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KAPITEL 14 
 
 

Markets for Technology: A Structured Over-
view and Some Historical Evidence 

David E. Andersson59 

Introduction – why do markets for technology matter? 
 “All civilized nations now know that they live and grow with industry and on 
the newly created values. It endeavors to promote these new values either by 
multiplication of the produces that already exist or the opportunities for new 
ones, or wholly new ones. It has been realized that every new invention in-
creases the total value and facilitates the ability to satisfy the human needs. All 
these benefits are seen as the consequences of the contract agreed upon be-
tween the first owner and the public, who after a short time receives the prop-
erty right.” [author’s translation] (Swederus, 1835) 

In his pamphlet from 1835, Om patentlagen 1834, Swedish industrialist and 
writer Georg Swederus managed to summarize what William Nordhaus, 
more than a hundred years later, would formalize in a theoretical model in 
his influential article An Economic Theory of Technological Change. The 
premise of the argument being that intellectual property rights are a tradeoff 
between incentives for inventive activities, which are social benefits, and the 
supposed loss in consumer welfare, which is incurred by monopoly pricing. 
When Nordhaus worked out his model of technological change, he was the 
first to explicitly model invention as being produced within the system and 
he made the market for invention a crucial part of his analysis by showing 
that change in productivity, i.e. economic growth, was dependent on the 

                                                        
59 This chapter is based on the dissertation ”The Emergence of Markets for Technology: Patent 
Transfers and Patenting in Sweden, 1819-1914”, which was defended on October 27th, 2016. 
Prof. Maureen McKelvey was the faculty opponent, Prof. Fredrik Tell was supervisor and 
Prof. Mats Larsson and Prof. Patricio Sáiz co-supervisors. The source material was collected 
from the Centre for Business History, the National Archives and the Patent Office. After his 
defense Andersson has been an ass. professor at the Division of Economics, Linköping Uni-
versity and currently a post-doctoral researcher at the Department of Business Studies, Upp-
sala Uni. and research fellow at The Institute of Analytical Sociology, Linköping University. 
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level of royalties for inventions as a proportion of the market price. Although 
his analysis was colored by some of the old neoclassical assumptions, it still 
showed technological change as a function of the number of inventions, 
instead of taking it as exogenous or for given. Together with Schmookler he 
showed that the number of inventions (i.e. technological change) in an econ-
omy could be endogenized. In Nordhaus and Schmookler’s analysis inven-
tion was dependent on the size of the market (for technology) and thus de-
mand driven in contrast to the more supply driven Schumpeterian innovation 
(eg. Schumpeter, 1934). 

Ever since the works of Schmookler (1966), NBER (1962) and Nordhaus 
(1969) there is a large theoretical literature pointing to possible gains or 
losses from the existence of markets for technology. A functioning market 
for technology has the possibility to generate both private and social gains 
by improving the diffusion of knowledge in an economy. Intellectual proper-
ty rights help to disembody technology from physical products, which makes 
it possible for firms to sell technology they have produced for a profit, but 
also to acquire technology they do not have the capacity or resources to pro-
duce. This enables them to focus their activity where they have their com-
parative advantage. This could lead to increased entry in product markets 
and increased competition, pushing the production function outwards. How-
ever, it could also mean that incentives to produce technology internally 
diminishes and may thus have a negative effect on inventive activity. Fur-
thermore, with increased possibilities of using markets for technology along 
with increased value of intellectual property there are also valuation prob-
lems of choosing between profiting from licensing or profiting from monop-
oly prices.  

