudviklingsprojekter

33. Milan Miric
 Essays on Competition, Innovation and
Firm Strategy in Digital Markets

34. Sanne K. Hjordrup
The Value of Talent Management
 Rethinking practice, problems and
possibilities

35. Johanna Sax
Strategic Risk Management
 – Analyzing Antecedents and
Contingencies for Value Creation

36. Pernille Rydén
Strategic Cognition of Social Media

37. Mimmi Sjöklint
The Measurable Me
- The Infl uence of Self-tracking on the
User Experience

38. Juan Ignacio Staricco
Towards a Fair Global Economic
Regime? A critical assessment of Fair
Trade through the examination of the
Argentinean wine industry

39. Marie Henriette Madsen
Emerging and temporary connections
in Quality work

40. Yangfeng CAO
Toward a Process Framework of
Business Model Innovation in the
Global Context
Entrepreneurship-Enabled Dynamic
Capability of Medium-Sized
Multinational Enterprises

41. Carsten Scheibye
 Enactment of the Organizational Cost
Structure in Value Chain Confi guration
A Contribution to Strategic Cost
Management



2016
1. Signe Sofi e Dyrby

Enterprise Social Media at Work

2. Dorte Boesby Dahl
 The making of the public parking
attendant
 Dirt, aesthetics and inclusion in public
service work

3. Verena Girschik
 Realizing Corporate Responsibility
Positioning and Framing in Nascent
Institutional Change

4. Anders Ørding Olsen
 IN SEARCH OF SOLUTIONS
 Inertia, Knowledge Sources and Diver-
sity in Collaborative Problem-solving

5. Pernille Steen Pedersen
 Udkast til et nyt copingbegreb
 En kvalifi kation af ledelsesmuligheder
for at forebygge sygefravær ved
psykiske problemer.

6. Kerli Kant Hvass
 Weaving a Path from Waste to Value:
Exploring fashion industry business
models and the circular economy

7. Kasper Lindskow
 Exploring Digital News Publishing
Business Models – a production
network approach

8. Mikkel Mouritz Marfelt
 The chameleon workforce:
Assembling and negotiating the
content of a workforce

9. Marianne Bertelsen
Aesthetic encounters
 Rethinking autonomy, space & time
in today’s world of art

10. Louise Hauberg Wilhelmsen
EU PERSPECTIVES ON INTERNATIONAL
COMMERCIAL ARBITRATION

11. Abid Hussain
 On the Design, Development and
Use of the Social Data Analytics Tool
(SODATO):  Design Propositions,
Patterns, and Principles for Big
Social Data Analytics

12. Mark Bruun
 Essays on Earnings Predictability

13. Tor Bøe-Lillegraven
BUSINESS PARADOXES, BLACK BOXES,
AND BIG DATA: BEYOND
ORGANIZATIONAL AMBIDEXTERITY

14. Hadis Khonsary-Atighi
 ECONOMIC DETERMINANTS OF
DOMESTIC INVESTMENT IN AN OIL-
BASED ECONOMY: THE CASE OF IRAN
(1965-2010)

15. Maj Lervad Grasten
 Rule of Law or Rule by Lawyers?
On the Politics of Translation in Global
Governance

16. Lene Granzau Juel-Jacobsen
SUPERMARKEDETS MODUS OPERANDI
– en hverdagssociologisk undersøgelse
af forholdet mellem rum og handlen
og understøtte relationsopbygning?

17. Christine Thalsgård Henriques
In search of entrepreneurial learning
– Towards a relational perspective on
incubating practices?

