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Sammanfattning 
Abstract 
The purpose of this Master’s Thesis is to investigate the outlooks for a seed stage venture capital fund investing 
in biotechnology-related spinouts from public research to be established in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, 
Germany. Recommendations on how to improve any discovered deficits of the fund’s prerequisites are also to 
be presented.  
Analyses showed that the spinout potential of the research in the region is weak. The entrepreneurial 
prerequisites of the researchers, in terms of previous experience, business knowledge and a track record that 
would vouch for them being suitable entrepreneurs, are generally poor. Nor is there sufficient industry in the 
region to facilitate the establishment of and subsequent businesses for the spinouts. The seed fund must 
therefore provide any future portfolio ventures with a substantial amount of Hands-on Management. 
To improve the prerequisites for the seed fund, PVA-MV must influence the researchers’ attitude towards 
spinouts and make the monetary gains more visible. The researchers must be imbued with a business approach 
in their research and PVA-MV must market its services as being the intermediary of government, universities 
and industry and as being able to create opportunities for researchers as well as for industry. PVA-MV should 
also focus on the few institutes and individual researchers that do have some favourable entrepreneurial 
characteristics, in order to evoke professional entrepreneurs with a forming track record. To cope with the 
deficient prerequisites of the fund, PVA-MV must expand the competence of its own work force and focus on 
the rate of return rather than on building regional infrastructure pro bono as a governmental agency. 
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Venture capital, seed fund, Public-private partnership, PPP, spinout, technology transfer, PVA, triple 
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ABSTRACT 
This study has been conducted at PVA-MV in Rostock, Germany, a two year old 
company operating at the intersection of public research and private trade and 
industry. PVA-MV is in the business of commercialising public research by means of 
among other things assisting researchers in founding private ventures to exploit their 
scientific findings. To extend this support PVA-MV is about to establish a seed capital 
fund for these spinout ventures from biotechnology research in Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania. The purpose of this Master’s Thesis is to examine the potential and the 
regional prerequisites of the biotechnology research in the Bundesland to generate 
such spinouts for the seed fund to invest in. This investigation should also emanate in 
recommendations to the management team of PVA-MV’s seed fund on how any 
identified deficits can be improved. 

28 respondents – all professors or post-graduate research associates at the Universities 
of Rostock and Greifswald – participated in the study through interviews and 
questionnaires. To investigate the fund’s outlooks the respondents were targeted on 
three different areas: their attitude towards spinouts and whether there are any 
immediate spinout possibilities, whether there are any networking or positive 
“biotechnology clustering effects” in the region that would facilitate spinouts, and 
finally whether the respondents have sufficient personal potential in terms of 
entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites, as for example business knowledge 
and relevant previous experience. 

Analyses showed that the spinout potential is weak. The general interest in 
establishing private ventures is low and the entrepreneurial prerequisites of the 
researchers in terms of for example previous spinout experience, business knowledge 
and relevant industry expertise are poor. Nor is there any industry in the region that 
would facilitate the establishment of spinouts. To improve these poor prerequisites 
PVA-MV is recommended to market its services and the commercialisation route for 
research findings to the researchers. PVA-MV must profile itself as being the key 
player of the triadic cooperation between government, university and industry and as 
being able to provide the researchers on the one hand with market opportunities and 
the industry on the other hand with novel scientific research results to exploit. The 
researchers must be influenced to “think business” from the start by means of 
marketing and more visible monetary incentives. PVA-MV should also focus on the 
few institutes and researchers that nevertheless have started to appropriate an 
entrepreneurial culture in terms of spinout establishments and patent filing. Research 
associates, being the most spinout-inclined category of the universities’ employees, 
must also be supported by PVA-MV to engage in cross-disciplinary co-operations and 
networks. Given the fact that the general entrepreneurial prerequisites are so poor but 



 

 

nevertheless so crucial to the success of a venture, PVA-MV must concentrate on 
trying to evoke more experienced entrepreneurs and thereby increasing the ventures’ 
chances of success. To be able to operate as a successful venture capitalist when the 
potential investment objects are so demanding and so much in need of considerable 
Hands-on Management provided by the seed fund, PVA-MV must significantly extend 
its own competencies through recruitments as well as training of the current personnel. 
The fund’s overall focus should also solely be upon making profitable investments and 
achieving a high return on invested capital and not upon improving the region’s 
infrastructure as a governmental authority. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  
In this chapter a background to the PVA concept and the government’s public-private 
partnership efforts is given. The purpose is stated and some terminology used 
throughout the thesis is presented. The chapter is completed with a reader’s guideline 
to the structure of this Master’s Thesis. 

1.1 Background 
Patent- und Verwertungsagentur Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (PVA-MV)1 is a 
privately held firm of consultants situated in Rostock in the north-easternmost part of 
Germany. PVA-MV is in the business of commercially exploiting public research 
findings emanating from universities and colleges in the Bundesland. The company 
was founded in November 2001 and is owned and managed by the German 
consultancy firm Inno Group AG, which operates as an inter-institutional interface in 
strategic public-private projects. There are in all 18 PVAs in Germany working closely 
with the universities and research institutes in their respective Bundesland, some 
governmentally owned and managed, some privately. They are all working with 
promoting scientific public research findings to the industry, by means of technology 
screening, valuation of inventions, patenting procedures, licensing agreements, 
industry cooperation deals etcetera. 
 
PVA is not just the name of one company but more that of a structure and concept for 
exploiting public research throughout Germany. The PVA in Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania is a private and profit-oriented company but its mere existence is the result 
of a governmental concentration on bringing industry and public science closer 
together called the Valorisation Campaign. There is no doubt as to the importance and 
the common good for society of transferring cutting edge technology from academia to 
industry (Argyres and Liebeskind 1998; Pavitt 1998). However, the whole concept of 
commercialising research is rather new and untried in Germany, especially doing so by 
means of Patent and Commercialisation Agencies (Giesecke 2000; Tamásy 1999). 
Since the PVA-, the public-private partnership- and the research commercialisation 
concepts are largely in their infancy, a few of the governmental efforts and 
programmes are outlined below to give an adequate background to PVA-MV. 

                                              
1 “The Patent and Commercialisation Agency of Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania”. 
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1.1.1 Exploiting Public Research 
In March 2001 the German government launched its Valorisation Campaign to more 
efficiently make commercial use of scientific findings and enhance the cooperation 
between industry and science. The inventions and scientific results that continuously 
are being produced in Germany constitute the basis for new products, processes and 
services, but only when presented to and seized by the industry, that is, only when 
successful technology transfer takes place. (Pressman 2003) It is therefore the aim of 
the German government that every commercially useful research finding is patented 
and exploited by the industry. 
 
At the time of the launch of the campaign the number of patents originating from 
universities was disproportionately low compared to research intensive industry - the 
company Siemens alone had filed far more patents than all the universities together 
(Breitschopf et al. 2002). Studies also showed that small and medium-sized companies 
that might not have a research and development department of their own and thus are 
very much dependent upon the public research at the universities, wanted a closer 
cooperation with scientific institutions. It was this unexploited performance potential 
of the academic sphere and the industry’s wish for closer cooperation, that the 
campaign was to target. (BMBF 2001) The major constituent of the government’s 
action scheme embodying the Valorisation Campaign is the Exploitation Offensive, 
including the establishment of PVAs to put scientific research results faster on the 
market (Ibid.). 

1.1.1.1 The Exploitation Offensive 
To put scientific results faster on the market the most important aims to be pursed by 
the government are the abolishment of the Law on Employees’ Inventions and 
assisting the establishment of PVAs throughout Germany. 

Abolishing the Law on Employees’ Inventions 

In February 2002 the federal Ministry of Education and Research took a vital decision 
in its Exploitation Offensive of the Valorisation Campaign and abolished the Law on 
Employees’ Inventions, the so called “Professorial Privilege”. According to the 
amendment of the law, the copyright privilege of research team members to their own 
findings was transferred to the employer, that is, to the research institutes. This act 
would accelerate patent filing from public research since the researcher himself rarely 
has neither the time nor the knowledge and quite often not the incentive to get 
involved in the commercialisation of research findings. The most common course of 
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action for a public researcher is to instead publish his research findings in scientific 
journals – a choice that immediately eliminates the patenting and exploitation option 
(Argyres and Liebeskind 1998). According to the new law every research finding is 
now to be reported by the originator to the employer, who then may lay claim to it, 
apply for patent protection, carry the associated costs and exploit it in its own name. 
This will relieve the inventor of the necessary investment in time, bureaucracy and 
money when exploiting a research finding. In the case that the research institute wants 
to claim the invention, the employee is entitled to a compensation that corresponds to 
30 percent of whatever revenues the intended product might render, be it licensing fees 
or sale of the whole patent (Bassenge et al. 2003, §42 Nr. 4 ArbEG). This 
compensation is the hitherto missing incentive for the inventor to try to exploit the 
finding. The employer may also choose to waive the claim and instead give the 
inventor the possibility to exploit his finding himself. The system is successfully 
applied by universities in the United States and, of course, in trade and industry 
throughout the world. The equivalent legislation for patenting public research in the 
United States, the Bayh-Dole act of 1980, is called: 
 

“[…] the most inspired piece of legislation 
 to be enacted in America over the past 
 half-century.” 

 
 and further, a law that has:  
 

“[…] unlocked all the inventions and 
 discoveries that had been made in 
 laboratories throughout the United 
 States with the help of taxpayers’ money”. 

(AUTM 2003) 
 
In Germany the abolishment of the Law on Employees’ Inventions gave birth to the 
Patent and Commercialisation Agencies - the PVAs. 

The establishment of PVAs 

The prerequisite for a sound commercial exploitation of research findings is an 
efficient patenting and exploitation infrastructure. Many universities lack the necessary 
critical mass of researchers that would justify an in-house patenting and exploitation 
infrastructure of their own. Most universities have also neither the capacity nor the 
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competence to evaluate the different inventions and research results filed by its 
employees according to the new law. (BMBF 2001) This is where the PVAs enter the 
stage. It is the mission of a PVA to recommend and assist in the execution of a 
preferable course of action for the inventions that public research institutes are 
provided with by their employees. The PVA structure in German technology transfer 
was established solely as a result of the abolishment of the Professorial Privilege, 
where the PVAs are to guide the universities through the whole process of 
commercialisation initiated by newly enticed inventors. The PVAs are compensated by 
the universities for this service but quite substantial subsidises are in the process paid 
by the government. The recommendations and the execution of the subsequent 
exploitation are the PVAs’ whole reason to be. The concept of the public-private 
partnership is in other words realised by the fact that private companies – the PVAs – 
commercially exploit public research. The PVAs thus increase the utility for the 
general public in making even more use of the public funding funnelled into research.  

1.1.2 A Seed Fund for Spinouts 
The PVAs’ commercial exploitation of research findings may be carried out in 
different ways, depending on the finding itself and the market for which it is intended. 
Establishing spinout companies2 from the academic sphere to exploit research findings 
and thereby transferring technology to society is an increasingly important mechanism 
of this commercialisation (Nicolaou and Birley 2003). Spinouts are seen as the most 
direct way of recouping economic dividends from a nation’s investment in higher 
education and research (Mian and Plosila 1998 in Nicolaou and Birley 2003) and they 
create job opportunities as well as growth of existing businesses (Harmon et al. 1997). 
Establishing spinout companies is also profitable for the universities and thus creates a 
win-win situation for both entities of the public-private partnership; a comparison of 
income from university equity sales in start-up companies to income generated from 
licenses, reveals that the average value of equity is significantly greater than the 
average annual revenue from a license (Bray and Lee 2000). 
 
These positive effects have been recognised by the principal government of 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, which identifies the establishment of spinouts as a 
most desirable route to choose when exploiting public research to improve the region’s 
socio-economic situation. Especially in areas such as biotechnology spinouts are seen 
as the most preferable way to transfer researchers’ knowledge (BMBF 2001). This 
                                              
2 See definition below in section 1.3. 
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finds expression in the European Union’s support program to the Bundesland, RIS++ 
MV, which includes the establishment of a regional seed venture capital fund to be 
managed by PVA-MV. The RIS ++ program is further elaborated in section 2.2.1. 
 
The seed capital fund PVA-MV is presently about to establish within the RIS ++ 
framework will financially support the foundation of spinout companies entering the 
industry to commercialise research findings. The research emphasis of the region is 
mainly biotechnology and the seed fund will accordingly aim at principally supporting 
biotechnology related high-potential spinouts. To resolve some of the uncertainties 
associated with this project, this Master’s Thesis will investigate the seed fund’s 
potential investment basis, that is, the research community and its inclination to spur 
spinouts. The spinout potential constitutes the seed fund’s commercial opportunity in 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania and this study will therefore serve as a preparatory 
investigation for the fund. 

1.2 Purpose 
The purpose of this Master’s Thesis is to examine the potential and the regional 
prerequisites of the biotechnology-related research carried out at public research 
institutes in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania to generate spinouts. The investigation 
should render PVA-MV prospects for its seed fund project and it should emanate in 
recommendations to the management team of PVA-MV’s seed fund project on how to 
improve the fund’s prerequisites. 
 
Which exact features and areas of more specific interest that are to be targeted in this 
thesis are elaborated in the problem definition in chapter 4.  

1.3 Terminology 
Relevant terms are defined and explained continuously throughout this Master’s 
Thesis as they are introduced. For the reader’s convenience however the use and 
interpretation of a few terms used in the purpose and then commonly referred to in the 
thesis are explained here. 

The term research institute is used throughout this thesis as a collective denomination 
for all establishments of public research relevant to PVA-MV, be it universities, 
colleges, universities of applied science or stand-alone research institutes. 
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The term spinout denominates the transfer of core technology from a research institute 
into a new company in an effort to commercialise the technology. A spinout is 
established by the personnel of the research institutes. 

The conception spinout potential comprises the readiness and suitability of the 
professors and post-graduate research associates at the research institutes of 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania to establish spinouts from their research. 

The term biotechnology is defined as: “A group of techniques and technologies that 
apply the principles of genetics, immunology and molecular, cellular and structural 
biology to the discovery and development of novel products.” (Audretsch 2001, p. 3) 

1.4 Reader’s Guideline 
To provide the reader with an insight into the disposition of this Master’s Thesis, its 
structure is presented in Figure 1.1. Each chapter is briefly described below, as well as 
the connections between the chapters. 
 
Chapter 1, Introduction, outlines a background to the PVA concept and to this 
Master’s Thesis, as well as its purpose, and terminology used in the thesis. The 
purpose is further elucidated in the problem definition of chapter 4. The background 
and purpose of the thesis given, the starting point and prerequisites of the company to 
achieve its goal with this project – to establish a successful public-private seed fund – 
must be accounted for. That is outlined in the current situation in chapter 2. 

Chapter 2, Current Situation, outlines the current situation of the seed fund project 
in terms of its regional prerequisites, PVA-MV’s processes, aims and guidelines and 
the organisation and structure of the fund. Having described the current situation of the 
company, relevant theories needed to pinpoint the exact areas of interest to target and 
to back up a sound analysis of the information gathered on those areas are needed. 
These theories are accounted for in the theoretical framework of chapter 3. 
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Introduction 

Current Situation

Theoretical Framework 

Problem Definition 

Methodology 

Empirical Results

Analysis 

Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

Chapter 3, Theoretical Framework, outlines the relevant 
theories applied in this Master’s Thesis. The theories are 
used to connect PVA-MV’s current situation described in 
chapter 2, with the problem definition outlined in chapter 4, 
where the exact areas of concern for PVA-MV when 
starting a seed fund are presented. The chapter is used 
partly to support the analysis of already found problem 
areas as well as to identify in the first place relevant 
problems from the literature that the seed fund could be 
faced with. Since chapter 3 and 4 are developed by means 
of such reciprocal action, the connection between the 
chapters is a two-way arrow. All empirical results of the 
study, irrespective of what problem areas they have been 
gathered to answer to, are then analysed in chapter 7 by 
means of these theories. The main theories used in this 
Master’s Thesis concern venture capital and decision 
criteria in terms of entrepreneurial characteristics, public-
private cooperation within the triple-helix and clusters. 
They support the analysis of the seed fund’s investment 
opportunities and the researchers’ prerequisites to become 
successful entrepreneurs when spinning out from their 
research institutes. 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.1. Thesis structure. 

Chapter 4, Problem Definition, outlines which problems are to be addressed in this 
Master’s Thesis in order to fulfil its purpose. These areas are identified from the 
company’s current situation described in chapter 2 together with applicable sections of 
the theoretical framework in chapter 3 as well as from PVA-MV’s own expressed 
sphere of interest. The main area of concern is whether there are any investment 
opportunities for the seed fund, their approximate capital need and the general attitude 
among the researchers towards spinouts. Further knowledge to be gained on the 
investment basis is the cluster dynamics of the region’s biotechnology entities and the 
prerequisites for the researchers to become successful entrepreneurs. The problem 
discussion and the delimitations of the problem carried out in this chapter also renders 
the actual system under study and which data is to be collected from this system to 
resolve the defined issues.  
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 Having elaborated the actual areas of interest to be targeted in order to fulfil the 
purpose, the research methods chosen for doing so must be accounted for. 

Chapter 5, Methodology, outlines the arrangement and scientific basis of the work 
conducted in order to target the system under study and the questions defined in the 
problem definition of chapter 4. The methodology chapter describes how the problems 
of the thesis are to be addressed and how the research process developed throughout 
the work in this Master’s Thesis. This includes for example why the approach to study 
the entrepreneurial characteristics of the investment base and the cluster perspective 
were chosen. The sample selection for the data collection is discussed as well as the 
methods of the information gathering, that is, the interview and questionnaire 
approaches. The research design and the general approach of the thesis and an 
evaluation of the methods used are also outlined. 
 Having outlined how the purpose is to be fulfilled, the actual empirical results of the 
study can be presented. 

Chapter 6, Empirical Results, outlines the answers of the investigated selection of 
respondents defined in the methodology of chapter 5 to the problems defined in the 
problem definition of chapter 4 and thus to the purpose of the thesis. The empirical 
results are also connected to the theoretical framework of chapter 3 in the sense that 
the information searched has an adequate theoretical foundation. The information is 
then to be analysed. This is done in the subsequent chapter. 

Chapter 7, Analysis, contains the analysis of the empirical results. The results are 
analysed taking into account PVA-MV’s prerequisites, as outlined in the current 
situation in chapter 2 and the relevant sections of the theoretical framework of chapter 
3. The analysis answers to the issues defined in the problem definition of chapter 4. A 
sound theoretical connection enables a well-founded conclusion and some 
recommendations on future action for PVA-MV’s seed fund project. These are 
presented in the next chapter.  

Chapter 8, Conclusions and Recommendations, sums up significant implications of 
the analysis in chapter 7. The conclusions reached in this chapter answer to the 
purpose of this Master’s Thesis stated in the introduction in chapter 1.  
 The conclusion is that the current potential and regional prerequisites of the research 
to generate spinouts are too poor. For example, the entrepreneurial characteristics and 
prerequisites of the researchers are insufficient and his implies that the ventures will 
need to be provided with much Hands-on Management by the fund. PVA-MV 
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therefore needs to strengthen its resources. A total of three recommendations in order 
to improve the prerequisites for the fund are presented in chapter 8. 
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2 CURRENT SITUATION  
In this chapter the current situation of PVA-MV and its seed fund project is described. 
It is outlined as an introduction, followed by the current situation of the region 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania and concluding with the current situation of PVA-
MV and its seed fund project respectively. 