In 2012, the Swedish telecom company Ericsson passed for the first time 
the symbolic threshold of one billion dollars in revenues only from its 
intellectual property rights. That represented a 43 per cent growth over the 
previous year. A year earlier, in 2011, Google bought its competitor 
Motorola Mobility and its 24,500 patents for $12.5 billion to “protect the 
Android ecosystem”. In conjunction with the highly publicized affair several 
financial journalists pointed to that Google’s real goal was precisely 
Motorola’s patents and not their phone business. Some even went so far as to 
say that Google bought a patent portfolio and got a phone manufacturer in 
the bargain (The Economicst, 2011-08-17). Both examples can be said to be 
part of the growing market, which includes the transactions from licensing 
and purchase of IPR, that researchers have come to call the markets for 
technology. The technology can consist of other intangible assets, such as 
software and design, or it can be embedded in a particular product, such as 
the components of a smartphone. In his book Ericssons kris och resan tillba-
ka (2015) former Ericsson CEO, Carl-Henric Svanberg writes that the iPh-
one was one of the greatest things to happen to Ericsson. Apple had been 
forced to reach an agreement with Ericsson back in 2006 when they were 
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going to launch the first version of the iPhone. Thanks to Ericsson’s R&D 
activities, everyone that wanted to develop a mobile phone needed to enter 
into a patent agreement with the firm in one way or the other.  

Nokia, once the leading company in the mobile phone business, sold its 
handset business to Microsoft in September 2013, but not its 30,000+ pa-
tents. Instead Microsoft had to pay for a 10-year license to be able to use the 
patents, to make use of Nokia’s inventions. At the time Nokia had not li-
censed its patents before, instead using them to protect its phone business. 
That business decision seems to have turned out to be a smart one since in 
2015 LG also paid to license Nokia’s patents and on February 1, 2016 they 
finally reached an agreement with mobile giant Samsung, which is reported 
to be worth $1.4 billion (Knight, 2016). 

It is not only licensing that is important, patent transfers and acquisitions 
have also become a more important firm strategy during the last 10-15 years. 
In 2010, a consortium consisting of Microsoft, Apple, EMC and Oracle 
bought a patent portfolio of 882 patents from software firm Novell for $450 
million and only six months later in 2011 some of the same firms bought 
6,000 patents from Canadian telecom firm Nortel for $4.5 billion. Google 
simultaneously bought 1,023 patents from IBM (KNC, 2011). Some of the 
most important deals on the market for technology are summarized in Table 
1. 

 
Table 1. Important patent deals 

Owner Buyer/licensee # of patents Total Value Year 

Nortel Rockstar
β
 6,000 $4.5 bn 2011 

Motorola Google 24,500 (7,500 pending) $12.5 bn 2011 
Novell CPTN

*
 882 $450 mn 2010 

Nokia M-LG-S** >30,000 >$1.4 bn 2013-16 
IBM Google 1,023 N.A. 2011 
Ericsson Apple >37,000 SEK 2-6 bn 2015 
IBM Google 217 N.A. 2012 

Kodak 
Intellectual 
Ventures

†
 1,100 $527 mn 2013 

Notes: *Consortium consisting of Microsoft, Apple, EMC and Oracle. †Patent aggregator for 
12 companies. βConsortium consisting of Rockstar, Sony, Microsoft, RiM, Ericsson and 
EMC. **Microsoft, LG and Samsung. 

 
In addition to this, there is also the case of so-called patent aggregators, 
“companies that do not produce physical goods but amass large patent port-
folios” (Rüther, 2013, p. 1). A relatively new type of firm, but which is be-
coming more common and which are active on the markets for patents and 



 176 

technology. One of largest being for example Intellectual Ventures, men-
tioned in Table 1. These types of companies have been controversial and 
sometimes compared to patent trolls, but Ewing and Feldman (2012) point 
out that this comparison is wrong and that they are not rent seeking compa-
nies, but want to facilitate the monetization of intellectual property portfolios 
for firms and inventors. 

The economic importance of markets for technology today is perhaps 
even clearer in Figure 1. It shows an approximation of the potential market 
for technology by showing (in panel A) global payments for the use of 
intellectual property such as patents and copyrights. The global value has 
almost doubled over a period of eight years. Panel B shows data on a more 
disagregated level where the US leads the way and Sweden stands out 
almost doubling the income of both Korea and China in this regard. 
Companies such as Ericsson surely contribute strongly to this position. 