18. Patrick Bennett
Essays in Education, Crime, and Job
Displacement

19. Søren Korsgaard
Payments and Central Bank Policy

20. Marie Kruse Skibsted
 Empirical Essays in Economics of
Education and Labor

21. Elizabeth Benedict Christensen
 The Constantly Contingent Sense of
Belonging of the 1.5 Generation
Undocumented Youth

An Everyday Perspective



22. Lasse J. Jessen
 Essays on Discounting Behavior and
Gambling Behavior

23. Kalle Johannes Rose
Når stifterviljen dør…
Et retsøkonomisk bidrag til 200 års
juridisk konfl ikt om ejendomsretten

24. Andreas Søeborg Kirkedal
Danish Stød and Automatic Speech
Recognition

25. Ida Lunde Jørgensen
Institutions and Legitimations in
Finance for the Arts

26. Olga Rykov Ibsen
An empirical cross-linguistic study of
directives: A semiotic approach to the
sentence forms chosen by British,
Danish and Russian speakers in native
and ELF contexts

27. Desi Volker
Understanding Interest Rate Volatility

28. Angeli Elizabeth Weller
Practice at the Boundaries of Business
Ethics & Corporate Social Responsibility

29. Ida Danneskiold-Samsøe
Levende læring i kunstneriske
organisationer
En undersøgelse af læringsprocesser
mellem projekt og organisation på
Aarhus Teater

30. Leif Christensen
 Quality of information – The role of
internal controls and materiality

31. Olga Zarzecka
 Tie Content in Professional Networks

32. Henrik Mahncke
De store gaver
 - Filantropiens gensidighedsrelationer i
teori og praksis

33. Carsten Lund Pedersen
 Using the Collective Wisdom of
Frontline Employees in Strategic Issue
Management

34. Yun Liu
 Essays on Market Design

35. Denitsa Hazarbassanova Blagoeva
 The Internationalisation of Service Firms

36. Manya Jaura Lind
 Capability development in an off-
shoring context: How, why and by
whom

37. Luis R. Boscán F.
 Essays on the Design of Contracts and
Markets for Power System Flexibility

38. Andreas Philipp Distel
Capabilities for Strategic Adaptation:
 Micro-Foundations, Organizational
Conditions, and Performance
Implications

39. Lavinia Bleoca
 The Usefulness of Innovation and
Intellectual Capital in Business
Performance:  The Financial Effects of
Knowledge Management vs. Disclosure

40. Henrik Jensen
 Economic Organization and Imperfect
Managerial Knowledge: A Study of the
Role of Managerial Meta-Knowledge
in the Management of Distributed
Knowledge

41. Stine Mosekjær
The Understanding of English Emotion
Words by Chinese and Japanese
Speakers of English as a Lingua Franca
An Empirical Study

42. Hallur Tor Sigurdarson
The Ministry of Desire - Anxiety and
entrepreneurship in a bureaucracy

43. Kätlin Pulk
Making Time While Being in Time
A study of the temporality of
organizational processes

44. Valeria Giacomin
Contextualizing the cluster Palm oil in
Southeast Asia in global perspective
(1880s–1970s)



45. Jeanette Willert
 Managers’ use of multiple
Management Control Systems:
 The role and interplay of management
control systems and company
performance

46. Mads Vestergaard Jensen
 Financial Frictions: Implications for Early
Option Exercise and Realized Volatility

47. Mikael Reimer Jensen
Interbank Markets and Frictions

48. Benjamin Faigen
Essays on Employee Ownership

49. Adela Michea
Enacting Business Models
 An Ethnographic Study of an Emerging
Business Model Innovation within the
Frame of a Manufacturing Company.

50. Iben Sandal Stjerne
 Transcending organization in
temporary systems
 Aesthetics’ organizing work and
employment in Creative Industries

51. Simon Krogh
Anticipating Organizational Change

52. Sarah Netter
Exploring the Sharing Economy

53. Lene Tolstrup Christensen
 State-owned enterprises as institutional
market actors in the marketization of
public service provision:
 A comparative case study of Danish
and Swedish passenger rail 1990–2015

54. Kyoung(Kay) Sun Park
Three Essays on Financial Economics

2017
1. Mari Bjerck

 Apparel at work. Work uniforms and
women in male-dominated manual
occupations.

2. Christoph H. Flöthmann
 Who Manages Our Supply Chains?
 Backgrounds, Competencies and
Contributions of Human Resources in
Supply Chain Management

3. Aleksandra Anna Rzeźnik
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