2.1 Introduction 
The Patent and Commercialisation Agency of Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, 
PVA-MV, was founded in November 2001 as a result of the abolishment of the 
Professorial Privilege described above in section 1.1.1.1. The aim of the company is to 
realise an economically sound exploitation process of research findings together with 
its partners. The company’s nine partnering research institutes in the region consist of 
two universities, one college, two universities of applied science and four stand-alone 
research institutes. 
 
Once up and running, the seed fund of PVA-MV will of course be affected by a 
number of external environmental factors. It is some of these prerequisites this 
Master’s Thesis aims at elucidating when targeting the spinout potential of the 
research in the region. The exact areas to investigate to increase this knowledge are 
elaborated in the problem discussion in chapter 4. What would be appropriate to 
present at this stage when describing the current situation for this thesis are however 
the market prerequisites of the fund in terms of the Bundesland Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania, PVA-MV itself and finally the seed fund project. 

2.2 The Region 
The Bundesland Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania is situated in the north-easternmost 
part of Germany. The Bundesland has a population of about 1.8 million on an area of 
approximately 23 000 square kilometres, which makes it the most sparsely populated 
Bundesland in Germany. The industrial production is poorly developed, the strongest 
areas being vessel- and mechanical engineering. Agriculture is the main source of 
income as well as tourism and fishery. Many inhabitants have left Mecklenburg-
Western Pomerania for the western parts of Germany since 1990. This has especially 
been the case for young and educated people, resulting in a “brain drain” that in the 
long run hollows the sustainability of the region. (Microsoft® Encarta® Online-
Enzyklopädie 2002) 
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The Bundesland is the poorest in all of Germany with a GDP per capita amounting to 
16 500 €, in comparison to Germany’s overall GDP of approximately 24 000 € per 
capita. The unemployment rate in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania has been steady 
around 20 percent the last couple of years, which places it at the very bottom of the 
German unemployment statistics. (Statistisches Jahrbuch 2003) The problems with 
psychical ill health and alcoholism are quite widely spread and almost no money is set 
aside to fight these issues of deficient welfare (Prof. Gierl, Institute for Medical 
Informatics and Biometry at the University of Rostock, 2003-09-12). No major 
companies are situated in the region, in which approximately 50 percent of the 
enterprises employ less than five persons (Streit 2002).  
 
Given this rather weak financial basis of the region, the prospects for venture capital 
do not look too good. However, it is because of the very same reasons the region 
receives heavy subsidiaries from the government and from the European Union. This 
fact places PVA-MV as a public-private intermediate in a favourable position and its 
seed fund project would not have come to be without these selective measures. Apart 
from the money earmarked for the seed fund project in Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania, the European Regional Development Fund has between 2000 and 2006 set 
aside 1.1 billion € to the region to among other things fight unemployment and 
improve infrastructure and education, including public research. Furthermore, the 
emphasis of the European Union’s Sixth Research Framework Program for the period 
2002 - 2006 clearly shows in which area PVA-MV should concentrate its public-
private partnership efforts; the program’s overall budget amounts to 17.5 billion € and 
the very first of seven thematic areas is life science, genomics3 and biotechnology. 
(State Chancellery 2003) 
 
One effort to improve Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania’s rather poor competitive 
basis and to focus on a few future-oriented key technologies is the appointment of two 
regional core technology areas4, both biotechnology-oriented. In this concentration 
grants are distributed and cross-disciplinary projects are launched to promote research 
on technologies such as DNA microarray chips5 and high throughput screening6, 
                                              
3“Genomics” is the study of the genome, the molecule of DNA found in the cells of a living being. (Biology 

lexicon online 2003) 
4 “Landesforschungsschwerpunkte”. 
5 Small chips with a large amount of microarrays of DNA sequences attached designed to e.g. pinpoint genes in a 

sample applied to the chip. (Innovationsnetzwerk Biosystemtechnik 2003) 
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among other areas. The Ministry for Education and Research has also helped launch a 
non-profit association network of biotechnology companies, research institutes and 
hospitals called BioCon Valley. This “biocommunity” network is to promote the 
establishment of technology-oriented companies in direct neighbourhood of the 
region’s research institutes and to support life science and its public private partnership 
in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. 

2.3 PVA-MV 
PVA-MV is at the time 100 percent owned by Inno AG, a German consultancy firm. 
However, a foundation comprising all of PVA-MV’s partner research institutes in 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, and of PVA-MV as well, has been founded in order 
to take ownership of the company in the future. As of now, PVA-MV holds the 
research institutes’ shares on a fiduciary basis until the exact terms and conditions of 
the parties’ ownership have been settled. PVA-MV has five employees representing 
the areas legal and technological evaluation, market studies, investments, overall 
management and administration. Below, the company’s guidelines and processes are 
outlined.  

2.3.1 Market Orientation 
In the selection process of the inventions and ideas that PVA-MV is presented with by 
its partner research institutes, the first and foremost criterion is the market potential. 
The objective is therefore not merely to bring as many research findings as possible to 
the market and in so doing bring science and industry “closer together”, but rather to 
focus on the promising projects and turn down the not so promising ones. The market 
prospects identified for the ideas handed in to PVA-MV also render different ways of 
going about the exploitation. PVA-MV’s exploitation process is described below in 
section 2.3.3. In the case that PVA-MV chooses the more time- and money-consuming 
spinout alternative as exploitation approach, the economical soundness of the idea and 
the feasibility studies conducted become even more crucial to the outcome of the 
commercialisation. Not only the prerequisites of the product and its market must be 
taken into account, but also the prerequisites of the management team behind the 
company. Successful spinout exploitation calls above all for a competent and 
experienced management team – a statement supported by the familiar quotation of 
George Doriot, a pioneer in the venture capital industry: 
                                                                                                                                             
6 Flexible laboratory robots screening several small quantities of different substances simultaneously, e.g. on a 

DNA chip, in search for e.g. pharmaceutical substances (Institute of Automation 2004). 
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“Always consider investing in a grade 
 A entrepreneur with a grade B idea, 
 but never invest in a grade B 
 entrepreneur with a grade A idea”. 

    (Clark 1998) 
 
PVA-MV’s strictly financial approach must therefore comprise more than just 
evaluating the market potential of business ideas as such when it comes to supporting 
spinouts, it must also comprise the ability to evaluate managerial prerequisites and 
provide managerial support. This is one of the main issues to be addressed in this 
thesis. 
 
A positive feature of PVA-MV’s market orientation is the ensured back-flow of 
exploitation revenues to the researcher, as described below in section 2.3.2. No such 
efforts to improve the science base relevant to PVA-MV in terms of exploitability are 
however made beforehand. Neither does PVA-MV perform much of successful 
marketing. Even if an adequate and fully functional filter process picks the most 
promising business propositions in the exploitation process, PVA-MV does not affect 
the selection in the first place from which it may choose these exploitation 
propositions. In other words, from PVA-MV’s point of view a lot of non-exploitable 
research may be granted funds and carried out at the research institutes. A lot of non-
exploitable research results may also be presented to PVA-MV, which then has to 
screen and evaluate them. When directing funds to public research the government 
already conducts a first “indirect filtering” of the research that may present business 
opportunities to PVA-MV. PVA-MV is not taking part in this process as a lobbying 
party in order to direct research money to fruitful exploitable research and thus 
improving its own selection. Bringing pressure to bear on the decision-makers for 
research grants to allocate money to fruitful research is carried out by PVA-MV only 
after a successful exploitation.  

2.3.2 Revenue Sharing 
A rule of conduct that PVA-MV abides is that the exploitation must not be done at the 
expense of one part solely. To entice public researchers to present the industry with 
research findings an adequate back-flow of money in ensured by PVA-MV. When 
exploiting the findings this money is funnelled not only to the patent holder but also to 
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the originator, that is, the researcher and his laboratory. As it is not in the interest of 
PVA-MV to “drain” its customers, the company in this way sees to it that the research 
that presented the remunerative finding is awarded a stake of designated research 
capital. Thus, the same research team may present the PVA-MV with even more 
business generating ideas in the future. 
 
According to the amendment of the Law on Employees’ Inventions, the originator is 
entitled 30 percent of the future revenues of his finding, as described above in section 
1.1.1.1. The remaining 70 percent is left to cover whatever expenses might be 
associated with the patenting process and the findings’ further exploitation. Costs 
covered, there is still, hopefully, an amount left to distribute. The aim of PVA-MV is 
to funnel 70 percent of this remainder back to the research team behind the invention 
and to procure 30 percent for themselves, as shown below in Figure 2.1. According to 
the law this remainder is however the property of the patent holder, that is, the 
employer, and not of the researcher. PVA-MV therefore sees it as a major task to 
influence its research institute partners to earmark this money for the research team 
behind the invention. One way of achieving this is to act as a fiduciary for the research 
institutes’ share of revenues. PVA-MV could then focus on allocating this money to 
research that has proven to be commercially exploitable and thus generate more 
business. 
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Figure 2.1. Revenue sharing. Source: Own compilation. 

From this context of profit and responsibility distribution, a similar structure to be 
applied to PVA-MV’s seed fund project has sprung out. This is described below in 
section 2.4.2. 

2.3.3 The Exploitation Process 
PVA-MV is proactively seeking business opportunities in the sense that the company 
is trying to influence its partner universities to adapt the exploitation approach rather 
than the publishing approach in making use of their research findings, even though the 
attendance on such open briefings at the research institutes is quite poor. When 
presented with a research finding, PVA-MV customises the exploitation process 
individually for that filed finding. The exploitation process, as shown in Figure 2.2 
below, may however always be divided into two different phases, the analysis phase 
and the exploitation phase. 

2.3.3.1 The Analysis Phase 
The first action taken by the PVA-MV when receiving an inquiry from its partner 
research institutes on the exploitability of a research finding is a rough screening. In 
this first part of the analysis PVA-MV rather swiftly decides on a go- or no go-
recommendation, based on market experience, the reputation of the researcher, the 
number and quality of his previously filed inventions and “gut feeling”. If the 
invention passes the rough screening a detailed screening, consisting of among other 

Total exploitation
 revenues 

Inventor 

Costs 
Remainder 

30% 

70%

University
70%

PVA-MV 
30%



Chapter 2 - Current Situation 

-17- 

things feasibility studies, market research, determining the novelty value and exploring 
potential industrial partners, takes place. A conscientious analysis phase is of outmost 
importance since quite some inventions and research findings never fulfil the 
requirements of patenting. In general, only 20 percent of all claimed patents in 
Germany are admitted and effectively put to use. The rest are state of the art7, not 
realisable or in other ways not suitable for a patent or for their intended markets 
(DPMA 2002). When the invention per se and the market for which it is intended are 
deemed to have the adequate prerequisites, the exploitation phase follows. 
 

 

Figure 2.2. The exploitation process. Source: Adapted from Ketonen, PVA-MV. 

2.3.3.2 The Exploitation Phase 
The commercial exploitation need not necessarily be a patenting procedure. The patent 
is however deemed to be the soundest basis for exploitation – “the silver bullet” – 
from which other subsequent courses of action of commercialisation may arise (Abate 
2003). In the case of establishing a spinout company the entrepreneur is only in rare 
cases subject to funding by venture capitalists if the technology of the spinout is not 
                                              
7 That is, they present insufficient novelty value to be patented. 
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protected by a patent (Ibid.). In other words, patenting should be one of the first things 
to consider when exploiting a research result. Patenting is however not always 
recommendable when it comes to software, since the patenting procedure requires the 
source code of the product to be made public. In the case of software a so-called 
design patent or a mere copyright protection is more appropriate than the normal 
patent procedure (Sternfeld, PVA-MV, 2003-07-16).  
 

The commercial exploitation that PVA-MV supports its customers with in its 
exploitation process is patenting, licensing, patent sale and spinout establishment. The 
very patenting procedure itself does not generate any revenues, it merely protects the 
inventors’ exclusive right to alone exploit their inventions8. With the patent assigned 
to the invention the originator may then benefit from it in terms of licensing fees, 
patent sale or by starting up a company – a spinout – based on it. 
 
In case of licensing or selling the patent PVA-MV actively matches industrial partners 
with the researchers to find the most suitable form of and conditions for a fruitful 
cooperation. For this intermediary matching PVA-MV is of course to be compensated. 
However, since PVA-MV is still such a young company no revenues from licensing 
fees or sold patents are yet on its balance sheet from such deals. PVA-MV is 
experiencing problems with finding interested industry partners once they have been 
approached by researchers with inventions. They are therefore presently to expand 
their team to better be able to actually close deals and make revenues on their core 
business rather than merely on governmental subsidies. Since PVA-MV’s seed fund is 
still under construction and not yet up and running, the company has consequently not 
yet participated fully in a spinout and made revenues on that exploitation alternative 
either.  

2.4 The Seed Fund Project 
PVA-MV’s seed fund project aims at supporting the most comprehensive of the 
exploitation approaches – the spinout establishments. Suitable and promising spinouts 
from the partner research institutes will receive some of their initial funding from this 
regional seed fund, comprising of approximately 6.5 million €. The seed fund will 
assist its customers in conceptualising and writing business plans, bringing 
management teams in place, raising venture money and carrying out due-diligence. 

                                              
8 As stated above in section 1.1.1.1, this exploitation is now the right of the employer and not of the inventor. 
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The fund’s tasks and supportive measures will be much of practical nature when 
assisting the spinouts not only with funding but also with the actual venture 
establishment process and the initial running of the companies. The fund will invest 
mainly in biotechnology and at that, in the development of therapeutics and platform 
technologies, that is, completely new and exceptional enabling technologies signified 
by both broad and deep areas of application within biotechnology. (Höcherl, PVA-
MV, 2003-07-25) 
 
The seed fund is still in the conceptualisation phase and is being realised gradually. 
Since the purpose of this study is to examine the spinout potential and the subsequent 
investment opportunities for the fund rather than the fund itself, no recommendations 
on the fund’s prospective legal structure, its investors etcetera will be made. 

2.4.1 Background 
The seed fund project originates from the European Union’s “RIS ++ MV program” 
launched by the European Regional Development Fund and the Bundesland 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. During the period 2003-2004 three million € has 
been approved to the measures to be engaged within the RIS ++ program, the most 
important being the conception and establishment of a seed fund for research spinouts. 
The fund will aim at identifying research results with start-up potential at an early 
stage and at structuring and preparing these ventures’ establishment. The RIS ++ 
framework stipulates that the seed fund should develop 20 business ideas and realise 
eight spinout establishments during the first two years. The execution of this seed fund 
measure has fallen solely upon PVA-MV. The purpose of the programme is to turn 
business ideas into companies, preferably in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania and by 
doing so fighting unemployment and depopulation. Further leverage on the RIS ++ 
grants are also expected from the mobilisation of private capital. A long-term strategy 
of the RIS ++ program is the expansion of a biotechnology cluster in Mecklenburg-
Western Pomerania to network with the Baltic region. (Streit 2002) 
 
A motivation apart from the RIS ++ grants stated by PVA-MV for starting a seed fund 
is to target the capital void experienced by innovative entrepreneurs. The market often 
ascribes new innovations, their originators and their market outlooks very high risk, 
since the technology and the management are not yet proven. This often excludes the 
innovators from industry partners and traditional sources of finance. This gap 
constitutes the business niche and opportunity for PVA-MV’s seed fund, which in 
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filling out the niche must be prepared to bear the risk that the rest of the market’s 
investors are avoiding. (Sternfeld, PVA-MV, 2003-07-16) 
 
The prerequisites for PVA-MV when establishing the fund are also stated to be 
favourable in terms of synergies resulting from the work already being carried out by 
PVA-MV in its exploitation process. PVA-MV’s screening and evaluation of 
submitted research findings for exploitation, as described above in section 2.3.3.1, are 
quite similar to the tasks being performed by a venture capitalist when deciding 
whether to invest or not. Much of the analysis capacity is thus already at hand in the 
company and costs could be substantially reduced. (Ibid.) As will be discussed in 
section 7.4.3, these alleged synergy effects could however be questioned. 

2.4.2 Organisation and Structure 
The structure of the fund is still under construction and a few different models have 
been considered. The fund will be divided into two parts, one with public capital and 
one with private capital. The fund’s structure is outlined in Figure 2.3 below. The 
public capital share, consisting of 1.2 million € for spinout investments, 0.75 million € 
for investments in competence centres and 0.5 million € to cover fund management 
fees has already been settled with the European Union. This will suffice for 
approximately eight investments at about 0.1 million € each, an investment level that 
is in concordance with the number of projects required by the RIS ++ programme. 
The private capital share of the fund is currently being raised. The aim is to raise about 
four million €, which will be used for new investments as well as for follow-on 
investments at about 0.3 million € each in the spinouts initially supported with the 
public capital of the fund. Further investments are not in the scope of the seed fund to 
execute, since those would be considered to be later stages and thus be targeted by 
other venture capitalists more suited therefore. (Höcherl, PVA-MV, 2003-07-28) 
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Figure 2.3. The seed fund’s structure. The euro amounts are specified in k€. Source: Adapted 

from Höcherl, PVA-MV. 

One key aspect of the fund’s organisation and structure is the constraints that come 
with the public capital share. The money is designated for the same purpose, which is 
spinouts from public research in the region, and it may not be redirected. For the 
public part of the fund reinvestments for the same purpose must be done over and over 
again and PVA-MV must not be tempted to invest outside of these constraints. 
 Another important aspect is that spinouts must have full, unrestricted access to the 
intellectual property that constitutes the basis of the spinout. This is with very few 
exceptions required by investors (Abate 2003). As the patent lawfully belongs to the 
employer the spinout has to license it or buy it from the research institute. Given the 
fact that young spinouts rarely have the possibility to do so on a cash basis the patent 
is normally placed at the spinouts’ full disposal in exchange for some of its shares, 
which places the research institute in the position of a shareholder (Bray and Lee 
2000). In the United States for example, licensor academic institutions received an 
equity interest in 70 percent of their start-ups in 2001. 
 As described above in section 2.3.2, PVA-MV has taken on an intermediary role in 
revenue sharing between the research institute and the originator, where it funnels 
money back to business-generating research. This act is very much applicable is this 
fund management context too. PVA-MV is to take on the sometimes time-consuming 
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and demanding role of an active shareholder instead of the research institute. The 
spinout thus receives its intellectual property on which to build its business, the 
research institute is left with the up-sides of being a shareholder of a technology-based 
company and PVA-MV is duly compensated for its intermediary role. 
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3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  
In this chapter relevant theories for this Master’s Thesis are presented. The chapter is 
introduced with a motivation to the chosen theories, it is continued with theories on 
venture capital, the triple helix and public-private partnership and concluded with 
some theories on clusters. 

3.1 Motivation to Chosen Theories 
The theoretical framework begins with some theories on venture capital in general. 
Since PVA-MV has never operated the venture capital business, the “venture capital 
cycle”, comprehensively described by Gompers and Lerner (1999), is briefly outlined. 
Major components of the middle stage of this cycle, being the investment stage, are 
then elucidated further in terms of the common decision criteria for incorporating 
projects in the portfolio and the subsequent service and Hands-on Management needed 
after investing capital. In concordance with the wishes of PVA-MV, as well as with 
abundant research literature, the emphasis of the decision criteria is laid on 
entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites, where the renowned empirical 
evidence of Muzyka et al. (1996), as to which entrepreneurial characteristics are 
desired by European venture capitalists, is chosen. This choice is also motivated by the 
fact that Audretsch (2001) claims that the entrepreneur and the scientific team are the 
only parameters that are actually possible to evaluate for a venture capitalist, since the 
business and science of biotechnology firms are often too complex to grasp for 
investors. 
 