 
Figure 1. The global market for technology (panel A: the world, panel B: 
country level) 

 

Source: International Monetary Fund, Balance of Payments Statistics Yearbook 

Examples like the ones described above help to demonstrate the importance 
of intellectual property rights in creating what has come to be called markets 
for technology. Markets for technology can however, not exist without new 
technology being developed and it is by now widely acknowledged that 
long-term economic growth depends on the rate of technological change. 
There is a large body of research which has emphasized the importance of 
technological change for economic development and growth (Barro & Sala-
i-Martin, 2004; Mankiw, Romer, & Weil, 1992; Nordhaus, 1969; Rosenberg, 
1963; Schmookler, 1966; Schumpeter, 1934; Solow, 1956, 1957). The rate 
of technological change can be said to be dependent on investment in re-
search and development, but also the diffusion of new technology. Since the 
diffusion of technology makes it available to firms who do not have means 
to develop it internally. Here patents can play a role in both incentivizing 
investments in new technology by the prospects of obtaining monopoly prof-
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its, but also by increasing the diffusion of new technology by making it easi-
er and safer to transfer it.  

Markets for technology – theoretical overview 
As indicated above, markets for technology has its theoretical roots in the 
neo-classical literature on economic growth. In the 19th century, Marshall 
(1920), in his analysis of supply and demand in markets, was one of the first 
to note that intellectual property rights help spread new invention through 
arm’s length transactions. “In agriculture and the cotton industries, for in-
stance, improvements in machinery are devised almost exclusively by ma-
chine makers; and they are accessible to all, at any rate on the payment of a 
royalty for patent right” (Marshall, 1920). Solow (1956, 1957) of course 
further emphasized the importance of technology for economic development 
and at the same time, the field of economics of innovation and technological 
change, spearheaded by Richard Nelson (1959) started to inquire more about 
the underlying processes of inventions and technology. Nelson and Solow 
were followed several contemporaries who made important contributions 
about the importance of intellectual property rights in markets. Schmookler 
(1966) famously showed, using a novel approach to patent data, that innova-
tion was dependent on the size of the market. 

William Nordhaus (1969) tried to incorporate inventions into neo-
classical theory. He did so by including what he called markets for invention 
into his theory. In short, Nordhaus assumed that new inventions contributed 
to technological change through expanding the level of technical knowledge. 
In his model, each invention contributed independently to total productivity 
(A). Each invention is paid a royalty such that si is the unit royalty on the ith 
invention. He then showed that change in productivity is equal to the ratio of 
the royalty of the ith invention and the market price p as in Equation 1: 

!!
!
= ∆!!

!
      (1) 

Schmookler (1966) did not develop a formal model in the way Nordhaus did, 
but his analysis was still very similar in his emphasis on markets. 

The field of markets for technology also draws from transaction cost eco-
nomics and property rights theory. This means that transactions in the mar-
ket are in focus and that the technology for sale most be as clearly defined 
property rights as possible to separate from products and general technology 
transfer that can take place in many other ways, such the movement of peo-
ple or other assets and resources. In a pure market, according to Williamson 
(1973), trust would not be needed. However, since markets for technology 
are highly heterogeneous (every patent has to be unique) transaction costs 
can potentially be high. This in turn can make the market less liquid and 
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efficient. In such markets, there is a much higher need for intermediation, 
which is exemplified below with the emergence of patent agents. 

Property rights theory is naturally connected to markets for technology 
because of the need for clearly defined rights for trade to happen. At the 
same time, too many exclusive rights can be harmful, since it will decrease 
diffusion of new technologies or have a dampening effect on innovation 
through patent thickets (Lemley & Shapiro, 2006). There is thus a need for a 
kind of balancing act, since markets for technology needs secure property 
rights to function and turn new knowledge and information in to tradable 
goods on the one hand and on the other hand too many rights can disincen-
tivize innovation and raise transaction costs in the market if uncertainty is 
high and enforceability and litigation costs are high. Finally, provides a 
schematic view of the theoretical underpinnings of markets for technology as 
described in this chapter. 

 
Figure 2. Theoretical foundations of markets for technology 

 

Markets for technology – a structured literature review 
In addition to the framework presented above I have made a structured lit-
erature review using Web of Science Core Collection database and the 
HistCite software developed by Eugene Garfield et al. (2006).60 There is no 
clearly defined research field called “markets for technology”, but rather it is 
a marriage between economics of innovation and (IP) management and 
strategy. Because of this, the review is based on a topic search made on July 
24, 2018 based on the following search strings: “market* for technolog*” 
OR “market* for idea*” OR “market* for patent*” OR “market* for inno-
vat*” OR “market* for invent*” OR “patent* transfer*” OR “patent* li-

                                                        
60 This review was inspired by Holgersson (2012) and follows a similar structure. 
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cens*” NOT universit*. The search was furthermore narrowed by restricting 
it to the research areas of business economics, history, operation manage-
ment, science and technology. Reflecting the relatively narrow research field 
that could be said to constitute research on markets for technology the search 
returned 459 entries in the Web of Science database. 

The topic search identifies words and phrases in titles, keywords and ab-
stracts, but only in articles form scientific journals included in the Web of 
Science database. This means that other important works such as books or 
reports are missing from the literature review. Citation based rankings are 
also prone to limitations and may not measure the importance of a particular 
works correctly. However, a structured literature review can help give an 
overview of the field and its most important authors. 

The ten most cited articles out of the 459 in the original sample are pre-
sented in Table 2. The articles are all clearly related to markets for technolo-
gy, indicating that the search terms were suitable. This list is dominated by 
some well-known authors in the field, such as Joshua Gans, Asish Arora, 
Andrea Fosfuri and Alfonso Gambardella. This is not surprising, since the 
last trio of authors are behind the seminal book Markets for technology: The 
economics of innovation and corporate strategy (2001), which in many ways 
popularized the term and inspired a lot of the following research. Another 
aspect that stands out is the fact that most articles are about licensing and not 
patent transfers or market for patents per se. This is perhaps to be expected 
since licensing is by far the most common way for firms to monetize their IP 
compared to the large patent deals shown in Table 1. Joshua Gans and Scott 
Stern are responsible for the two most cited articles through their work on 
the implications of markets for ideas for entrepreneurship. 

Table 3 lists the most productive scholars and the most common outlet 
for research on markets for technology. The list is, not surprisingly, topped 
by Asish Arora and followed by Alfonso Gambardella and Andrea Fosfuri. 
They are the authors of the aforementioned book and have all published 
extensively on the topic both together and separately. They are followed by 
Joshua Gans and Scott Stern and we also find economist Yair Tauman on the 
list, who have published several theoretical pieces on optimal licensing 
schemes. We only find one economic historian (or historical economist) on 
the list; Kenneth Sokoloff. Together with Naomi Lamoreaux he initiated the 
historical research on the emergence of markets for technology, where their 
book chapter, Inventors, Firms, and the Market for Technology in the Late 
Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries (1999), is a seminal piece. Table 3 
also shows what the structured review identified as the most common out-
lets. This is topped by Research Policy, which has double the amount as the 
second journal International Journal of Industrial Organization. The list is 
clearly made up of journals focused on the economics of innovation (eg. 
Technovation and Industrial and Corporate Change) and the management of 
technology (eg. the International Journal of Technology Management) along 
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with some general management journals (eg. Management Science and Stra-
tegic Management Journal). The only historical journal is Business History 
Review. 