The theories of Fredriksen (1997) and Zider (1998) on a venture capitalist’s 
subsequent delivered service and Hands-on Management are chosen in order to picture 
the necessary but not often widely recognised commitment of venture capitalists to 
their portfolio companies apart from providing money. As a newcomer in the venture 
capital business PVA-MV could make much use of these implications on how the 
cooperation with the portfolio companies in their upcoming relations will proceed.  
 
The theories of Gisecke (2000) describing the triple helix – government, academic 
institutions and industry – are chosen in order to pinpoint the role of PVA-MV as a 
public-private intermediary of the triple helix and to support the analysis of the 
researchers’ attitude towards spinouts and their acceptance of such a public-private 
cooperation.  



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-24- 

 
The theories of Porter (1998) enable a long-term point of application for the seed fund 
in the alleged biotechnology cluster. The theories on new business formation in 
clusters stated by Audretsch (2001), Prevezer (2001), Saxenian (1990 in Audretsch 
2001), Cooke (2001) and Nicolaou and Birley (2003) outline the prerequisites for a 
biotechnology cluster to spur new businesses that could come in question for the seed 
fund as investment objects. Some theories on the opportunity concept and the Window 
of Opportunity within entrepreneurship are then outlined since recognising, seizing 
and timely exploiting the opportunity are the very basis of any entrepreneurial activity. 
 
The applicability and to some extent the further motivation to choosing the theories 
presented below in sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 are given in the problem definition of 
chapter 4. 

3.2 Venture Capital 
According to Fredriksen (1997, p. 16) venture capital firms are: 
 

“…organizations which invest equity 
 capital in high-risk projects and 
 supply management resources. 
 The investment is time limited.” 

 
According to Gompers and Lerner (1999) the venture capital cycle constitutes the core 
of every venture capital investment. It is made up of three stages: fundraising, 
investing and divesting. In the fundraising phase, the venture capitalist turns to 
institutional investors and wealthy individuals to raise money for a venture capital 
fund. The investors – be it insurance companies, public or private pension funds, 
endowment funds, foundations, corporations or individuals – usually put their money 
at the venture capital fund’s disposal based on the fund’s track record, that is, how 
well it has invested previously. The second stage, which is the actual process of 
investing the raised money in companies to create a portfolio, is the most important 
stage of the venture capital cycle. (Ibid.) The venture capitalist must scrutinise the 
potential investment object’s business plan intensively and seek out the most 
promising ones. Historically, only one percent of those firms that submit business 
plans to venture capital organisations have been funded (Fenn et al. 1995 in Lerner 
2002). The fund must look for appropriate investments that promise a high rate of 
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return, normally 25 – 40 percent annualised after-tax return (Robinson 1987). In the 
case of the riskier seed funding stage the preferred rates of return are even higher. 
Rhunka and Young (1991 in Seppä 2003) claim the anticipated return should reach 75 
percent in the seed stage in order to be acceptable. However, only 10 – 20 percent of 
the portfolio companies need normally to be real winners for the venture capitalist to 
achieve the targeted return and a venture capital firm’s reputation is often built on only 
one or two good investments (Zider 1998).  
 
The third stage of the venture capital cycle includes the venture capitalist’s liquidating 
the investment to cash in the returns. Three major options are usually at hand when 
divesting: an IPO, a trade sale or a buy-back. An IPO, Initial Public Offering, denotes 
the selling of the company to the public by listing it on a stock exchange. A trade sale 
means that the company is sold to another, usually bigger and incumbent company and 
a buy-back involves the portfolio company itself buying back all the equity held by the 
venture capitalists. (Gompers and Lerner 1999)  
 
According to Zider (1998) the venture capital firm thus buys a stake in an 
entrepreneur’s idea, nurtures is for a limited period of time until the venture has 
reached sufficient size and credibility and then divests to lift the profit. Given this 
limited timeframe venture capital fills the void between on the one hand the very first 
sources of funds for the innovation itself – which mainly are government bodies and 
family and friends of the entrepreneur – and on the other hand traditional lower-cost 
sources of capital available to ongoing concerns. Filling this void and earning a 
superior return on investment in so doing, is why venture capitalists exist. (Ibid.) 

3.2.1 Decision Criteria 
To evaluate the entrepreneurs and their projects before investing venture capitalists 
have established criteria to be met by the prospective investees. The research on 
venture capitalists’ decision criteria is abundant. A comprehensive compilation, 
conveying the unanimous conviction of the entrepreneur’s characteristics being the 
number one decision criterion, is found in Fredriksen (1997, p. 29): 
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Table 3.1. Rank Order of Importance of Deal Selection Criteria. Source: Fredriksen (1997, p. 
29). 

Wells (1974) Poindexter 
(1976) 

Tyebjee & 
Bruno (1981) 

MacMillan et al. 
(1985) 

Management 
commitment 

Quality of 
management 

Management 
quality Sustained effort 

Product Expected rate of 
return Profitability Familiar with the 

market 
Market Expected risk Cash-out factors Expected rate of return 

Management 
marketing skill 

Percent of equity 
owned Venture viability Leadership experience 

Management 
engineering skill 

Management 
financial 

commitment 
Market factors React to risk well 

Marketing plan Financial controls Uncontrollable 
risk Cash-out factors 

Audretsch (2001) even claim that in the case of biotechnology there is nearly 
impossible for a venture capitalist to evaluate anything but the entrepreneur and his 
capabilities. The science and research upon which biotechnology start-ups are based 
are so complicated and advanced that only a limited number of experts can hope to 
understand and evaluate them. This leads to a high degree of asymmetric knowledge 
and uncertainty, as the scientists comprehending the technology are more initiated in 
the prospects of the venture than the venture capitalist. Combined with the fact that 
biotechnology companies rarely have commercial products or production upon which 
they can be evaluated, this forces potential investors to instead focus on the major 
input of the biotechnology process, which involves the entrepreneur and the scientific 
team. (Ibid.) 
 
Muzyka et al. (1996) found that the top five criteria that European venture capitalists 
look for all concern management and the entrepreneur’s characteristics: 

Table 3.2. Top five investment criteria. Source: Adapted from Muzyka et al. (1996). 

 Leadership potential of the lead entrepreneur 
 Leadership potential of the management team 
 Recognised industry expertise in the management team 
 Track record of the lead entrepreneur 
 Track record of the management team 
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Similarly, entrepreneurial research states what characteristics successful entrepreneurs 
display. Carton et al. (1998) found that a winning entrepreneur often possesses the 
following qualities:  

Table 3.3 Entrepreneurial characteristics. Source: Carton et al. (1998). 

 Prior managerial experience 
 Prior management team experience 
 Prior experience in the line of business 
 Knowledge, skills and abilities 

On the other hand Boehm (2002) asserts that the project’s intrinsic quality in terms of 
its science and concept is the most critical parameter for a venture capitalist to assess 
before investing. A project’s concept is to be interpreted as the – preferably new and 
value-adding – underlying business idea such as a new treatment method much 
welcomed by the pharmaceutical market. Boehm (2002) also claim the investor should 
focus on new disruptive concepts that may lead to paradigm shifts. Concepts based on 
sustainable technologies that are not revolutionary are significantly less profitable and 
have a lower probability of success.  
 The project’s science is the level of know-how and research eminence by means of 
which the new concept is to be realised. The feasibility of the concept as decision 
criterion is often appreciated by investors in the form of a Proof of Concept. What a 
Proof of Concept should be to please investors varies depending on the business and 
what the venture wants to offer on the market. According to Dotzler (2001) a tolerable 
Proof of Concept for a financier could for example be a completed prototype, a 
granted patent or, in the case of drug development, positive results from one of the 
clinical trials a new drug has to undergo to be allowed on the market. A Proof of 
Concept increases the value of the company since it is regarded as the market’s stamp 
of approval and quality vis-à-vis the new venture. (Ibid.) 
 
Having decided upon which projects and entrepreneurs to support according to the 
decision criteria, the venture capitalists must continue trying to improve the chances of 
success for their investees. 

3.2.2 Service and Hands-on Management 
A most significant contribution of the venture capitalists, apart from providing money, 
is delivering services and advice to their portfolio companies in the post-investment 
phase. According to Fredriksen (1997) the financier as an active and committed 
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partner is the very cornerstone of venture capital. The services that the investor might 
provide the entrepreneur with are for example serving as a sounding board for the 
entrepreneur team, recruitment of management, supplying additional finance, 
arranging incentive plans, providing access to auditors, lawyers and investment banks 
and setting company policies (Seppä 2003). The research on the nature and value of 
venture capitalists’ services has focused on the non-financial aspects, thus separating 
the strictly financial contribution from the Hands-on Management of the venture 
capital firm’s involvement. Whether the companies actually learn from the venture 
capitalists and whether their Hands-on Management is adding value to the companies, 
are often debated issues in venture capital research. Among others Sapienza (1992) 
and Fredriksen (1997) show that the company’s probability of success increases with 
venture capitalists’ advice and service. Macmillan et al. (1989), Gomez-Mejia et al. 
(1990) and Steier and Greenwood (1995) question on the other hand the value added 
by the venture capitalist’s services. An undisputable fact however is that taking an 
active part in their portfolio companies and executing these services to nurture their 
investments are the most time-consuming of the tasks of the venture capitalists. Zider 
(1998, p.139) ascribe the time committed to service 70 percent of the total time 
available for an investor, according to Figure 3.1 below. Well (1974 in Fredriksen 
1997) claims that one third of the venture capitalist’s available time is spent on pre-
investment activities while two thirds of the time are spent on post-investment 
activities. 

Pre-investment; 
25%

Exit; 5%

Post-
investment; 

70%

Recruiting 
management; 

20%

Acting as 
consultants; 

15%

Serving as 
directors and 

monitors; 25%

Assisting in 
outside 

relationships; 
10%

 

Figure 3.1. How VCs spend their time. Source: Adapted from Zider (1998, p. 139). 
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The time, costs and efforts spent on Hands-on Management closely depend on the 
entrepreneur and his venture. According to Zider (1998) only little time is spent on the 
real winners and on the worst performers. Most of the Hands-on Management is 
focused on the middle portfolio companies. According to Fredriksen (1997) most 
Hands-on Management instead targets the troublesome portfolio companies, making 
the venture capitalists “fire-fighters”. Irrespective of where the most service and 
Hands-on Management have to be mobilised it can be concluded that these are 
intimately related to the two major sources of informational asymmetry, namely the 
underlying project’s quality and the capabilities of the entrepreneur (Rhunka et al. 
1992). 
 Also Zacharakis and Meyer (1998) stipulate the venture capital firm’s performance, 
all other things equal, as a function of how well it makes its investment decisions and 
how effective its management advice and services delivered to the investee are. Thus, 
trying to assess the underlying project and its management and then delivering the 
subsequent advice and services after having incorporated the venture in the portfolio 
may be identified as crucial parameters of their model too.  

3.3 The Triple Helix 
As the role of the military has decreased and academia has risen in the institutional 
structures of contemporary societies, the network of relationships among government, 
academia and industry has been transformed and is now increasingly reshaping the 
infrastructure. It is now the role of universities and their public research, rather than 
military such, to supply the society with innovations, thus replacing “the Cold War 
Elite”. This “third mission” of the universities besides conducting research and 
teaching is today desired by most countries and regions in one form or another. 
(Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000) According to Gisecke (2000) both research and 
innovation take place in the interrelationship between the actors of the triple helix – 
government, academic institutions and industry. Biotechnology as a science-based 
technology is especially dependent on the cooperation and interaction of these actors 
because academic knowledge needs to be transferred to the industry at an early stage 
in order to be successfully commercialised. The academic institutions’ profit from 
close relationship with the industry is, apart from licensing revenues, the acquired 
information on industry needs as well as on breakthroughs of commercial research and 
possibly extramural grants for research projects. (Ibid.) 
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Indirect contextual measures that activate an “economic ecology” of the triple helix are 
crucial for a close cooperation between industry and academic institutions and, 
accordingly, for innovation. Such measures are preferably to be taken by the 
government as policy arrangements to support the reciprocal interactions of the triple 
helix. Facilitating a structural set for commercialising innovations within the triple 
helix is if possible to be achieved by promoting connections between academic 
innovation and market opportunity. This promoting is to be done by means of 
establishing incubator environments around research institutions, making venture 
capital and professional business advice available, providing exit opportunities for 
early investors and possibilities for diffusion of knowledge. (Ibid.) 

3.4 Cluster 
Porter (1998, p. 78) defines a cluster as: 

 
“geographic concentrations of  
 interconnected companies and  
 institutions in a particular field.” 
 

Porter (1998) argues that even if globalisation in terms of communications, 
transportation and more open markets has increased significantly in recent years, the 
location nevertheless plays a major role in the success of a company. Constituents of a 
successful cluster are for example specialised suppliers and customers, providers of 
specialised infrastructure, industries related by skills, technologies or common inputs 
and governmental institutions such as universities providing specialised training, 
education, information, research and technical support. Clusters increase productivity, 
drive innovation and spur the forming of new business and allow the member of the 
cluster to benefit as if it had greater scale or as if it had joined with others formally, 
without requiring it to sacrifice its flexibility. Companies in a cluster can also tap into 
a pool of specialised and experienced employees and thereby lower their search and 
transaction costs.  
 However, clusters normally require a decade or more to develop depth and real 
competitive advantage. (Ibid.) 
 
In the case of biotechnology, clustering is a particularly common phenomenon (Cooke 
2001; Audretsch 2001; Orsenigo 2000). Access to universities and public sector 
research, to venture capital and large markets in major cities are according to Prevezer 
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(1998 in Niosi and Bas 2001) factors leading to a strong biotechnology clustering of 
companies. Niosi and Bas (2001) and also Zeller (2001) assert that knowledge spill-
overs are responsible for the biotechnology cluster effect. Innovative organisations 
such as biotechnology companies as well as large incumbent pharmaceutical firms 
generate knowledge, some of which “leaks” towards other organisations. Geographical 
proximity is therefore the key factor for an organisation to absorb such externalities. 
(Niosi and Bas 2001) A successful biotechnology cluster is often intimately linked to 
one or more large pharmaceutical firms and it furthermore attracts talented people, 
complimentary businesses and legal and financial services companies such as venture 
capitalists into the cluster alongside with the research laboratories, incubators and 
start-up firms. This results in an “extended campus” milieu where government, 
researchers, start-up firms, pharmaceutical companies and venture capital firms are 
intertwined. (Cooke 2001) In such cases of successful reciprocal relations between the 
different entities of the cluster a favourable structure for biotechnology development 
arises (Giesecke 2000).  

3.4.1 New Business Formation in Clusters 
According to Porter (1998) the formation of new businesses within a networking 
cluster is facilitated by the fact that individuals operating within a cluster can more 
easily perceive gaps in products and services around which they can build their 
business. Barriers to entry are lower and assets, skills, input and staff are often 
available waiting to be assembled into a new enterprise. New business formation 
within a cluster constitutes a positive feedback loop in the sense that it expands and 
strengthens the cluster, which in turn may then give birth to even more new start-ups.  
 
A major driver for new spinouts forming in clusters ascertained by Audretsch (2001) is 
the presence of senior scientists with strong reputations ready to engage in the spinouts 
as “part-timers”. Such university-based scientists fulfil a variety of roles for a 
biotechnology company that scientists who left the university for the spinouts can not. 
The part-timers could be founders, directors or members of scientific advisory boards 
and at the same time preserve cutting edge know-how within their research disciplines 
at their universities. They can outsource company research into university laboratories 
and they may also, as they provide a signal of firm quality, recruit the most promising 
junior scientists to the spinout and attract venture capital. Audretsch (2001) showed 
that 70 percent of academic founders maintain full-time employment with their 
academic institutions. Also Prevezer (2001) claims that retaining the academic post 
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and status as well as being involved in a commercial enterprise enables a necessary 
direct information flow to pass between science base and industry. 
 
Prevezer (2001) as well as Audretsch (2001) further assert that relationships and 
strategic alliances with large incumbent firms play a significant role in the success of 
a new biotechnology business formation. With such cooperation with existing industry 
the new venture can focus on its core mission – moving from basic research to 
commercialisation through technological innovation (Audretsch 2001). 
 
Saxenian (1990 in Audretsch 2001) claim that service providers, as for example 
specialised consulting, market research, public relations and venture capital firms as 
well as local business organisations and trade associations, offer technical, financial 
and networking services necessary to the participants of the cluster. Also Cooke 
(2001) recognises a cluster’s need for supportive measures like for example legal and 
financial services. Such enabling cluster constituents above all form links between 
scientists and entrepreneurs and combine scientific with entrepreneurial and 
managerial skills (Prevezer 2001). 
 
Nicolaou and Birley (2003) claim that a well-functioning network channelling 
information and resources plays a most protagonistic role in the emergence of 
university-linked spinouts. Four substantive benefits are facilitated: the opportunity 
identification process is augmented, access to resources is provided, timing 
advantages are engendered and a source of status and referrals is provided. As 
mentioned above in this section, the augmentation of the opportunity identification 
process is also asserted by Porter (1998) in terms of a cluster participant more easily 
being able to perceive gaps in products and services to target for a new business. 

3.4.1.1 Opportunity recognition 
The identification of the opportunity is the most central prerequisite for new ventures 
to form, in clusters as well as elsewhere. According to Shane (2000) entrepreneurs 
need to discover opportunities in order to exploit new technologies and technological 
change that could lead to new processes, products, markets or ways of organising. 
Opportunity recognition has been considered by some authors as the very core of 
entrepreneurship and most definitions of entrepreneurship mention opportunity 
recognition (Zietsma 1999). For example Bygrave and Hofer (1991, p. 14) define an 
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entrepreneur as follows: “An entrepreneur is someone who perceives an opportunity 
and creates an organisation to pursue it.” 
 A major characteristic of technological opportunities is that they are often temporary. 
The party that discovers an opportunity needs to exploit it quickly before the 
information reaches others in the field, or before the opportunity is replaced with a 
technologically more advance one, that is, before the Window of Opportunity closes. 
The window may also be closed by competitors promoting parallel technological paths 
that lead to discoveries that can become substitutes. Right timing of the opportunity 
exploitation is therefore crucial and moving swiftly can make the difference between 
finishing first and dropping out altogether. (Katila and Mang 2003) 
 Bygrave (1989) furthermore asserts that “a triggered event” is what causes an 
entrepreneur to establish a venture. The triggered event is when preparation and 
opportunity meet and it is not to be mistaken for luck. 
 
Kelly (2001) claim that experience shape the perception of opportunities and that they 
therefore not are the same for everyone. The entrepreneur’s skills and capabilities 
provide the basis for the subsequent exploitation of the opportunity and it is these 
prerequisites of the entrepreneur that decide whether the opportunity really is an 
opportunity or merely an idea. Previous personal experience, expertise and above all 
the timeliness distinguish actual opportunity from non-exploitable ideas. 
 Prevezer (2001) identifies the presence of key individuals who have been responsible 
for the foundation of several companies, specialising in recognising commercial 
potential in scientific ideas and creating companies on that basis as a major input to the 
process of recognising opportunities and creating new biotechnology companies. 
 