The last output from the structured review is perhaps the most interesting 
one that the HistCite program produces. Table 4 presents the works that are 
cited the most by the 459 articles found in the structured review. It thus rep-
resents a rough picture of the theoretical and empirical foundations of the 
research field. A couple of facts stand out here. First, even though Arora et 
al’s (2001) book was published relatively recently its impact on the research 
community is very clear and it is cited by 14 per cent of all the papers. They 
are followed by Teece (1986), which is a cornerstone article in the innova-
tion literature on how to manage and profit from new technology. Secondly, 
several articles are theoretical and mathematical works on optimal licensing 
done by Kamien, Katz, Tauman and Shapiro in late 1980s early 1990s, for 
example Kamien and Tauman (1986) and Katz and Shapiro (1986). This 
clearly shows the neo-classical foundation of the field and the fact that most 
of the researchers come from an economics background and not from the 
management field. On the list we also find the classical work by Arrow 
(1962). Finally, we find some of the most cited empirical works in the inno-
vation literature, for example Cohen and Levinthal (1990), Hall and Ziedonis 
(2001) and Gambardella et al (2007). 

 
Table 2. Most cited works in the field of “markets for technology” 
 Author and year Title Journal GC

S 
1 Gans and  

Stern (2003) 
The product market and the market for 
ideas: commercialization strategies for 
technology entrepreneurs 

Research 
Policy 

406 

2 Gans et al. (2002) When does start-up innovation spur the 
gale of creative destruction? 

Rand Journal 
of Economics 

223 

3 Ziedonis (2004) Don't fence me in: Fragmented markets 
for technology and the patent acquisi-
tion strategies of firms 

Management 
Science 

198 

4 Arora and Cecc- 
agnoli (2006) 

Patent protection, complementary 
assets, and firms' incentives for tech-
nology licensing 

Management 
Science 

178 

5 Fosfuri (2006) The licensing dilemma: Understanding 
the determinants of the rate of technol-
ogy licensing 

Strategic 
Management 
Journal 

157 

6 Gambardella et al.  
(2007) 

The market for patents in Europe Research 
Policy 

146 

7 Arora and  
Fosfuri (2003) 

Licensing the market for technology Journal of 
Economic 
Behavior & 
Organization 

139 

8 Gans et al. (2008) The impact of uncertain intellectual 
property rights on the market for ideas: 
Evidence from patent grant delays 

Management 
Science 

134 
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9 Arora and Gam- 
bardella (2010) 

Ideas for rent: an overview of markets 
for technology 

Industrial and 
Corporate 
Change 

133 

10 Bessen (2008) The value of US patents by owner and 
patent characteristics 

Research 
Policy 

129 

Notes: GCS = Global Citation Score indicates the total number of citations from all 
articles in the Web of Science Core Collection. 

Table 3. Most productive scholars and most common outlets in markets for 
technology 
Most productive scholar # Most common outlet # 

1. Arora A 10 1. Research Policy 29 
2. Gambardella A 9 2. International Journal of  

Industrial Organization  
13 

3. Fosfuri A 7 3. Management Science 11 
4. Tauman Y 7 4. Industrial and Corporate Change 10 
5. Gans JS 6 5. Technovation 10 
6. Stern S 6 6. The Manchester School 8 
7. Saracho AI 5 7. Journal of Technology Transfer  7 
8. Lichtenthaler U 5 8. Strategic Management Journal  7 
9. Spulber DF 5 9. Technological Forecasting and  

Social Change  
7 

10. Liang WJ 4 10. Business History Review 6 
11. Sokoloff KL 4 11. Columbia Law Review 6 
12. Colombo S 4 12. Economics Letters 6 
13. Fauli-Oller R 4 13. International Journal of Technology  

Management 
6 

14. Filippini L  4 14. R&D Management 6 
15. Sandonis J 4 15. Rand Journal of Economics 5 
Notes: # = Number of articles 

Table 4. The most frequently cited references by the research field 
 Author and year Title Journal # 

1 Arora et al. 
(2001) 

Markets for technology: The econom-
ics of innovation and corporate strate-
gy 

(Book) 64 

2 Teece (1986) Profiting from technological innova-
tion: Implications for integration, 
collaboration, licensing and public 
policy 

Research Policy 62 

3 Kamien and 
Tauman (1986) 

Fees versus royalties and the private 
value of a patent 

Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 

55 

4 Katz and Shapiro 
(1986) 

How to license intangible property Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 