Among others Audretsch (2001), Prevezer (2001), Saxenian (1990 in Audretsch 2001) 
and Cooke (2001) assert that prerequisites for successful new business formation in a 
biotechnology cluster are: 

Table 3.4. Relevant prerequisites for new business formation in biotechnology clusters. 
Source: Adapted from Audretsch (2001), Prevezer (2001), Saxenian (1990 in 
Audretsch 2001) and Cooke (2001). 

 Qualified workers retaining direct linkages to cutting-edge university 
research 
 Alliances with incumbent big pharmaceutical companies 
 Access to service providers  
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4 PROBLEM DEFINITION 
In this chapter a problem discussion on how the purpose is to be fulfilled by 
addressing a few main areas of concern is presented. In order to delimit and structure 
these areas a problem delimitation is then presented. The problem discussion and the 
delimitation render the actual system under study and which data need to be collected. 
Finally, the effects of the delimitation are presented.  

4.1 Problem Discussion 
The aim of this Master’s Thesis is to examine the potential and the regional 
prerequisites of biotechnology research to generate spinouts that could constitute 
business opportunities for PVA-MV’s seed fund. Suggestions on how to improve any 
identified deficits are also to be presented. To divide the purpose into manageable 
areas to investigate, some key issues are weaved together into a problem discussion. 
As will be seen below in the three following subsections 4.1.1, 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 the 
problem discussion emanates in three general perspectives from which to target the 
respondents of the study. These perspectives are investment opportunities, cluster 
dynamics and the entrepreneur’s characteristics and prerequisites. Each subsection is 
concluded with a table of the data needed to be collected in order to answer to the 
perspective in question. 
 
The aspects taken into account when defining the three areas of the problem discussion 
to investigate – the perspectives – are: 

Table 4.1. Guidelines for the problem discussion. Source: Own compilation. 

 The wishes of PVA-MV 
 The current situation of the company, its seed fund project and the 

fund’s prerequisites given in chapter 2 
 The theories in the theoretical framework compiled in chapter 3 

4.1.1 Investment Opportunities 
PVA-MV’s main concern is whether the public biotechnology research institutes in 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania are capable and willing to provide the seed fund 
with feasible spinouts in which to invest. The issues to target are therefore whether the 
researchers in the region are presently to produce any exploitable research results and 
whether they are prepared to commercialise these by establishing spinouts. The 
common view and attitude towards spinning out from biotechnology research and 
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commercialising research results are also to be examined in this context. This general 
attitude of the biotechnology researchers is highly relevant information when outlining 
the business outlooks for the seed fund and the spinout prospects of the region. The 
estimated costs that are to be derived from the very early phases of the establishment 
of any spinouts are further stated by PVA-MV to be useful, since the aggregated need 
of capital to cover these costs would partly constitute the fund’s investment potential. 
Finding some investment opportunities, mapping their capital requirement and 
investigating the common attitude towards spinouts are much needed for PVA-MV 
when attracting private investors to its seed fund. Such capital is necessary to leverage 
the public capital of the RIS ++ project, which is the preamble of PVA-MV’s seed 
fund and described in section 2.4.1 above. Furthermore, PVA-MV must ensure that the 
requirements of the RIS ++ framework – demanding eight realised spinouts during the 
first two years – are met. 
 
The results of such a mapping of the seed fund’s potential investment opportunities 
could be put to use by the fund’s management team both in the fundraising and in the 
investing phase of the venture capital cycle, as described above by Gompers and 
Lerner (1999) in section 3.2. Among others Boehm (2002) identifies the access to 
investment opportunities as a critical parameter for small or new venture capital funds 
that should be given high priority. For established funds, the business propositions are 
somewhat ensured by the fact that networks and reputation already are at hand, but for 
new venture capital funds these aspects do often not present themselves (Ibid.). The 
general attitude towards spinouts and any perceived deficits or areas of improvement 
identified by the respondents could guide PVA-MV in strengthening and enhancing 
the triple helix – government, university and industry – which constitutes the backbone 
of the seed fund and the public-private partnership, as described by Gisecke (2000). 
Gathering information on the respondents’ general attitude towards spinouts and their 
view of public-private partnership is also to elucidate the regional conditions of the 
researchers to establish spinouts, as requested by the purpose of this study.  
 Along these lines, PVA-MV wants to target the following areas: 

Table 4.2. Investment opportunities. Source: Own compilation. 

 Potential investment opportunities for the seed fund and the common 
attitude towards spinouts 
 Approximate cash requirement of any investment objects 
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4.1.2 Cluster Dynamics 
The feasibility of a spinout, as with all businesses, can be closely linked to its 
environment and, when applicable, to the cluster in which it emerges. According to the 
purpose of this thesis the spinout potential of the researchers is to be examined from 
out of its regional prerequisites. The long-term aim of the RIS ++ project is to develop 
an integrated biotechnology cluster in the region. Some measures have already been 
taken in this direction, for example the appointment of regional core technology areas 
and the forming of the BioCon Valley, as outlined in section 2.2 above. The special 
peculiarity of biotechnology ventures to cluster is widely recognised, among others by 
Cooke (2001), Audretsch (2001), Orsenigo (2000), Niosi and Bas (2001) and Zeller 
(2001), and so is the inclination of a biotechnology cluster to spawn new businesses 
which could create investment opportunities for a venture capitalist. The latter 
phenomenon is asserted by among others Audretsch (2001), Porter (1998), Prevezer 
(2001) and Cooke (2001), as described above in section 3.4. A well-functioning cluster 
would according to Porter (1998), present PVA-MV’s seed fund with a more or less 
self-sustained investment basis from which to choose the investees for its portfolio. 
This is due to the fact that the start-up phenomenon displayed by a cluster constitutes a 
positive feedback loop where new businesses strengthen and expand the cluster, which 
then can result in even more ventures being established. If signs of a future networking 
and agile biotechnology cluster in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania can be traced, the 
entrepreneurial process and spinout establishment would also according to Nicolaou 
and Birley (2003) be strongly improved in terms of facilitated opportunity 
identification, resource access, timing advantages and a source of status and referrals 
for the region. Being assisted by a cluster network with for example opportunity 
recognition would be crucial for researchers without previous entrepreneurial 
experience. 
 
If the key elements, or the prerequisites of which, of successful business formation in a 
biotechnology cluster as outlined above in Table 3.4, should prove to be present in the 
region, the premises for a sufficient number of investment opportunities for PVA-
MV’s seed fund should be traceable. The respondents’ apprehension of the cluster 
characteristics may also present both PVA-MV and Inno AG, which has cluster 
formation as a cornerstone in its strategies, with important implications on what has to 
be achieved and improved besides the specialised venture capital focused work of the 
seed fund’s management team. Examining the cluster status so far could serve as a 
“mid-life evaluation” of the public-private efforts in the region. Improving possible 
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shortcomings identified in the alleged biotechnology cluster could therefore also be the 
mission of PVA-MV and Inno AG in general in order to improve their public-private 
partnership prerequisites in the region, as well as the business opportunities for the 
seed fund. It should therefore be wise for PVA-MV to examine the regional conditions 
for the seed fund’s potential investment basis in a cluster context. 
 
To elaborate around the biotechnology spinout potential of the region the following 
issues on the cluster concept, derived from Table 3.4 above, are therefore to be 
investigated: 

Table 4.3. Cluster dynamics. 

 Presence of a biotechnology cluster in Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania 
 Perceived degree of participation in a spinout venture versus remaining 

activity at the university 
 Industry interest 
 Access to service providers 

4.1.3 The Entrepreneur’s Characteristics and Prerequisites 
In discussions with PVA-MV a main issue by which to target the respondents of the 
thesis was stated to be the entrepreneur’s characteristics and prerequisites. Audretsch 
(2001) even claim that there is no use trying to evaluate anything else but the 
entrepreneur when it comes to venture capital investments in biotechnology, since the 
science and concept of the underlying project are too advanced for the venture 
capitalist to understand. The personal prerequisites of the biotechnology researchers in 
terms of general skills, characteristics and experiences will affect both the extent of 
PVA-MV’s future Hands-on Management with respect to their investees and also the 
quality of the investment object’s whole project. Shedding light on the entrepreneurs’ 
capabilities would therefore be very much relevant when illuminating any potential 
investment opportunity in the region. PVA-MV wants to know whether the researchers 
behind the scientific result that may lead to a spinout company, are “of the right fibre” 
as entrepreneurs. An ever so astonishing invention might not make up for poor 
management, lack of entrepreneurial spirit or lack of previous industrial experience 
etcetera, as discussed in section 3.2.1 above. According to Muzyka et al. (1996) and 
Macmillan et al. (1985), failures in management are just as, or even more, devastating 
as shortcomings of the business idea itself. The personal spinout potential of the 
researchers is therefore to be examined in terms of their entrepreneurial prerequisites 
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and characteristics. The overall status of these entrepreneurial prerequisites could 
guide PVA-MV’s seed fund in its upcoming active management of its investment 
objects. This Hands-on Management will according to Fredriksen (1997), Well (1974 
in Fredriksen 1997) and Zider (1998), as described in section 3.2.2, constitute the 
greater part of a seed fund’s undertakings. Significant shortcomings identified within 
different areas would be a hint for the seed fund’s Hands-on Management team that 
there is some extra work to be done. This is not only to safeguard PVA-MV’s own 
investments, but also to secure the leverage of follow-on capital to the spinouts from 
other venture capitalists, who surely will look thoroughly into the spinouts’ managerial 
capacity before investing.  
 Accordingly, areas of interest derived and adapted from tables 3.2 and 3.3 above are: 

Table 4.4. The entrepreneur’s characteristics and prerequisites. 

 The researcher’s previous experience with spinout establishment 
 The researcher’s previous relevant industry expertise 
 The researcher’s business competence 
 The researcher’s own apprehension of the kind of support by a venture 

capitalist most needed 
 The prerequisites for assembling a spinout team 

All areas of interest have now been defined and discussed according to the guidelines 
in Table 4.1. The problem definition process is summarised in Figure 4.1. below. 

Figure 4.1. The problem definition process. The 
identified problems include whether the region’s 
biotechnology research (1) can produce any 
investment opportunities for the seed fund in 
terms of spinout projects (2), as well as these 
spinouts’ capital requirements (3) and the 
researchers’ general attitude towards spinouts 
(4). The researchers’ personal potential is 
further to be targeted by means of their 
entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites 
(5) and the spinout potential’s regional 
prerequisites are to be investigated from a 
cluster perspective (6). Source: Own 
compilation.  
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4.2 Problem Delimitation 
The spinout potential is, as outlined in the problem discussion above, to be examined 
from three perspectives: investment opportunities, from a cluster perspective and from 
an entrepreneurial perspective where personal characteristics and prerequisites are 
investigated. No macroeconomic issues other than the cluster aspects and the 
respondents’ attitudes towards such external environmental factors of influence are to 
be targeted. The well-known connection between the development of the stock market 
and any venture capital investment activity will not be analysed in this Master’s 
Thesis. 
 
Given the limited time of this Master’s Thesis a study of all biotechnology researchers 
and their potential spinout-generating research results in all of Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania is not carried out. The problem is delimited to comprise the two main 
universities in the region – the University of Rostock and the University of Greifswald. 
85 percent of PVA-MV’s business in terms of number of patents originates from these 
two research institutes and they employ by far the most professors and research 
associates (Ketonen, PVA-MV, 2003-10-20). 
 
Since neither the companies nor even their business ideas exist, their capital need is to 
say the least somewhat uncertain. First, there is an important distinction to be made 
here: The investment basis for a seed fund would actually amount to the aggregated 
primarily valuation of the companies, not just their initial costs to be covered. A 
company valuation would of course include calculating the considered market, the 
products or services, company growth etcetera. This has neither been requested by 
PVA-MV and nor would it fit in the timeframe of this thesis to conduct such 
comprehensive studies and estimations. Given the fact that the businesses do not yet 
exist, such information would be too hypothetical to have any reliability or 
significance. Information on the entrepreneurs’ initial capital need to cover costs for a 
Proof of Concept of their business ideas is however to be gathered and analysed, even 
if this not really constitutes the investment basis of the fund. The information on the 
costs will mostly be derived from the interviews with the researchers themselves, since 
independently estimating future costs for not yet existing products or services would 
not be meaningful and would be too time-consuming for this Master’s Thesis.  
 
The hypothetical nature of the problem, as outlined above, also somewhat abates the 
zeal to deliver PVA-MV exact numbers. All interviewees are of course to answer the 
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question whether they are planning to presently exploit a research finding by means of 
establishing a spinout. But to actually examine the spinout potential on this 
hypothetical information, to map the prerequisites of the researchers and their research 
and analyse the premises for ventures to form and an investment opportunity for the 
seed fund to arise, the approach for this Master’s Thesis should be a qualitative one. 
Analysing the empirical results from the spinout potential qualitatively, rather than 
quantitatively, means that discovered trends, attitudes and prerequisites should be 
assigned more weight than mere numbers when interpreting the results. Differences 
between qualitative and quantitative studies are further discussed in section 5.1.2 
below. 
 
Another delimitation that has to be made concerns the personal prerequisites and 
capabilities of the entrepreneurs. The thesis does not aim at fully describing the 
potential entrepreneurs’ full set of personal characteristics that could influence them 
when founding and running a business. There are an immense number of factors that 
determines a person’s capability of starting up and successfully running a business. 
Only the features especially appreciated by the venture capital market and commonly 
called upon by venture capitalists in academic literature as outlined in Table 4.4 above 
are considered. Neither is it in the scope of this thesis to analyse the dynamics and 
interactions of all those required factors and the resulting cognitive map and behaviour 
of a person. This is because such an analysis would require a substantial knowledge in 
psychology. No layman estimations as to the psychological mindset of the respondents 
are carried out. This study will only focus on finding out whether these preferred 
qualities, according to the respondents themselves, are at hand or not. 

4.3 The System under Study 
The system under study is thus reduced from all public researchers of biotechnology in 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania to the researchers employed at the University of 
Rostock or the University of Greifswald. 
 The spinout potential is to be targeted from the following three perspectives: 

Table 4.5. The spinout potential issues. Source: Own compilation. 

 Investment opportunities, their cash need and the general attitudes 
towards spinouts 
 The cluster perspective 
 The researchers’ personal potential in terms of entrepreneurial 

characteristics and prerequisites 
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Other approaches have been delimited from the problem according to the problem 
delimitation above. The researchers chosen are mainly operating within relevant areas 
of biotechnology at the faculties of Mathematical and Natural Sciences and Medicine 
respectively. The criteria taken into account when picking the exact respondents and 
their areas are accounted for in Table 5.1 in section 5.1.2.1 below. 

4.3.1 Data Collection 
The data needed to be collected from the system under study is gathered only from the 
respondents of this Master’s Thesis. No other sources of information are used.  
 The data needed to answer to the three specified problem areas of the system under 
study is, according to tables 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 above: 

Table 4.6. Data collection. 

 Spinout inclination 
 Entrepreneurial culture and attitude towards spinouts 
 Capital need for a Proof of Concept 
 Cluster dynamics within Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania 
 Perceived degree of participation in a spinout venture versus remaining 

activity at the university 
 Industry cooperation 
 Access to regional service providers such as investors, business 

consultancies and legal advice 
 Entrepreneurial prerequisites as the presence of: 

• Previous spinout establishment experience 
• Previous relevant industry expertise 
• Previous business competence 
• What apprehension the researcher has of the kind of support by a 

venture capitalist most needed 
• Qualified possible spinout team members  
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4.4 Effects of the Delimitation 
The fact that no macroeconomic aspects are taken into account when assessing the 
spinout potential and any investment opportunities for PVA-MV’s seed fund, is in the 
short term notable. However, since the fund will be active over several business cycles 
the general market conditions and the stock market affecting start-up venturing and 
venture capital investments might even out. 
 
Since only a section of the seed fund’s total market in terms of researchers ready to 
establish spinouts in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania is examined, namely the 
universities of Greifswald and Rostock, some information is lost. However, since the 
thesis is of qualitative rather than quantitative nature the information needed to map 
the area of interest and answer the questions arising from the thesis’ purpose need not 
necessarily be extensive. Delimiting the number of respondents and choosing the most 
attractive research areas could even render a better study since their answers to the 
questions relevant to PVA-MV should be more comprehensive and useful. Delimiting 
the number of respondents also allows for more effort to be put into each and every 
interview. This procedure is called a fit-to-purpose selection and it is further discussed 
in section 5.2 below. 
 
The effects of not conducting larger independent and more exact studies on the capital 
need of the future spinouts are notable for PVA-MV, since the capital need and the 
subsequent market demand for a seed fund is requested by PVA-MV. However, as 
argued in the problem delimitation above, an objective future capital need of not yet 
existing companies simply defies quantification at this early stage and even an attempt 
at calculating the capital need does not fit in the thesis’ timeframe. A somewhat biased 
estimation by the researchers themselves is therefore the only thing at hand. The 
qualitative approach of this Master’s Thesis should deliver a quite clear picture of the 
resource need to obtain a Proof of Concept after the data collection has been carried 
out. 
 
The effects of delimiting the study of the entrepreneurs’ personal qualities to the 
confirmation of a few characteristics sought after by venture capitalists should be 
limited. Surely not all personal features of the potential founder team are of interest 
and the characteristics appreciated by venture capitalists in general should be the most 
adequate for PVA-MV’s seed fund to look for when investing. 





 

-45- 

5 METHODOLOGY 
In this chapter the thesis’ research process is outlined. The major constituents of a 
Master’s Thesis’ methodology, such as its general approach, data collection and 
research design are presented continuously as the choices were made during the 
research process. Finally, an evaluation of the methods used as well as possible 
sources of error are outlined. 

5.1 Research Process 
The initial stage of the process involved literature studies of venture capital business in 
general. This was to get a basic framework for the study as well as an academic 
foundation for the problems PVA-MV is likely to face as a venture capital fund. By 
means of mostly articles, Internet resources and books, a knowledge basis of the 
concepts, definitions, relationships etcetera of the venture capital business was laid and 
thus also a basis for the interviews. Information on the company PVA-MV, its 
business, the concept of public-private relationship, German legislation and on some 
governmental efforts to commercialise public research was also gathered.  

5.1.1 Defining the Problems 
An issue to be dealt with that presented itself early in the research process was the 
difficulties in connecting literature on venture capital with interviewees who were not 
yet part of the venture capital business as entrepreneurs. The facts pursued in order to 
investigate the spinout potential all concern hypothetical future events, such as 
establishing a venture to commercialise a research finding maybe not yet discovered. 
The approach could therefore not include conducting preparatory due diligences of the 
spinout potential or shedding light on the spinout projects’ feasibility, market outlooks, 
their underlying concepts etcetera. This was due to the simple fact that the businesses, 
and maybe even the ideas to the businesses, were not yet conceived at the time of the 
accomplishment of this Master’s Thesis. To maintain scientific depth and academic 
relevance it was decided that an area of specific interest is the mapping of the 
entrepreneurs-to-be themselves rather than that of their potential and hitherto non-
existing ventures. This led the process onto a track involving literature studies of 
entrepreneurship, management skills, preferred characteristics of venture founding 
teams etcetera. The rather practical nature of the thesis’ purpose was at this time also 
discussed with the supervisor at Linköping University. It was decided that a suitable 
problem to engage in order to approach the spinout potential issue would be the 
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region’s cluster features. This cluster angle would be appropriate to assess the 
investment lookouts of the fund in the region. Literature studies on the cluster concept, 
its constituents and dynamics as well as some success factors of a biotechnology 
cluster were initiated. 
 
The focus on entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial characteristics and the cluster concept 
at this stage somewhat steered the process away from the venture capital area per se, 
but it was nevertheless on track in the sense that information on the spinout potential 
and the seed fund’s potential investment opportunities was still to be gathered from the 
interviewees, although from slightly different perspectives.  

5.1.2 Sample Selection 
The next step of the research process involved identifying the respondents for the 
interviews. The respondents from Rostock and Greifswald were to be targeted by 
means of face-to-face interviews and questionnaire interviews respectively. A face-to-
face interview delivers by far the most ample information from each respondent 
(Hartman 1998). It was therefore deemed to be the most suitable procedure for 
investigating the spinout potential. The e-mailed questionnaire was added to the 
research process in order to minimise travel time and expenses for the interviews with 
respondents in Greifswald. 
 At an early stage of the research process it became obvious that a selection involving 
a total inquiry of the whole population was neither possible nor necessary for the 
purpose of the study and that a selection inquiry was the most appropriate. The 
selection did not aim at qualifying as a probability sample, where the whole target 
population is evenly represented and the results thus should be universal. This decision 
was made to avoid spending valuable time trying to get interviews with representatives 
of research areas unlikely to come in question for the fund. Thus, research areas 
deemed to be of less relevance and researchers anticipated to be unbefitting to 
commercialise their research were not targeted. The selection was more of what 
Hartman (1998) calls a fit-to-purpose selection where the respondents were 
deliberately chosen to better reflect a beforehand anticipated feature and that would 
contribute the most to increasing the knowledge on the spinout potential for PVA-
MV’s seed fund. Consequently, researchers within promising areas of biotechnology at 
the two main universities in Rostock and Greifswald were approached9. These research 
institutes are the by far most active business generators for PVA-MV and the largest 
                                              
9 The delimitation to two universities is also discussed in section 4.2 above. 
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and most prominent research institutes in the region. Focusing on only two universities 
also resulted in the continuous surfacing of new names of professors and research 
associates deemed to be relevant for the thesis by other respondents throughout the 
execution of the data collection. This phenomenon is called the snowball effect and it 
is discussed further below in section 5.1.2.1.  
 
The aim when choosing the number of people to interview within these two 
universities was to choose a rather broad basis of respondents in order to gain some 
spread but at the same time to remain within the target population most relevant for the 
seed fund. Given the purpose of this study – to examine a spinout potential – a 
qualitative approach as described by Hartman (1998) is the most suitable for the data 
collection. This is because the early stage of the venture capital process at which the 
researchers still are at the time of the interviews, does not exhibit many quantifiable 
variables that would enable a reliable quantitative data collection. A qualitative 
approach enables a more in-depth and nuanced examination of each object under 
study, instead of a hasty and cursory survey that might not reveal much about the 
actual spinout potential. This is also the reason for choosing face-to-face interviews as 
data collection procedure. The qualitative approach is concordant with the chosen fit-
to-purpose selection approach discussed above to get hold of respondents interested in 
participating in the study. Given the nature of this thesis’ purpose, the aim should be to 
discover trends and personal opinions and thus to map the qualitative characteristics 
of the selection rather than hypothetically try to answer questions like “how much?” or 
“how many?“. According to Merriam (1994), the qualitative method focuses on 
insight, description and interpretation. It is also often performed as a case study with a 
smaller selection of respondents, as in this study. 
 Some of the data gathered in this Master’s Thesis do however have a quantitative 
touch, but the analysis of the thesis is almost solely based on the qualitative features of 
the potential investment basis. The qualitative and quantitative approaches are further 
discussed in section 5.2.1 below and in section 4.2 of the problem definition in the 
previous chapter. 

5.1.2.1 Pinpointing Respondents 
For the University of Greifswald, a research database consisting of all current research 
projects was used to list relevant researchers to interview. For the University of 
Rostock, the well-structured homepage of the university presented all researchers 
regardless of project activity.  



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-48- 

 At both universities the Faculty of Mathematical and Natural Sciences and the Faculty 
of Medicine were targeted. Relevant institutes within the two universities’ Faculties of 
Mathematical and Natural Sciences were the respective institutes for Chemistry and 
Biochemistry, Microbiology, Molecular Physiology and Biotechnology, Cell-biology 
and Biosystem Technology and for Pharmaceutics. At the Faculties of Medicine, 
relevant institutes were the ones for Medical Biochemistry and Molecular Biology, 
Biometrics and Medical Informatics, Human Genetics, Medical Microbiology, 
Pharmacology, Biomedical Technology and for Immunology respectively. The exact 
respondents of this study are listed in section “Respondents” of chapter 9 below. 
 
Criteria used to pinpoint professors and research associates of different departments, 
institutes and chairs were: 

Table 5.1. Sample selection. Source: Own compilation. 

 The research emphasis of the whole unit 
 The unit’s ongoing projects and the unit’s level of industry cooperation 
 The standing and reputation of the professor or research associate in 

question 

Another feature of the selection chosen was the snowball selection, which was used in 
order to get hold of interviewees amongst busy researchers willing to participate in the 
study. According to Merriam (1994) it is common in qualitative studies to use such 
non-probability selections, where for example the individuals who are available or 
deemed to be able to contribute the most to the result of the study are interviewed. As 
mentioned above, the snowball selection approach was also facilitated by the fact that 
only two universities were targeted. 

5.1.2.2 Research Design 
To fully investigate the spinout potential a case study as research design was chosen in 
the research process. Lekvall and Wahlbin (1993) describe the case study as 
investigating an object to attain in-depth knowledge and analysing it in detail. In this 
Master’s Thesis the object to investigate is the biotechnology research in the region 
and its potential to generate spinouts. This defined object is therefore seen as the case 
to investigate in detail. Even if in-depth knowledge on each and every interviewee was 
not always obtained, the whole case as such was surely well elucidated. The 
respondents’ general opinions and conceptions of spinouts gave a quite detailed 
picture of trends, opinions, similarities and differences and laid a foundation for the 
qualitative approach of the study. A case study is also the most suitable research 
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design when taking up a qualitative data collection approach on a rather limited 
selection. 

5.1.3 Data Collection 
Having decided on the selection to interview and what research design to apply, the 
next step of the research process involved formulating the questions for the interviews. 
In doing so, other questionnaires from different surveys were examined and a 
preparatory interview with a professor very well familiar with research 
commercialisation and establishing spinouts was conducted. This gave a good 
understanding of the situation of a research team considering founding a spinout on a 
research finding and thus, very useful hints on how and with which questions to 
approach the respondents. 
 
The final interview framework was, as described by Hartman (1998) semi-structured, 
in order to enable partly open questions and discussions and partly standardised 
questions. The following structure of the interview framework was defined: 

Table 5.2. Structure of interview framework. Source: Own compilation. 

 Research area 
 Spinout potential 
 Entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites 
 Resource need 
 Relationship towards venture capitalist 
 Cluster dynamics 

The questions asked under the category research area do not aim at ascertaining the 
quality of any project, its concept or science etcetera, they only elucidate the spinout 
potential of the research area. The structure of the interview framework was 
formulated to shed light on the issues pinpointed in section 4.3.1 in the problem 
definition. The complete interview framework is to be found in Appendix A. 
 
The questions in the e-mail questionnaire were of more standardised multiple-choice 
character than the face-to-face interview framework in order to increase the response 
rate and probability of participation. The information gathered from the interviews and 
that gathered from the questionnaires might therefore not be directly comparable since 
nuances and collateral information are lost in the questionnaire practice of the data 
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collection. The questionnaire was however structured in the same way as the 
interviews and is located in Appendix B. 
 
The next step involved the interviews being executed and the questionnaires being sent 
out. In doing so, primary data was collected by means of 11 interviews and 17 
questionnaires. Primary data is according to Merriam (1994) detailed descriptions 
consisting of raw data from the empirical reality. The interviews took approximately 
45 minutes.  
 
After some time it was clear that the number of researchers willing to participate in 
interviews might be too low. This was due to lack of interest in establishing spinouts 
on the one hand, and – when actually interested in spinning out – lack of time to 
participate in an interview. The e-mail questionnaire, being a less time-consuming and 
less interfering way of collecting data, was therefore also added for some of the 
respondents in Rostock. 
 The research process was finally completed with the gathered primary data from the 
interviews being analysed on the basis of the chosen theories. 
 
The whole research process and the information needed to be gathered at its different 
stages are summarised in Figure 5.1 below. 
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Figure 5.1. The research process. Source: Own compilation. 

5.2 Evaluation of the Method 
After completing the data collection and the empirical results chapter a few remarks on 
the choice of method can be done. The rather heterogeneous research community, as to 
its spinout readiness, market relevance and the market understanding of the 
respondents and their research areas at the Universities of Greifswald and Rostock, 
indicates that a qualitative approach of the study was the right one. If the study had 
aimed at solely pursuing quantitative results the relevance of the findings would 
probably have been too vague due to the scattered and dispersed picture of the 
investment basis they would have rendered. When instead collecting the empirical 
evidence qualitatively the respondents’ answers could convey much more information. 
Instead of constituting a mere reply to a question as such, the respondents’ answers 
allowed more information to be extracted than the immediate facts asked for and thus 
shed light on other questions not explicitly expressed. This information gained from 
how the respondents understood the questions and what else their answers revealed 
about their level of understanding is to be used in the analysis of the empirical results. 
This means that the answer as such might in some cases not have been deemed too 
useful or reliable – quantitatively – but that the facts that this answer revealed about 
the respondent were far more desirable and will be subjected to analysis. A 
quantitative approach would not have allowed for such interpretation of spill-over 
information that the respondents unknowingly gave. The questions of quantitative 
character are of course also presented and they will hopefully be of much use for 
PVA-MV, but they are not so much subject to analysis.  
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 The impact on the thesis’ results from the choice of conducting the investigation 
qualitatively rather than quantitatively is that the reliability decreases. Since the 
number of respondents are less than in a quantitative study the influence of chance is 
greater. The outcome of the study might therefore be different if it was to be repeated. 
  
The same features of the different research areas and respondents making a qualitative 
approach the most suitable also prepared for the fit-to-purpose selection and its 
applicability in the data collection. Even if the respondents of this study were 
explicitly chosen for their perceived aptness in terms of spinout relevance, the sample 
nevertheless displays quite some heterogeneity. The uneven distribution of spinout 
relevant and interested respondents within this fit-to-purpose selection sample implies 
that a probability sample – displaying statistical significance and scalability over the 
whole research community – would surely have rendered an almost empty data set to 
analyse due to a very low level of participation. 
 A consequence of this choice of approach on the results of the thesis is of course that 
the results are not universal for the whole research community and that any spinout 
potential of researchers outside the selection is unknown. 
 
A weakness of the method used for the data collection is that no other sources of 
information than the interviewed researchers have been utilised. Information from 
public statistics in the region, policy documents of the universities etcetera was due to 
the limited timeframe of this thesis not gathered. Another reason apart from the lack of 
time for not consulting other sources is a quite consciously made choice: since the 
study aims at investigating the spinout potential of the researchers, the most relevant 
source of information is the persons themselves and their individual perceptions of 
their prerequisites etcetera, not the de facto situation.  
 However, this is a methodological weakness of the study and it affects the validity of 
its results, meaning that the level of reasonability and correctness of the outcome could 
have been improved if the system under study would have been targeted from as many 
different angles as possible. 
 
A remark to be done on the difference between the data collection methods from the 
respondents at the two universities is the slight skewness in collateral information. As 
only questionnaires were used to gather information from Greifswald the positive 
effects of additional information to interpret, as described above under the evaluation 
of the qualitative approach, were not as visible as they were for the respondents in 



Chapter 5 – Methodology 

-53- 

Rostock. The qualitative analysis of the results all together will therefore be more 
influenced by the opinions of the respondents at the University of Rostock. 
 
The alternatives to a case study when choosing research design is a cross-section study 
and a time series study. A cross-section study could have been carried out to compare 
the seed fund’s investment basis with other categories of investment objects, but that 
would have been too time-consuming for this Master’s Thesis. A cross-section study 
could also have been performed within the investment basis of the fund, that is, 
between the different relevant biotechnology research areas and researchers, but that 
would have required a quite homogenous spinout potential over the different areas. 
Since that is not the case, there would have been a few categories with almost no input 
– since the researchers of those categories would most likely not have bothered to 
participate in the study – and a few categories with more input from interested 
researchers. The difficulties with finding interested respondents did simply not allow 
for a cross-section study since PVA-MV would have received useful information from 
only fractions of its investment basis to compare. Therefore, a case study on the part of 
the investment basis deemed to give the most input was conducted. 
 
As for a time series study, the limited timeframe of a Master’s Thesis would not allow 
for such a prolonged research project, even if a combination of a case study and a time 
series study had increased the reliability of the results. 

5.2.1 Sources of Error 
The respondents answered hypothetical questions on their readiness to establish 
spinouts on future research findings and they estimated their resource needs 
themselves. This is a major source of uncertainty since in the venture capital business, 
it is common law that the entrepreneurs always tend to idealise their own efforts and 
the venture capitalist tend to take up a more sceptical attitude (Kawasaki, 2001). This 
is also mentioned in section 3.2.1 above as the uneven distribution of information 
between market actors. Overcoming this informational asymmetry as to the real status 
and doings of a spinout prevailing between the entrepreneur and the venture capitalist 
is according to some researchers the very raison d’ètre of venture capitalists (Amit et 
al. 1998). With the entrepreneurs-to-be themselves reasoning on their hypothetical 
spinout projects and delivering information to a potential future investor of their 
businesses the results are not unbiased and may therefore be misleading. The fact that 
no other sources of information have been used in this Master’s Thesis to cross-check 



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-54- 

the information delivered by the respondents is also discussed above in the beginning 
of section 5.2 as a draw-back of the methodology of this study. 
 
The respondents themselves are assessing their entrepreneurial qualities and that of 
their presumable spinout team members. Since the ability to self-examine may vary 
considerably between individuals, irrespective of whether their intentions are 
honourable or dishonest when accounting for these capabilities and qualities, this is a 
source of uncertainty. 
 
A fact compromising the objectivity of the results is that the individuals interested in 
participating in the first place in the interviews and answering the questionnaires are 
most likely people interested in commercialising research and university-linked 
spinouts. This was how the selection deliberately was made in order to receive the 
most useful information on the spinout potential and investment basis, as discussed in 
section 5.1.2 above. This means that the quantitative results in terms of number of 
spinouts and their approximate resource needs may not with any acceptable level of 
reliability be scaled to cover the whole research community at PVA-MV’s partner 
research institutes. This is also a feature of the qualitative approach and the fit-to-
purpose selection procedure chosen for this Master’s Thesis, where the nature of the 
seed fund’s investment basis is explored rather than its quantitative characteristics. 
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6 EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
In this chapter the empirical results on the system under study and the data needed to 
be collected to address the defined problems are presented. The empirical results are 
outlined in the same order as the problem definition. 

6.1 Introduction  
All together 28 respondents participated in the study. 11 interviews were conducted 
and 17 completed questionnaires were received. The total number of researchers 
targeted was 67, 40 of which employed at the University of Rostock and 27 of which 
at the University of Greifswald, thus rendering a response rate of 42 percent. All 
respondents are listed below in section “Respondents” in chapter 9. 
 Note that data for this Master’s Thesis was collected from face-to-face interviews and 
questionnaire interviews with the respondents only, not from any other sources of 
information.  
 The results are introduced as they were presented in the problem definition in chapter 
4, that is, starting with investment opportunities, attitudes towards spinouts and cash 
requirement, continuing with cluster dynamics and concluding with the entrepreneur’s 
characteristics and prerequisites. 

6.2 Investment Opportunities 
14 different spinout projects within the next 24 months from eight different institutes 
were identified. This means that 29 percent of the institutes perceive one or more 
spinout establishments within the next 24 months. Put differently, from 67 targeted 
researchers 14 spinouts emanate, which corresponds to 21 percent.  

Table 6.1. Number of spinout establishments and their areas perceived within the next 24 
months. 

Institutes at the University of 
Rostock 

Anticipated 
number of 
spinouts 

Area of business 

Institute for Cell-Biology and 
Biosystem Technology 2 Biomedical technology and 

medical services 
Institute for Molecular Physiology 
and Biotechnology 1 Biotechnology 

Institute for Immunology: 
Proteome-Center Rostock 3 

Transcriptomics, 
bioinformatics and 
proteomics 
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Institutes at the University of 
Rostock 

Anticipated 
number of 
spinouts 

Area of business 

Leibniz-Institute for Organic 
Catalysis 1 Intermedicts for drugs 

Institute for Technical Chemistry 1 Method and know-how 
development 

∑ University of Rostock 8 possible 
spinouts  

Institutes at the University of 
Greifswald 

Anticipated 
number of 
spinouts 

Area of business 

Institute for Pharmacology 1 Medical services 
Institute for Microbiology 1 Diagnostics 

Institute for Pharmaceutics 4 Therapeutics, medical 
services and clinical trials 

∑ University of Greifswald 6 possible 
spinouts  

Number of spinouts in % of all 
targeted researchers10 21 %  

Number of spinouts in % of all 
respondents 50 %  

The contact information of the respondents stating current spinout potential is listed in 
Appendix C. 
 The identified potential spinout projects have reached different levels of the venture 
establishment process: from merely having identified a spinout possibility to already 
progressing with the practical details of founding the company. The various statuses of 
the spinouts are outlined in Table 6.2 below. 

                                              
10 The number of targeted researchers includes both respondents as well as targeted researchers choosing not to 

participate. It is thus assumed that the latter category is not likely to establish spinouts within the next 24 
months. 
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Table 6.2. Current status of the spinout intentions. 

Institutes at the University 
of Rostock 

Spinout 
possibility 
identified 

Business 
plan 
outlined 

Business 
plan 
complete 

Establishment 
initiated 

Cell-Biology and Biosystem 
Technology 2    

Molecular Physiology and 
Biotechnology 1    

Immunology: Proteome-
Center Rostock 2  1  

Leibniz-Institute for Organic 
Catalysis    1 

Technical Chemistry 1    
Institutes at the University 
of Greifswald 

Spinout 
possibility 
identified 

Business 
plan 
outlined 

Business 
plan 
complete 

Establishment 
initiated 

Pharmacology 1    
Microbiology 1    
Pharmaceutics 1  3  

Table 6.3 below outlines the respondents’ stated estimations of the uniqueness of any 
spinout technology conceived from their research. It is claimed that the underlying 
technology constituting the identified spinout opportunity is in half of the cases 
regarded new and pioneering and in half of the cases an improvement of an existing 
solution. 

Table 6.3. Novelty of the spinout technology. 

Improvement of existing 
technology 

New and 
revolutionising 
technology 

Respondents anticipating 
spinouts 50 % 50 % 

6.2.1 Attitude towards Spinouts 
The spinout potential and understanding of the respondents of the study vary 
considerably: from respondents not familiar with the concept of venture establishment 
from public research, to respondents who already have launched spinout companies of 
their own.  
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18 percent of the respondents think that spinouts from their research area could serve 
as good promotion, give the institute a higher standing and attract the interest of the 
public. They further think that this promotion might constitute a monetary incentive 
since it in the end could mean more public grants to their research area. Nine percent 
recognise the possibility of any immediate monetary gain in terms of private money 
being funnelled back directly from the venture into the institute. None of the 
respondents sees a spinout as a loss of valuable personnel from the institute. Two 
respondents state that a spinout venture and its “parenting” university enjoy a mutual 
gain, since the university can achieve market knowledge and access to a valuable 
network and the spinout can strengthen its technological base having access to the 
university’s scientific expertise. 
 