45 

5 Wang (1998) Fee versus royalty licensing in a 
Cournot duopoly model 

Economics Letters 38 

6 Anand and 
Khanna (2000) 

Do firms learn to create value? The 
case of alliances 

Journal of Industrial 
Economics 

37 

7 Arrow (1962) Economic welfare and the allocation of 
resources for invention 

(Book Chapter) 36 

8 Katz and Shapiro On the licensing of innovations RAND Journal of 35 
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(1985) Economics 

9 Kamien et  
al. (1992) 

Optimal licensing of cost-reducing 
innovation 

Journal of Mathe-
matical Economics 

34 

1
0 

Gambardella et 
al. (2007) 

The market for patents in Europe Research Policy 34 

1
1 

Arora and  
Fosfuri (2003) 

Licensing the market for technology Journal of Economic 
Behavior & Organi-
zation 

32 

1
2 

Arora and Gam-
bardella (2010) 

Ideas for rent: an overview of markets 
for technology 

Industrial and Cor-
porate Change 

32 

1
3 

Sen and Tauman 
(2007) 

General licensing schemes for a cost-
reducing innovation 

Games and Econom-
ic Behavior 

32 

1
4 

Gans and  
Stern (2003) 

The product market and the market for 
“ideas”: commercialization strategies 
for technology entrepreneurs 

Research Policy 31 

1
5 

Fosfuri (2006) The licensing dilemma: Understanding 
the determinants of the rate of technol-
ogy licensing 

Strategic Manage-
ment Journal 

30 

1
6 

Grindley and 
Teece (1997) 

Managing intellectual capital: licensing 
and cross-licensing in semiconductors 
and electronics 

California Manage-
ment Review 

29 

1
7 

Arora and Cec-
cagnoli (2006) 

Patent protection, complementary 
assets, and firms' incentives for tech-
nology licensing 

Management Sci-
ence 

28 

1
8 

Kamien and 
Tauman (2002) 

Patent licensing: the inside story The Manchester 
School 

27 

1
9 

Chesbrough 
(2003) 

Open Innovation (Book) 26 

2
0 

Gallini and 
Wright (1990) 

Technology transfer under asymmetric 
information 

RAND Journal of 
Economics 

26 

2
1 

Gans et  
al. (2002) 

When does start-up innovation spur the 
gale of creative destruction? 

RAND Journal of 
Economics 

26 

Notes: # = Number of citing of the 459 papers identified in the structured literature review 

Markets for technology in Sweden: Some historical evi-
dence 
Markets for technology has a long history in Sweden with the first recorded 
transactions dating back to the 18th century. As shown by Andersson and 
Tell (forthcoming), the transferability of intellectual property rights in Swe-
den, such as the early privilegia exclusiva was stated in the law as early as 
1819. Privilegia exclusiva could be “inherited or gifted and also through sale 
or transaction transferred another Swedish citizen” (Royal Decree 1819, §6). 
Similar paragraphs were included in all the subsequent laws during the 19th 
century in 1834, 1856 and finally in 1884 with some modifications, such as 
allowing foreign patent holders to transfer their patents to other foreigners. 

Even though there are some early examples of transfers of privileges or 
patents, Figure 2 shows that the transfer rate was low during most of the first 
half of the 19th century and did not really start to increase until after the law 
of 1884 was passed. One of the reasons for this was of course that economic 
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activity in general was low during this time period in Sweden since Swe-
den’s industrialization did not start to catch momentum until the 1870s (Jör-
berg, 1988). Another possible explanation that most likely disincentivized a 
market for patents was that patents rights were highly insecure. Secure prop-
erty rights are crucial for a functioning economy (Alchian & Demsetz, 
1973). This has been shown to be the case empirically by Khan (1995) for 
the 19th century US patent system. In Sweden, Andersson and Tell (forth-
coming) have shown that the patent system of the first half of the 19th centu-
ry was particularly prone to litigation with litigation rates reaching as high as 
20 per cent some years due to several patents being litigated more than ones. 
This probably partly helps explain the low level of transactions during this 
period.  