The fact that 29 percent of the respondents perceive spinout establishments implies 
that 71 percent consequently do not see any spinout possibilities at the moment from 
their institutes. As outlined in Table 6.4 below, the majority of them assert the lack of 
interest as reason for not spinning out. Some however state that there is both an 
adequate interest and a sufficient potential of their institute and the research per se, but 
that the current lack of spinout potential simply owes to the absence of any suitable 
spinout projects within the next 24 months. They are thus still in the search for a 
business opportunity. 

Table 6.4. Current status of institutes where respondents do not perceive spinout 
establishments within 24 months. 

 Respondents with no spinout 
potential the next 24 months 

No spinout interest 63 % 
Spinout possibility searched for 37 % 

6.2.1.1 Obstacles to Spinouts 
The reasons for not having any interest in spinning out are stated by the respondents to 
be mainly: 

Table 6.5. Obstacles perceived by institutes without spinout interest. 

 Conflict with the academic career (67 %) 
 The research does not display sufficient commercial exploitability (33 %)

Some of the respondents who have no interest in spinouts due to conflict with an 
academic career take a more negative stance towards spinouts. They simply do not see 
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commercialising research as the task of a scientist. Among these respondents 
researchers from the faculties of medicine are clearly over-represented. 
Not having any spinout interest, as well as being burdened with work at their institutes, 
was also the main reason for not participating stated by the researchers targeted by the 
study but choosing not to contribute. 
 
The major obstacles to establishing spinouts, as perceived by respondents who do 
anticipate spinout establishments within 24 months are: 

Table 6.6. Obstacles perceived by institutes with spinout potential. 

 Lack of business competence (44 %) 
 Conflict with the academic career (31 %) 
 Insufficient market know-how (25 %) 

One respondent positively disposed to spinouts and perceiving two spinouts from his 
own institute within the next 24 months also identifies the politicians “spinout 
delusion” in terms of quantity as a main obstacle. He thinks that more support should 
be focused on existing spinouts and their sustainability than on keeping urging new 
spinouts to form. He argues that for the socio-economic development of the region, 
few prosperous biotech firms with many employees each are better than many firms 
with few employees each. 
 
One respondent negatively disposed to spinouts identifies the large and well-
functioning marketing apparatus necessary to distribute the product or pushing the 
services that the spinout wants to provide as the most significant obstacle. 
 
Yet another respondent sees the discontinuity in demand of the biotechnological 
product as the main hindrance. The very high-technological nature, the niched market, 
the high developing costs and the small amounts needed of the product would 
according to the respondent put any spinout venture in a too precarious position. 
 
An interesting parameter that could illuminate the preparedness of the respondents to 
commercialise their research and their attitude towards spinning out, is the number of 
research results published as scientific articles in journals in comparison to the number 
of submitted invention reports to instead file a patent. Table 6.7 below outlines the 
patenting-publishing quota of the respondents. 
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Table 6.7. Patenting-publishing quota of the respondents’ research. 

 Number of articles 
published  
[annual average] 

Number of 
invention reports 
filed [annual average] 

Average 
patenting-
publishing quota

Average of all 
respondents11 

7.2 1.2 0.17 

The number of published articles that do not contain actual research results of the 
institutes but more scientific contributions to debates etcetera, is not included in the 
annual average. The amount of filed invention reports are in many cases zero per year 
or less than one – as in for example “three invention reports filed the last five years” – 
but in a few cases it is a proportionally very high number, such as four or five filed 
every year. 

6.2.2 Cash Requirements 
The approximate resource need of the potential spinout projects for a Proof of Concept 
is one of the issues to be targeted by this Master’s Thesis. The respondents’ answers 
are also used for elucidating the respondents’ entrepreneurial understanding and 
prerequisites. The greater part of the researchers generally sees a Proof of Concept as 
the discovery of a research result as such and does not weigh in aspects such as 
commercial feasibility or other issues stressed by among others Dotzler (2001). 

Table 6.8. Resource need for achieving a Proof of Concept. 

 Time Money 
All respondents 

[average] 21 months 700 k€ 

In the preparatory interview of the thesis, held with an experienced researcher and 
entrepreneur, the time and capital needed for a Proof of Concept when exploiting 
public research were stated to amount to two years and at least one million € 
respectively12. He also stated that the venture must move very rapidly to achieve a 
Proof of Concept in order to increase the chances of survival and success. Other 
respondents of the study with previous experience from spinout projects and with 
industry experience claim that three years and 1.5 to two million € are generally 
needed for a proof of a spinout’s concept. 
                                              
11 The number of articles published and patents filed by the respondents varies from two to 30 and from zero to 

five respectively depending on the size of the institute. 
12 The preparatory interview for the interview framework is discussed in section 5.1.3.  
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77 percent of the respondents claim that they would be allowed to use the facilities, 
laboratories, equipment etcetera of the university in the beginning to achieve a Proof 
of Concept. One respondent with spinout experience say that the university usually 
demands five to ten percent of the spinout’s contracts for this service. 
 The remaining 23 percent state that the lack of space and the prioritising principles of 
the institute would not allow for private use of the equipment. 

6.3 Cluster Dynamics 
The issues to be targeted within the cluster framework are whether there is a cluster at 
all, how the respondents would participate in a spinout, the industry’s interest and the 
access to any service providers enabling a cluster.  

6.3.1 Presence of a Biotechnology Cluster 
None of the respondents think there is a functioning biotechnology cluster in the 
region today. A major link missing is the participation of the industry. One respondent 
comments on the few biotechnology companies that nevertheless are present in the 
region as not contributing with anything “new” to the researchers still at the university, 
since they themselves are university spinouts. He says there must also be external 
“ordinary” companies, that is, not spinouts from the local research institutes, in order 
to generate a favourable business climate. 
 The majority of the respondents however experience a functioning academic network 
within the region. This is outlined in Figure 6.1 below. 



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-62- 

 

 
Figure 6.1. “Academic cluster” dynamics. Source: Own compilation. 

73 percent state that they experience a positive cross-disciplinary working 
environment within the academic sphere, that is, between the different entities of the 
own university as well as with other universities, both regional and international. 
Accordingly, they claim that there are functioning academic “cluster dynamics”, such 
as research projects with a mixed composition of participants from different public 
research areas and extensive cooperation between research teams.  
 The remaining 27 percent assert that their working environment is not cross-
disciplinary, as they do not cooperate with other research areas. These respondents – 
all of them research associates – assert that their professors and chair management can 
not be circumvented if they do not themselves have any interest in cooperating with 
other researchers and research areas. According to these 27 percent the research 
associates may consequently not on their own initiative co-work with other academic 
entities of the cluster. The academic networking thus works “top-down”. 
 Among the 73 percent that experiences satisfactory academic cluster dynamics, most 
professors say that many ideas and initiatives to cooperate come from the research 
associates and that the networking thus works “bottom-up”. These initiatives are 
welcomed by the chair management and it is in some cases stated that such 
cooperation often runs even smoother than cooperation on the professorial level. 

All 
respondents 

73 % 27 %

“Good 
networking” 

“No 
networking”; 
“Top-down” 

“Bottom-up” “Top-down” 

(All are research associates) 

(Professors) (Research associates)
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Most research associates among the 73 percent on the contrary claim that cooperation 
and mutual exchange between researchers must always be initiated and sanctioned by 
the professors. According to the research associates the networking thus works top-
down. 
 
One professor ascribes the research associates’ initiatives to network and cooperate on 
their own a very low level. His explanation is twofold: Firstly, such initiatives from the 
grass roots are sometimes not appreciated by the professors, since they feel somewhat 
disempowered and circumvented. The professors do not want to be deprived of their 
personal privilege to alone decide on the research and network of their chair. 
Secondly, the socio-political heritage in Rostock and Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania still impedes many employees from being totally comfortable with taking 
own initiatives and making own decisions – such as launching a cross-disciplinary 
cooperation with another institute – when that is neither expected nor required by 
people around them. Such decisions should simply be taken by the professor as 
manager. 

6.3.2 Participation in Spinout versus Activity at the University  
All of the respondents state that research associates are more likely to launch spinouts 
than the professors. Among the respondents with professorship, all except one state 
that they would like to get involved in a spinout project as a mentor, encourager, 
scientific consultant and the like, but not as a full-time participant. In other words, they 
presume that someone else takes on the lead-entrepreneur role. None of the 
respondents, neither the research associates nor the professors, state that they would be 
prepared to completely leave their assignment at the university for the spinout.  
 
One respondent claims that it is mostly the middle section, that is, neither the youngest 
nor the most senior, of the university’s employees that is prone to establish spinouts. 
The youngest research associates want to confer a doctor’s degree and establish 
themselves in the academic sphere as a “someone”, whereas the most senior scientists 
have too much responsibility to interrupt their career with the launch of a spinout. 
 
Another respondent says however that it is only with a professor as the prime mover 
that a spinout has any chance of survival. Inexperienced research associates do not 
stand a chance at running a biotechnology company successfully since they do neither 
have the market knowledge nor the experience of life. 



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-64- 

6.3.3 Industry Interest 
According to Table 6.9 below the industry interest of the research carried out at the 
respondent’s institutes differs significantly depending on the institutes’ stated spinout 
potential. Zero percent of the respondents anticipating any spinout activity from their 
institute the next 24 months claim that they experience a poor industry interest (1 or 2) 
and zero percent of the respondents without spinout potential experience a strong 
interest (5) displayed by the industry. The institutes with spinout potential have also 
labelled the industry’s interest in their research to be significantly higher (46 percent) 
than the other categories.  

Table 6.9. Industry’s interest in the respondents’ research. 

Industry interest graded 1-5 Respondents with no 
spinout potential the 
next 24 months 

Respondents 
anticipating spinouts 
within 24 months 

1 (no interest) 26 % 0 % 
2 21 % 0 % 
3  24 % 18 % 
4  29 % 36 % 
5 (strong interest) 0 % 46 % 

Most respondents stating a high industry interest say that this interest originates from 
ongoing cooperation with only very few companies often not situated in the region. 
Almost no respondents experience a broader industry interest in the sense that non-
partner companies spontaneously and/or continuously offer business proposals or are 
actively influencing the institute in order to establish business relations.  
 
In two cases fruitful industry cooperation was given as explanation as to why the 
institute did not see any spinout potential: if and when it would come to a 
commercially exploitable research result it would be presented to the industry partner 
and not exploited as a spinout project. 

6.3.4 Access to Service Providers 
The respondents were asked about their awareness of service providers and supportive 
functions in the region. No objective investigation on what functions are actually 
present have been carried out, only a study on the respondent’s perceived access to 
such providers. 
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One respondent thinks there are sufficient service providers and “enabling” cluster 
entities regionally in terms of other necessary constituents of a cluster than the 
research institutes and the industry, for example business advice consultancies for 
university spinouts, legal support, incubator centres etcetera.  
 
Some respondents knew where to find different service providers such as lawyers, 
consultants and the like, but they were all non-regional.  
 
One respondent about to launch spinout projects on the contrary misses the interface 
between research structures and private companies. He also recognises the lack of 
industry in the vicinity of the research institutes of Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, 
but he stresses that he does not necessarily need to cooperate with industry in the 
region. Yet, when searching for non-regional cooperation partners he nevertheless 
experiences difficulties and lacks a “bridge” and intermediary to industry partners 
ready to embrace the spinout technologies. 
 
Respondents generally regard these service providers facilitating a cluster as deficient. 
In some cases the respondents were not aware of such enabling entities for 
entrepreneurs and spinouts at all. 

6.4 Entrepreneurial Characteristics and Prerequisites 
The questions to be resolved in order to investigate the entrepreneurial characteristics 
and prerequisites of the respondents are their previous experience, their apprehension 
of what kind of venture capitalist support is most needed and the prerequisites for 
assembling a spinout team. The two latter issues are also addressed in order to 
investigate the entrepreneurial understanding of the respondents. 

6.4.1 Previous Experience 
Table 6.10 below outlines the entrepreneurial prerequisites of the respondents in terms 
of relevant previous experience with spinouts, industry employment and business 
knowledge. 



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-66- 

Table 6.10. The researchers’ previous experience. 

 All respondents 
Previous spinout experience 11 % 
Previous relevant industry expertise 7 % 
Previous business experience 4 % 
Estimated entrepreneurial prerequisites of co-
workers graded 1-5:   

1 (very poor) 75 % 
2 12 % 
3 5 % 
4 8 % 
5 (very good) 0 % 

Generally the respondents state that their entrepreneurial prerequisites and those of 
their colleagues at the institute are very deficient. There is a small shift towards a 
better suitability in the category of respondents anticipating spinout activity within 
their institutes.  

6.4.2 Relationship towards Venture Capitalist 
Confronted with the question in which of three specified areas a venture capitalist 
would be the most appreciated – providing the financial means, working out the 
strategy and concept of the venture or assisting with operational advice – 80 percent of 
the respondents assigned the pure financial contribution the most importance. The 
remaining 20 percent held the support with strategic issues as the most welcome of a 
venture capitalist’s services. One respondent with prior spinout experience as well as 
abundant business experience stated that the strategy and operations support are 
equally important, whereas the venture capitalist’s capital per se is the least relevant. 
 
One respondent mentions that the venture capitalist must possess a profound 
understanding of the core technology of the venture in order to contribute to the 
strategy and operational running of the company and not merely business and market 
knowledge. 
 
One respondent recognises that turning to a venture capitalist involves more or less 
resigning from managing the venture yourself. He pointed out that an investor usually 
wants such high degree of influence over the spinout that the founders often lose their 
voice in most matters of importance. 
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6.4.3 Assembling a Spinout Team 
All respondents except for one say that it would be impossible to put together a 
spinout team by means of the institute’s own resources. The state with very few 
exceptions that they could at the most contribute with scientific management but that 
the necessary marketing- , business- and financial competencies are missing, at the 
institute itself as well as in the institute’s network, and therefore need to be externally 
recruited. A few respondents claim that the business competence could be acquired 
from within the university, for example from the department of managerial economics. 
In some cases also the scientific competence of the co-workers at the institutes is 
questioned. It is maintained that the frequent rotation of the work force of research 
associates causes a deficient understanding of the research carried out at the institute. 
The only sufficient knowledge about any potential spinout technology stemming from 
the institute is in these cases asserted to be held solely by the professors. 
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7 ANALYSIS 
In this chapter the empirical results from chapter 6 are analysed, beginning with an 
introduction. The analysis is then presented in the same order as the empirical results 
and it is concluded with a summary. 

7.1 Introduction 
To examine the spinout potential of the biotechnology research in Mecklenburg-
Western Pomerania, information has been gathered from the University of Greifswald 
and the University of Rostock by means of interviews and questionnaires. The aim has 
been to target the most interesting researchers from the three perspectives investment 
opportunities, cluster dynamics and entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites. 
Since the research design of this Master’s Thesis is qualitative and the objective 
therefore is to gain insight on, describe and interpret the characteristics of the 
respondents, some information from the empirical results is used to elucidate more 
than one problem or perspective in the analysis below. The overall structure of the 
analysis is however in concordance with the empirical results and the problem 
definition, that is, starting with investment opportunities, attitudes towards spinouts 
and cash requirement, continuing with cluster dynamics and concluding with the 
entrepreneur’s characteristics and prerequisites. Finally, a summary of the analysis is 
presented. 

7.2 Investment Opportunities 
From the interviews and the questionnaires 14 potential spinout intentions within the 
next 24 months were identified. Among the ones not anticipating immediate spinout 
activity, 37 percent are nevertheless interested and are looking for an opportunity. 
These numbers have been gathered from handpicked respondents deemed most 
relevant for the seed fund and should therefore be considered a quite positive picture 
of the whole potential investment basis in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. 14 
spinout projects and quite a few more interested researchers could at a first glance 
appear to be very advantageous to PVA-MV and its new seed fund, which has still to 
produce a track record. However, given the selection process and conscientious 
scrutinising that PVA-MV as a venture capitalist must subject these propositions to, 
the number of projects to actually finance would be quite low. An arithmetic example 
is presented in Table 7.1 below. In the general case the amount of projects would be 
down to 0.14, which corresponds to one percent of all business plans that according to 
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Fenn et al. (1995 in Lerner 2002), is the normal fraction of investments to place. The 
number of high-performers of these investees would in the normal case have been 
0.014 – 0.028, that is, 10 – 20 percent of the portfolio companies that according to 
Zider (1998) are needed to maintain a tolerable rate of return on venture capital. These 
numbers as fractions are of course nonsense in a context of indivisible venture 
projects. A tolerable amount of potential investment objects to submit business plans 
would, calculated backwards from for example two high-achieving winners, be in the 
region of 2000. 13 

Table 7.1. Investment opportunities. 

 

Now, according to the RIS ++ framework that constitutes the basis for the seed fund 
project, PVA-MV is obliged to develop 20 business ideas and realise eight spinout 
establishments during the first two years. Since the entrepreneurial activity and 
number of new spinout projects are not that high, it is plausible to assume that the fund 
will not finance these eight spinouts from other selections of candidates than the 20 
projects they have already supported in drawing up business plans and conceptualising 
business ideas. Financing eight out of 20 proposals would render a 40 percent 
investment rate instead of the usual one percent ascertained by Fenn et al. (1995 in 
Lerner 2002). Investing in 40 percent of all business plans, at seed level, when the 
                                              
13 The success rate of ventures stemming from researchers is even somewhat lower than that of ventures 

established by “ordinary” entrepreneurs due to the scientists’ often poor knowledge of the market. The 
prosperity of spinouts established by scientists, should they succeed, is however generally greater owing to 
the often superior science and know-how of the researchers. (Fredriksen 2003-12-19) 

Standard practice investment rate: 1 % 
High-performing investments of portfolio: 10-20 % 
 

PVA’s politically stipulated frames: 
Number of potential projects: 20 
Number of spinouts to fund:  8 
Stipulated investment rate: 40 % 

 

Identified potential opportunities: 14 
From which possible high-performers: “0.014 - 0.028” 

 

2 possible high-performers in portfolio => 
 Plausible number of potential projects: > 2000 
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firms and their prerequisites not necessarily display so much more excellence than any 
other biotechnology start-up projects could be a quite hazardous thing to do. An 
investment rate 40 times higher than the average for venture capitalists is in no way 
justified if PVA-MV wants to stand a fair chance at earning money on its investments 
and maybe even having a winner in its portfolio. PVA-MV must definitely add to the 
number of business plans and potential projects to review – exceeding the 14 identified 
in this thesis and exceeding the 20 stipulated by the RIS ++ framework. If eight 
projects are to be invested in, a good 800 business plans should be reviewed, given an 
investment rate of one percent. Lest PVA-MV’s seed fund wants to settle with the 
source of income that the fund management fee of 0.5 million € constitutes and 
disregard the opportunity to finally start making money on its own, any political 
agenda and “charity-funding” of inferior business projects must be set aside. Being a 
public-private intermediary and, as of yet, totally reliant upon only public money, it 
could be hard to fade out the political agenda. Anything else but rational investments 
and profit maximising would however be equal to deliberately failing the private 
investors of the seed fund. If PVA-MV wants to become self-sustained and in the end 
make a profit on its own instead of just receiving governmental subsidises, it must also 
see to it that the investment opportunities are thoroughly examined and not just 
incorporated in the portfolio to fill a stipulated quota to meet political goals. This is 
also expressed by a respondent who claim that spinout quantity instead of quality is 
bad for the ventures as well as for the seed fund, since no single project will ever 
achieve real prosperity. The risk that all ventures instead perish is all the greater.  
 
If a 40 percent investment rate would be applied to the 14 spinout projects identified in 
this study, five or six of them would receive funding. Given the delimitations of this 
Master’s Thesis sufficient knowledge of the concept and science of these projects has 
not been gathered and PVA-MV must of course get into touch with the 14 projects in 
question. It can nevertheless candidly be declared that an investment of 0.1 million € 
per project, in concordance with the RIS ++ framework, would be a very hazardous 
undertaking at this stage. A fact that supports that statement apart from what is said in 
sections 7.3, 7.4 and 7.5 outlined below, is that according to Table 6.3 of the empirical 
results half of the 14 spinout projects claim that their technology is an improvement of 
an existing solution rather than a totally new and revolutionising such. They do then 
neither fill the fund’s own requirements on a platform technology, being a completely 
new and exceptional technology, nor do they meet the demands of Boehm (2002), 
advocating investments in disruptive and revolutionary concepts. 
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7.2.1 Low Spinout Expectations 
A majority of the respondents could not conceive any spinout projects being launched 
from their institute the next 24 months. They have no interest in spinning out, the main 
reason therefore being their academic career. Some, mostly researchers of the medical 
faculties, even seem to display a slight hostile attitude towards spinouts and claim that 
university research on the one hand and trade and industry on the other are things that 
must be kept separate. This attitude is quite the opposite to the interrelationship of 
research and innovation within the triple helix described by Gisecke (2000). Any 
scientific finding springing out from these researchers’ work would allegedly be 
presented only to the research community in order to take science “one more step 
forward” and is not to be “sold out” to trade and industry. This is an unfortunate 
attitude since a public research institute sharing its technology with the industry 
usually gains and may strengthen its research. According to Gisecke (2000) such 
cooperation usually renders the academic institution information on commercial 
research breakthroughs as well as licensing revenues and possibly extramural grants 
for its research projects. Such benefits would consequently take the research the 
desired “step forward”. These medical researchers seem to have more of a sense of 
mission than other researchers that leaves no space for thoughts of commercialising 
the findings. 
 Furthermore, only nine percent of all respondents recognise the fact that there from a 
spinout is uncurtailed money to the originating institute to gain, whereas twice as 
many see the revenues as rather coming from the university, from ”above”, in terms of 
enlarged grants and not as money coming immediately from the spinout project. 
According to Gisecke (2000) there could possibly be extramural grants to collect for 
the researchers, but the direct monetary incentive originating in PVA-MV’s own 
revenue sharing concept described in section 2.1.2 above is obviously not visible 
enough. PVA-MV should inform the researchers on this misconception and try to 
make the immediate monetary gain to the originator more obvious. This could convert 
or at least affect some of the 63 percent saying they have no interest in spinning out. 
Informing the researchers on the most common and successful method of involvement 
in a spinout – being the “part-timer” solution advocated by Audretsch (2001) and 
Prevezer (2001) – could also affect the 67 percent of the uninterested researchers 
stating they want to pursue their academic career.  
 
The patenting-publishing quota ranges between approximately 20 and 30 percent. This 
is actually a quite high number, but as mentioned in section 6.2.1.1 in connection with 
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Table 6.7, some institutes account for a substantial amount of patents filed, while most 
hardly file anything. This reflects the quite poor business, let alone entrepreneurial, 
apprehension among the researchers in general. In fact, the common view seems to be 
more that of a traditional separation between research and business and any sense of a 
“third mission” of direct contributions to the industry from the universities as 
stipulated by Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000) is not to be detected to any greater 
extent. 
 
Some of the issues expressed above are a product of people’s opinions and free will 
whereas some of them are more misunderstandings of facts. Irrespective of how these 
disadvantageous attitudes came to be PVA-MV must market its position as being the 
key player of the triple helix – government, university and industry – described by 
Gisecke (2000), influence researchers’ attitudes towards generating business and 
facilitate the concatenation of the triple helix entities. The legacy of the Professorial 
Privilege and the lack of incentive to commercially exploit research as a university 
employee will obviously not vanish over-night. Old attitudes hampering the spinout 
potential and investment opportunities for the seed fund seem to be prevailing still and 
the traditionally conceptualised tasks of the universities – conducting research and 
providing teaching – are the only observable. The very reason for launching the 
valorisation campaign and the exploitation offensive was to accelerate the scarcely 
practised patenting and exploitation approach rather than the publishing approach 
among researchers. In order to create a favourable environment for spinouts catalysed 
by these governmental concentrations, including the very establishment of PVA-MV, a 
smooth cooperation of the triple helix and a favourable “economic ecology” is 
presupposed. PVA-MV, having the public-private partnership as its guiding star, is 
actually per definition to be placed as the very “glue” of the three components of the 
triple helix. In this role, PVA-MV must influence researchers and industry to grasp the 
new opportunities and leave the old era of the Professorial Privilege behind. The 
industry must be presented with the opportunity to dock onto the public research 
structures and PVA-MV must here facilitate the connection between new scientific 
knowledge and industrial demand. 
 Almost no marketing is carried out by PVA-MV and they experience a “dead-end” 
once they have been presented with a research finding, patented it and are trying to 
find industry partners. One respondent ready to launch spinouts says that he misses an 
intermediary to industry partners ready to embrace his spinout technologies. For 
someone to promote the connection between academic innovation and market 
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opportunity, that is, to constitute this sought after intermediary, is according to 
Gisecke (2000) a prerequisite for innovations to be commercialised. This 
intermediating role is exactly what PVA-MV is there to take on, and the research 
facilities of the above mentioned respondent missing such a service for his spinout 
technologies are not even a kilometre away from PVA-MV’s offices in Rostock. 
 
If the general attitude towards spinouts among the researchers is lukewarm and PVA-
MV has not yet succeeded in influencing them to integrate business aspects in their 
research and converting them into entrepreneurs, it must come to a more aggressive 
marketing and an emphasis on the monetary gain to the researchers. However, even if 
changing attitudes and converting more researchers to a more commercially oriented 
state of mind are of outmost importance, the already active institutes filing patents and 
establishing spinouts must by all means not be forgotten. To nurture the few 
researchers, institutes and, when applicable, entrepreneurs, that have already started to 
embrace an entrepreneurial culture, is a vitally important measure in trying to evoke 
experienced entrepreneurs with a forming track record. Emphasising the support to and 
cooperation with these “frequent customers” of PVA-MV is a crucial effort in trying to 
elevate members of potential spinout teams and businesses in which to subsequently 
invest. The relevance of such researchers and experienced entrepreneurs is also 
discussed below in section 7.4.3. The researchers already starting to embrace business 
thinking could preferably turn out to be the seed fund’s portfolio winners. 

7.2.2 Often More Than 1 M€ Required 
The average resource need of potential spinout projects to achieve a Proof of Concept 
is just short of two years and approximately 700 k€. These estimations are slightly on 
the low side compared to the estimations of the respondents with previous experience. 
They generally assert more than two years and at least one million €. The time 
estimation of the respondents could have been seen as rather plausible, had it not been 
for a widely spread misconception of what a Proof of Concept actually is. 

7.2.2.1 Proof of Concept 
The respondents’ perception of what the market would demand in terms of stage of 
concept and science in order to consider the technology proven and sustainable is in 
many cases out of touch with realities. Depending on who is scrutinising the 
technology and for what purpose, a tolerable proof of a venture’s concept varies. An 
investor, a potential industry partner or buyer would however always have a business 
approach, as described by Dotzler (2001). On the contrary, the researchers’ 
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understanding of a Proof of Concept is predominantly equal to the discovery of a 
research result. Having arrived at a conclusion in the research process is by the 
respondents seen as proof enough. However, this does not include the market’s 
approval as much as it implies that of the research community. The investors and the 
market are not in the same way as the researchers interested in for example 
implications for further research within the same field of study, which connections to 
other fields of research might have been revealed or other implications that affect 
academic research per se. The investors seek commercial feasibility whereas the 
researchers seek academic progress within their field of study. This discrepancy as to 
what a spinout concept should constitute clearly stands in the way for the researchers. 
 
The slight misconception as to what is needed to convince the market leads to the 
amount of time and money to reach a Proof of Concept being underestimated. When 
reaching the stage where the scientist perceive the technology to be proven and its 
usefulness and applicability “obvious to anyone”, there might still be quite some time 
and investments ahead before the market and its actors are appeased according to the 
criteria of among others Dotzler (2001). Therefore, the seed fund needs to support the 
researchers in reaching a Proof of Concept for a sustainable spinout technology 
fulfilling the criteria of the market and not only those of the research community. 
More extensive and market-related criteria need to be ascribed the Proof of Concept 
process and relayed to the scientists. An early integration of the industry in the 
research processes could also facilitate the Proof of Concept, since the industry then 
may participate in defining research goals and influence the research from the 
beginning. If the needs and preferences of the market are communicated early the 
researchers would know how to subsequently appease the market with a Proof of 
Concept. An early integration of the industry is also according to Gisecke (2000) a 
necessary condition for commercialising biotechnology inventions in the first place. It 
is very much in the interest of PVA-MV to advise the researchers on what 
characteristics investors, industry partners and the like would want the technologies to 
display. 

7.3 Cluster Dynamics 
By way of introduction it can be declared that there is no biotechnology cluster in 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. The four subsections below dealing with the 
presence of a biotechnology cluster, the participation in a spinout versus activity at the 
university, the industry interest and the access to service providers respectively, 
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outline this fact as well some of its consequences for PVA-MV, the researchers and 
the region. 

7.3.1 Biotechnology Cluster Non-existent 
The researchers do not experience a biotechnology cluster in Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania at this stage. Most respondents interpret “the cluster” as an academic 
network and knowing whom to call, within academia, to get assistance with research 
problems is as far as the cluster can be put to use. The cluster dynamics that the 
respondents experience thus remain within the academic sphere and do no touch upon 
any business sectors of a public-private partnership that could facilitate spinouts. 
 The fact that most researchers experience a well-functioning network within the 
academic sphere could however strengthen the science base of a venture’s technology, 
as described by Boehm (2002), even if it does not necessarily strengthen its concept. In 
the role as researcher the company founder needs support from the research 
community to improve and solidify the technology in order to enhance its science. In 
the role as entrepreneur the company founder needs the support of the industry sector 
of a cluster to enhance the concept, since the concept is more closely linked to market 
aspects, competitors, customers, the technology’s actual acceptance etcetera. However, 
a science base getting stronger by means of academic cooperation does not make up 
for the lack of the industry constituent of the cluster. This is discussed below in section 
7.3.3. 

7.3.2 Mismatch between Spinout Participation and Activity at University  
Research associates are the most prone to launch spinout projects from the institutes. 
The professors are satisfied with their positions and careers and have no personal 
interest in establishing spinouts as lead-entrepreneurs. This does not mean that 
research associates are not satisfied with their jobs, but according to the interviews and 
the questionnaires they are simply more inclined to do so than the professors, maybe 
because they have less to lose in comparison. Nor does this mean that the professors 
necessarily oppose spinouts and actively counteract the spinout phenomenon. The 
empirical results show on the contrary that all except one of the asked professors could 
imagine getting involved in a spinout as scientific advisor, mentor or the like, but not 
as entrepreneur. This part-time involvement is according to Audretsch (2001) and 
Prevezer (2001) a positive feature of a cluster and its spinouts. However, another 
characteristic of the cluster – or “academic network” as discussed above in the 
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previous section – strongly hampers its aptitude to spawn spinouts. This is the 
relationship between the research associates and the professor at a research institute. 
 
If the research associates, being the most likely to engage in entrepreneurial projects, 
do not consider themselves to be active participants of the cluster but more dependent 
on the professors’ decisions whether to engage in co-operations and exchanges, they 
are put in a somewhat unfavourable position when establishing spinouts. The research 
associates – in the category not experiencing a cross-disciplinary working environment 
as well as in the category that does – mostly claim that any cooperation and 
networking work top-down from the chair management. Even if the research 
associates are generally not actively held back by the professors to engage the network 
and in the end establishing a spinout, they should by allowed to participate on their 
own initiative and benefit from the constituents of the academic network. If the 
research associates do not personally feel part of the “cluster” they are not likely to be 
able to improve their situation and engage the network without the professors and the 
chair management encouraging cooperation and more animated network dynamics. 
There are few possibilities, if any, for the future entrepreneurs to circumvent the 
professors and initiate cross-disciplinary cooperation and exchange of ideas of their 
own, since the money and the good will of the management to do so will be lacking. 
This is a major problem since it is the research associates as future founders of the 
ventures who need to tap into the network the most, at least to strengthen their science 
base.  
 PVA-MV should help influence the management of the chairs to provide the research 
associates with more freedom of action and to insist on the importance of networking. 

7.3.3 Industry Interest – But Not in the Region! 
The level of interest that the industry shows the respondents is fairly acceptable and it 
could even be labelled as good for the subset of respondents anticipating spinouts. The 
researchers maintain however that this interest is displayed by non-regional companies 
and that a regional industry as a biotechnology cluster constituent is not present in 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. In a cluster context where the region’s potential to 
spawn new businesses is considered, this stated non-regional industry interest is 
unfortunately of little use. Even if the conclusion can be drawn from Table 6.9 that 
industry interest and spinout activity are positively correlated, the main benefit from 
the answers to the industry interest issue is the piece of information revealed on the 
regional industry, that is, as being non-existent. 



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-78- 

 In the cluster notion within economics the industry is the cluster. Any public research 
facilities in a cluster are major determinants of its location, but the cluster itself is 
according to the whole concept coined by Porter (1998) the companies and their 
tendency to stick together. The lack of industry and the consequent lack of a 
biotechnology cluster in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania have significant 
implications for the spinout potential in the region. The positive cluster feedback loop 
of Porter (1998) in terms of an ever strengthening region spawning an ever increasing 
amount of new spinouts is currently not to be found in Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania. According to Nicolaou and Birley (2003) as well as Porter (1998) a cluster 
further facilitates the entrepreneur to perceive gaps and needs and thus the opportunity 
around which to build the business. The researchers of Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania, as hitherto non-entrepreneurs, have no such assistance of an industry 
network component nearby that would allow them to observe the market and time their 
spinout launches accordingly. Nor have they in their post-establishment phase much of 
customers, suppliers or related industries that would support their businesses. They are 
left to their own market knowledge, experience and other entrepreneurial prerequisites 
to conceive, time the launch of and eventually run their ventures. As will be pointed 
out below in section 7.4 those prerequisites of the researchers are rather poor. Even if 
the spinout potential is not necessarily actively counteracted by the fact that the region 
lacks a biotechnology cluster, it is certainly neither facilitated nor improved by it. 
 
As described in section 7.4.1 above there is a difference between the researchers’ 
comprehension of a Proof of Concept for spinout technologies and that of the market. 
In the same way there is a wide discrepancy between “at last coming to a research 
result” and “now is the time – the Window of Opportunity – to establish a spinout”. 
The Window of Opportunity is very brief and heavily determined by competitors and 
market forces, as described by Katila and Mang (2003). If a researcher’s timing of the 
spinout launch is based solely upon the time of arrival of a decisive research result, the 
chances that an appropriate Window of Opportunity would appear simultaneously are 
quite low. That being the case since the opportunity is as much an external market 
parameter as it is a decision of the entrepreneur, however well-considered. 
 The researchers need therefore to “think business” from the start, throughout the 
research process, and not begin first when they have accomplished their invention. 
PVA must assist and influence the entrepreneurs-to-be in developing a business 
attitude and to consider the business aspects of their research. If a business approach is 
present throughout the whole research process, the opportunities upon which the 
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entrepreneurs spin out would not only stem from the accomplishment of a scientific 
finding, but also from the fact that the most relevant surrounding circumstances have 
been taken into consideration. The “triggered event” to a spinout establishment, 
defined by Bygrave (1989), includes this element of planning and preparation before 
the actual opportunity arises. This would significantly increase the businesses’ chances 
of survival and success as well as it would reduce the complexity of the tasks to be 
carried out by the management of PVA-MV’s seed fund. PVA-MV has to be involved 
even before the establishment process takes place and support the researchers in 
spotting the opportunity and seizing it timely. The fund’s management team must 
advise the founder team early in order for the spinout to make its attempt at the market 
with the best possible prerequisites. Timing the exact Window of Opportunity for such 
complex technologies as the ones mastered by the respondents of this study requires an 
expertise in each and every discipline of the complex research areas. This is currently 
not the case for PVA-MV. 
 
A final remark on the lack of industry in the “cluster” is one illustrated by a 
respondent. He stated that the few biotechnology companies present in the region are 
spinouts themselves and could therefore not contribute with anything “new” to 
researchers wanting to spinout and to the business climate of the region. They could 
make excellent “sparring partners” in the entrepreneurial process of the newcomers but 
they would not generate much business for them. For a favourable business climate he 
requested “ordinary” incumbent companies. 
 The analysis of this remark has some short-term implications for the cluster 
development in the region: The socio-economic long-term aim of the RIS ++ project 
is to generate many small ventures and jobs in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. A 
flourishing climate for owners of small firms would then eventually attract middle-
sized and larger companies. Since biotechnology clusters, as described by among 
others Niosi and Bas (2001) and Cooke (2001), are created the other way around, that 
is, with large pharmaceutical firms to begin with as “locomotives” that subsequently 
generate spinouts, the process in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania is actually aiming 
at extorting a cluster “bottom-up” beginning with the smallest firms. The locomotives 
of the region that usually enable the small spinouts, render the cluster a reputation and 
high standing etcetera are thought to voluntarily come in last to benefit from the 
favourable business environment and presumably create the most jobs.  
 Porter (1998) estimates a period of ten years for a cluster with the “normal 
prerequisites” to attain competitive advantages, where “normal” is thought of as a 
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region with already existing companies voluntarily networking in order to increase 
productivity. The estimated time to achieve a competitive status for a region beginning 
with no companies within the relevant business area and trying to force a cluster to 
grow inversely would most likely be somewhat longer. As mentioned in the beginning 
of section 7.2 above, it is questionable whether a venture capitalist should have a 
political agenda and expressed aims of building the infrastructure of a region instead 
of focusing on the pure monetary return of its investments. 
 The most feasible short-term prospects for a biotechnology venture entrepreneur 
would perhaps be to cooperate and assimilate with the nearby biotechnology cluster 
“Medicon Valley” in the Öresund area of Sweden and Denmark. 

7.3.4 Poor Access to Service Providers 
The perceived access to and awareness of supporting functions and service providers 
facilitating entrepreneurial establishment and the subsequent productivity of a cluster 
are poor. Most researchers do not know where to get assistance. Institutions providing 
specialised training and education and supplying directed information are according to 
Cooke (2001) exceedingly important to the success of a cluster. In the case of 
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, as outlined above in section 7.3.3, these service 
providers would instead play a crucial role in the creation of a cluster in the first place 
rather than in the success of any present cluster.  
 These facilitators and catalysts belong to the same category of the triple helix, 
described by Gisecke (2000), as PVA-MV does. As a public-private intermediary 
PVA-MV has an expressed mission to attend to the concatenation of government, 
university and industry and to enable a favourable spinout environment. This is 
perhaps the most difficult and definitely the most strategic level to operate when trying 
to create an economic ecology for spinout ventures. The other service providers and 
ingredients of the triple helix’s intermediary level could possibly be incited and 
attracted along with other companies to the region as it grows. However, it could also 
come to a “catch 22” where a lack of such service providers hampers further spinout 
establishments, which in turn will impede the growth of the region and thus the arrival 
of any new service providers. This would leave PVA-MV with all groups of problems 
related to the spinout activity to resolve without the assistance of fellow service 
providers. 
 