 
Figure 3. Patent transfers in Sweden 1840-1914 

 
Source: Author’s database. For a complete description of the database see Andersson (2016) 

In 1884, Swedish parliament passed a new modern patent law that came into 
effect on January 1, 1885. At this time Sweden was only the third country in 
the world to have an examination system in place after the US (1836) and 
Germany (1877). This meant that patent examiners in the newly established 
patent office examined every patent application for novelty, which consider-
ably increased the security and thus the value of the asset.61 Even though 
more than 30 per cent of all applications were rejected, total granted patents 
soared since applications increased even more. Another reason for the large 
increase in patenting is also that several of Sweden’s most important firms 
were founded during this period, such as ASEA, Alfa Laval and LM Erics-
son. These firms all had in common that they based their businesses on new 
inventions that they managed to spread across the global under protection of 
patents. As such they also got involved in the markets for technology early 

                                                        
61 The Swedish Patent Office was first established as a department inside the Kommerskolle-
gium. It did not become an independent government agency until 1892. 
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on through licensing deals and the selling and buying of national and foreign 
patent rights. As patenting increased along with the market for technology in 
Sweden, intermediaries such as patent agents started to emerge to facilitate 
the patenting procedure and to manage transactions in the market (Anders-
son & Tell, 2016). These agents soon founded their own firms, patent agen-
cies, who have had a surprisingly high survival rate with most of them still 
active today in one form or another. The earliest agency founded in Sweden 
was the L. A. Groth agency, and this was followed by Stockholms Pa-
tentbyrå Zacco & Bruhn and F. L. Enquist Patentbyrå in 1878.62 
 
Figure 4. Patenting and patent transfers in Sweden 1885-1914 

  
Source: Author’s database.  
Notes: Panel A shows the distribution of all Swedish patents. Panel B shows the distribution 
of the destination of all Swedish patent transfers. 

 
                                                        

62 The Danish patent agency Internationalt Patent-Bureau, founded in 1870, was also active in 
Sweden during the early 1880s. 
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Most of the agencies of the time were located in the Stockholm area.63 They 
founded their own private association, SPOF, in 1884 and were active in the 
discussion going on at the time about intellectual property, such as the Paris 
convention, which Sweden joined in 1885.64 They also published their own 
journals where published legal discussions, patent descriptions and adver-
tised bought and sold foreign and Swedish patents. Partly due to this concen-
tration of agents in large cities, patent transfers were even more geograph-
ically concentrated than patenting. As can be seen in Figure 4, panel B 
shows a darker map indicating less transfers outside of the Stockholm and 
Gothenburg areas. This has been shown by Lamoreaux and Sokoloff (2003) 
to also be the case in the US, where patent agents were highly concentrated 
on the east coast. 

Conclusions 
Markets for technology has increased both in size and importance during last 
20-30 years as firms and inventors have started to realize how they can mon-
etize their intellectual property through licensing and sales. In Sweden, a 
market for technology emerged in the second half of the 19th century as the 
country started to industrialize and several large multinational firms were 
founded. At the same time, intermediaries emerged in the market and a kind 
of triadic market structure soon crystallized between the patent office, patent 
agencies and the large multinational firms and their patent departments. 

The overview and structured literature review of the research field shows 
that the theoretical foundations mostly come from economics. However, as 
more and more actors become aware of the possibilities of using markets for 
technology, more and more research is being done in the fields of intellectual 
property strategy and management. This is most likely where the field is 
headed. In more historically oriented research most of the studies investigate 
the time period up until around the WWI. However, there is still a lot we do 
not know about the interwar period and the postwar period up until the 
1980s. This is probably where economic history can make a contribution to 
the field in the future. 
  

                                                        
63 Other notable patent agencies were Göteborgs Patentbyrå in Gothenburg, founded 1898 by 
Gustaf Seth and AWA patent agency in Malmö, founded 1897 by Anders Wilhelm Anderson. 
64 SPOF, Svenska patentombudsföreningen, Swedish Association of Patent Agents. 
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