The researchers’ low perceived level of access to regional service providers are likely 
a combination of an actual low level and a shortage of information and marketing from 
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these partners of the triple helix. Again, as mentioned in section 7.2.1 concerning the 
general attitude towards spinouts and commercialising research, PVA-MV must 
market itself and relay information about its business and provided services.  

7.4 Entrepreneurial Characteristics and Prerequisites 
The researchers’ entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites have been 
investigated in order to target what usually is a major informational asymmetry in the 
venture capital context. The three sections below concerning previous experience, 
relationship towards a venture capitalist and assembling a spinout team respectively, 
relay a rather unsatisfactory picture of the researchers’ having the makings of 
successful entrepreneurs. This fact implies a heavier workload for the management 
team of PVA-MV’s seed fund. 

7.4.1 Previous Experience Much Needed 
The sought after previous experience of an entrepreneur is generally not at hand with 
the researchers. Approximately a tenth of the asked researchers have had any prior 
experience with spinout projects or relevant industry skills. Roughly one out of twenty 
have business knowledge to be put to use in a spinout and a vast majority, 75 percent, 
further grades the previous experience of their co-workers at the institute as “very 
poor”. The so vital track record of the entrepreneurs-to-be, stressed by among others 
Muzyka et al. (1996) and Carton et al. (1998) is thus mostly a blank sheet of paper.  
 Now, there is nothing special indicating that the researchers would be particularly 
unsuccessful first-time entrepreneurs, but it can however be established that any track-
record, business experience and thus any marks of quality in relation to an external 
party facilitating venture capital are not at hand. 
 What first and foremost is missing is the business knowledge. There is poor 
commercial understanding within the institutes and knowledge and proficiency about 
among other things profit and loss, marketing and finance are inferior. According to 
Table 6.5, lack of business competence is also the major obstacle to spinning out stated 
by nearly half of the respondents who anticipate spinout projects from their institutes 
in the near future. Many respondents seem to think that the required business 
knowledge is something to be acquired by means of education such as business 
management courses held by the university’s department for managerial economics. 
This might very well be the case, but few recognise the importance of actual hands-on 
experience and track record. Receiving training within managerial economics without 
previous knowledge could under favourable circumstances be sufficient for coping 
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with the everyday finances at a small venture, but to be able to run a successful 
venture, and within the competitive field of biotechnology at that, a more practical 
business experience is desirable. It is also a common belief that the commercial 
expertise can be found within the university in terms of employees of the department 
of managerial economics ready to join the spinout to take care of the business aspects. 
These employees are surely very eminent in their respective field of research, but if the 
situation is somewhat similar across the institutions of the two targeted universities 
one must again maybe question the actual hands-on experience and track record that 
are so vital to a successful spinout. However, no employees of the departments of 
managerial economics have been interviewed in this Master’s Thesis and the statement 
as to their practical experience must be left without empirical evidence. 
 
A consequence of these shortcomings and lack of experience and track record is 
among other things their impact on opportunity recognition. According to Kelly (2001) 
the entrepreneurs’ experience, skills and capabilities shape their perception of 
opportunities and make the difference between an opportunity and an idea that can not 
be utilised. Not having these previous experiences and key entrepreneurial 
prerequisites to form a feasible opportunity could thus make the very beginning of the 
spinout process an untimely and ill-prepared such. As concluded in section 7.3.3 in the 
discussion about opportunity recognition in the absence of a cluster, PVA-MV must 
assist the entrepreneurs to spot and timely seize the opportunity. The researchers might 
very well succeed in seizing an opportunity according to all the recognised rules of 
doing so, but it can candidly be concluded that they do not have the best prerequisites 
to do so by themselves. The overall poor entrepreneurial prerequisites of the 
researchers call for a substantial amount of Hands-on Management to be provided by 
PVA-MV - at least the 70 percent of a venture capitalist’s available time, as claimed 
by Zider (1998). 

7.4.2 Relationship towards Venture Capitalist – Only the € 
80 percent of the asked researchers claim that the pure financial contribution is the 
most important, and in some cases the only, service that a venture capitalist offers. 
Rather than being a signal to PVA-MV that its customers’ need is clearly just capital 
and no other support is relevant, this piece of information points in the diametrically 
opposed direction. The conclusion to be drawn from the fact that generally 
inexperienced entrepreneurs without business knowledge claim that they do not need 
support with drawing up strategy or with operational advice, is that that is exactly what 
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they need. Receiving an amount of money to “start and run a company” when it has 
never been done before calls for intense guidance and support, lest the money in all 
probability be mismanaged. This could, to a lesser extent, be due to the moral hazard 
described by among others Amit et al. (1998) and the researchers’ deliberately acting 
out of self-interest, but most likely because of sheer ignorance of business venturing. 
This is why the entrepreneur’s previous experience with establishing and running 
ventures is so crucial to venture capitalists. 
 
Another fact that emphasises the importance of strategy before money is the order in 
which a spinout process proceeds. To get access to venture capital at all a business 
plan is needed. The entrepreneurs must be able to describe their conceived business 
idea and general concept, strategy, market outlooks etcetera in the business plan to be 
reviewed by the venture capitalists in the second stage of the venture capital cycle 
described by Gompers and Lerner (1999). Without a clear strategy the entrepreneur 
and the venture will never stand a chance at being a plausible investment, let alone an 
attractive and profitable such. A well-elaborated strategy is thus a necessary 
prerequisite for acquiring the money. Continuously assisting the ventures with 
developing and improving their business plans and strategies is crucial in order to 
ensure follow-on capital from later investors, who surely will scrutinise the companies 
meticulously. 

7.4.3 Assembling a Spinout Team – to be Started from Scratch 
The researchers state that they could impossibly assemble a spinout team from their 
institutes or from their network. The team and management issue need therefore to be 
resolved by PVA-MV and it would probably experience some difficulties when trying 
to assemble a team. As mentioned previously, 75 percent of the researchers claim that 
their colleagues at the institute have very poor prerequisites to participate in a spinout. 
Since the question to the researchers whether they would be able to assemble a team 
comprised both their institute and their network and contacts, it can be concluded that 
neither the “academic network dynamics” identified in section 7.3.1 above render the 
researchers a source of qualified and prepared personnel. The resource channelling 
function of a biotechnology cluster asserted by Nicolaou and Birley (2003) can 
therefore be put to use neither by PVA-MV nor by the researchers themselves when 
trying to assemble a team.  
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Since the recruitment base is not that strong PVA-MV needs to put a major effort into 
appointing someone with an established track record to increase the chances of success 
of the companies, to appease follow-on investors and thus leveraging its own seed 
investments. The evoking of experienced entrepreneurs discussed in section 7.2.1 
above plays a major part in this great effort. Prevezer (2001) identifies the presence of 
such “professional entrepreneurs” who have been involved in several spinout 
establishments as a major determinant of successful new biotechnology venture 
establishment. As outlined in section 3.1.1.2 above, the number one decision criterion 
of venture capitalists when deciding upon investment is according to an all but 
unanimous venture capital research community whether there is experienced 
entrepreneurial capacity at hand or not. A major task of PVA-MV is to try to create 
such a “pool” of learning-by-doing entrepreneurs, who eventually will have acquired 
enough experience to avoid the pitfalls of biotechnology spinout venturing. At that 
point, the risk of investment will have decreased significantly. 
 Apart from the recruited management, PVA-MV’s fund management team itself must 
work intensely to try to create a “track record” as soon as possible for the companies, 
consisting of milestones such as Proof of Concept, reference customers and a 
reassuring and confident choice of strategy. This Hands-on Management will 
definitely be of vital importance and will surely need to constitute at least the 70 
percent of the time available to a venture capitalist asserted by Zider (1998). If the 
seed fund’s management team underestimates the effort needed, assembles a team too 
hastily or works too uncommitted and with too weak a devotion, the seed fund could 
end up spending all its time trying to turn around poor businesses and solving 
problems as “fire-fighters”, according to Fredriksen (1997), instead of assisting 
favourable businesses which in the end render payoff. If a portfolio company due to a 
poorly assembled team and insufficient assistance and Hands-on Management by the 
seed fund turns out to be a worst performer, it could also simply be cut off, never reach 
the divestment phase of the venture capital cycle and any money till then invested 
would be lost. 
 Putting teams together and then assisting zealously with its own Hand-on-
Management team are prerequisites for making money as a venture capitalist apart 
from any fixed fund management fee. 
 
Given the inadequate entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites outlined above 
and the importance to the venture capital community that those very characteristics 
and prerequisites are fulfilled, the management team of PVA-MV’s seed fund faces an 
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extraordinarily difficult task in creating successful businesses. The alleged positive 
synergy effects and any cost reducing arising from the fact that PVA-MV already 
works more or less “like a venture capitalist” in screening, evaluating and choosing 
inventions from public research could therefore be considered rather weak.14 If most of 
the seed fund’s available time will be taken up by Hands-on Management and filling 
up the deficiencies of the ventures’ management, PVA-MV will need completely 
different competencies and resources than it has now. The part of PVA-MV’s tasks 
that do coincide with some – even if it is a minor part – of a venture capitalist’s 
business, that is, the initial screening, evaluating and picking of “investees”, would 
also need to be strongly augmented as it does not exhibit any synergy effects today. 
This is due to the fact that the biotechnology concepts and underlying sciences that are 
relevant and profitable for the seed fund to invest in are far too advanced to evaluate 
with the current competence of PVA-MV. Audretsch (2001) claim that even for 
experienced venture capitalists the science and concepts of biotechnology are too 
advanced to comprehend and evaluate. Considering that PVA-MV’s seed fund is a 
newcomer in the business, its present evaluating capacity would clearly not be 
sufficient. 

7.5 Summary of the Analysis 
In this section the analysis is summed up to answer to the defined problems of this 
Master’s Thesis. Since the purpose of the study is also to deliver recommendations to 
the seed fund’s management team on how to improve the prerequisites of the fund, the 
actions to be taken by PVA-MV are also highlighted here. These proposed actions are 
further presented in chapter 8, “Conclusions and Recommendations”. Section 7.5 is 
concluded with a brief reflection on what methodological implications can be deduced 
from the analysis. 

7.5.1 Investment Opportunities 
The spinout potential is low and the general attitude towards commercialising research 
is lukewarm. PVA-MV must increase the number of projects and business plans to 
review considerably from the current 20 – rendering the abnormal investment rate of 
40 percent instead of the more plausible one percent as asserted by Fenn et al. (1995 in 
Lerner 2002) – to increase the possibility of making profitable venture capital 
investments. 14 immediate potential spinout projects were identified by means of the 
interviews and the questionnaires, but all potential projects – these identified ones as 
                                              
14 See section 2.2.1 above. 
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well as future ones – must be thoroughly checked and not just supported with capital 
according to a political agenda. Anything else would be a straightforward treachery to 
the private investors of the seed fund. 
 
PVA-MV should also by means of the information gathered in Table 6.1 and 6.2 as 
well as in Appendix C, get into touch with the institutes stating spinout potential 
within the next 24 months, in order to identify any potential investment object among 
the 14 upcoming projects identified in this thesis. 
 
PVA-MV must market its position as key player and intermediary of the triple helix 
described by Gisecke (2000) – government, university and industry. PVA-MV must 
make an effort to change the poor business and entrepreneurial culture of the 
researchers and their poor interest in establishing spinouts. This could be achieved by 
means of making the monetary gain to the researchers more visible and promoting the 
part-timer solution for the researchers’ involvement in a spinout described by 
Audretsch (2001) and Prevezer (2001). In this marketing effort and in the 
consolidation as the triadic cooperation’s key player PVA-MV must see to it that 
industry and scientific research are provided with the structures that facilitate the 
parties to meet, cooperate and make business.  
 
PVA-MV must support the researchers in achieving a Proof of Concept, since the 
researchers currently strive to attain the research community’s approval rather than 
that of the market with their research results. This misconception distorts the 
researchers’ currently stated resource requirements to attain a Proof of Concept, from 
the more plausible need of a minimum of one million € and more than two years to 
barely two years and approximately 0.7 million €. The right market-related criteria for 
a sustainable Proof of Concept, as described by for example Dotzler (2001), need 
therefore to be conveyed to the scientists. Introducing the industry to the researchers 
early in the research process could facilitate a more feasible and market-oriented Proof 
of Concept. 

7.5.2 Cluster Dynamics 
There is no biotechnology cluster in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. The industry 
component – being the very core of a cluster according to Porter (1998) – is missing 
and to extort a cluster bottom-up would be a very long-term project for PVA-MV and 
the principal government of the Bundesland. The aim of building a region’s 
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infrastructure is not compatible with a venture capitalist’s primary goal, which is 
return on its investments. 
 
As the most spinout-inclined category the research associates of the institutions must 
be allowed to circumvent the professors and initiate cross-disciplinary cooperation and 
exchange of ideas of their own if they so desire. PVA-MV must assist the research 
associates in achieving this freedom of action in relation to the professors, in order for 
them to establish spinouts and then subsequently strengthen their spinout technology’s 
science, as advocated by Boehm (2002). 
 
Since there is no biotechnology cluster present, the researchers are supported neither in 
their opportunity recognition nor in the recruitment of personnel. The positive spinout-
generating effect of Porter (1998) in terms of a new venture feedback loop in the 
region that would have been most favourable for the seed fund is not at hand. PVA-
MV must ensure that a business approach is present throughout the researchers’ 
research process in order for timely opportunity recognition and -seizing, since no 
facilitated opportunity recognition or timing as described by Nicolaou and Birley 
(2003) and Katila and Mang (2003) are provided by any cluster. The researchers must 
think business from the start and they must be assisted in their planning before 
capturing the Window of Opportunity and in preparing for the spinout launch, lest the 
opportunity, according to Kelly (2001), shall turn out to be a mere idea that cannot be 
exploited. 

7.5.3 Entrepreneurial Characteristics and Prerequisites 
The researchers do not have the prior experience and track record that, according to 
Muzyka et al. (1996) and Carter et al. (1998), signify a successful entrepreneur and 
therefore serve as a venture’s quality stamp vis-à-vis an investor. They also deem their 
co-workers’ entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites to be very poor. 
Especially the business competence is missing. Spinout team members could 
impossibly be assembled from the institutes. The management issue needs therefore to 
be resolved by PVA-MV and the potential team members need to be sought after 
elsewhere. 
 
The unfavourable starting point for the entrepreneurs-to-be in terms of entrepreneurial 
understanding is also confirmed by the fact that most researchers hold the view that – 
quite contrary to venture capital research – providing money and not assistance in 



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-88- 

terms on Hands-on Management is the most needed service to be delivered to a 
spinout by a venture capitalist.  
 
PVA-MV needs to put a major effort into supporting the ventures and into inspiring, 
elevating and training the researchers that do have some entrepreneurial experience. 
The researchers already filing patent applications and establishing spinouts need to be 
supported in order to nourish experienced “professional entrepreneurs”, as desired by 
Prevezer (2001). Given the poor entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites of the 
researchers, this is a major task that needs to be given high priority by PVA-MV.  
 
Given the weak empirical results on the researchers’ entrepreneurial characteristics 
and prerequisites and the importance to any investor that such characteristics and 
prerequisites are fulfilled, the seed fund has a heavy workload ahead in assisting the 
portfolio ventures with Hands-on Management and creating successful companies. A 
substantial amount of the seed fund’s available time will surely need to be set aside for 
this purpose – where the 70 percent asserted by Zider (1998) could be a minimum 
target. PVA-MV’s current resources in terms of personnel need to be strengthened, as 
there are no synergy effects between PVA-MV’s current activities and its upcoming 
duties as a venture capitalist. If the seed fund is to cope with all the above outlined 
areas of significant improvement, extended competencies are needed in above all 
biotechnology-oriented screening, evaluation, identification of Windows of 
Opportunity and elaboration of relevant Proofs of Concept. PVA-MV needs also to 
considerably improve its marketing competence and efforts as well as its efforts to 
imbue the researchers with a business approach throughout their research processes. 
 If this is not accomplished the seed fund will have a well-nigh impossible mission in 
increasing the chances of success of the spinouts, pleasing the private investors of the 
fund, appeasing follow-on investors and thus leveraging its seed investments. 

7.5.4 Methodological Implication 
After completing the analysis of this Master’s Thesis a short remark somewhat 
redeeming the methodological weaknesses outlined mainly in section 5.2 can be made. 
 The negative impact on the reliability and validity of this study’s results from the fact 
that for example the selection of respondents was rather limited, the response rate was 
merely 42 percent and that no other sources of information than the researchers 
themselves were utilised, can to some extent be considered counterbalanced by the 
joint outcome of the different perspectives investigated in this thesis. Sections 7.5.1, 
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7.5.2 and 7.5.3 above all convey the picture of a weak spinout potential and areas of 
significant shortcomings. The fact that various angles and different targeted areas all 
point in the same direction and that they all deliver a unanimous end result increases 
the credibility of the outcome of this Master’s Thesis, irrespective of its 
methodological draw-backs.  
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8 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In this chapter the main results from the analysis in the previous chapter are 
concluded and the implications and improvement propositions for PVA-MV’s seed 
fund based on those results are elaborated. 

8.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this Master’s Thesis is to investigate the potential for a seed fund 
investing in spinouts from biotechnology public research in Mecklenburg-Western 
Pomerania. The study is to provide outlooks for this fund as well as suggestions on 
how to improve any deficits. 
 The outcome of this Mater’s Thesis is that the spinout potential and the prerequisites 
of the public research in the region are currently too weak for a sustainable seed fund 
to operate. A remark on the current approach and apparent overarching goal of the 
seed fund project as a government concentration is also appropriate. To have the aim 
of developing the infrastructure of a region as a venture capitalist is incompatible with 
a venture capitalist’s primary goal, being the lucrative exit from an investment 
commitment which has been supported with money as well as Hands-on Management 
by the investor. Herein lays the oxymoron of PVA-MV’s public-private venture capital 
funding of spinout ventures in order to turn around a region instead of primarily 
increasing the return on invested capital. 
 These conclusions as well as recommendations on how to improve the fund’s 
prerequisites are outlined below. 

8.2 Conclusions 
14 potential spinout projects within the next 24 months were identified in this thesis. 
The spinout interest, the willingness and the entrepreneurial culture of the researchers 
are poor. Entrepreneurship is not a highly valued career option and the incorporation 
of an element of commercialisation in the trajectory of the research process is 
generally not sufficiently desirable among the researchers. The current spinout 
potential of the researchers is therefore not favourable enough for a seed fund to be 
established. 
 
There is no biotechnology cluster in the region that would facilitate spinouts and thus 
provide the seed fund with potential business opportunities. Any positive effects of a 
functioning cluster, such as facilitated opportunity recognition and -seizing in terms of 
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timing the Window of Opportunity, are not at hand. Such positive effects would have 
been most welcome, as the entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites of the 
researchers are poor. Extorting a cluster is not the task of a venture capitalist. The 
main focus should always be on investing in promising ventures and thus on the 
monetary return of these commitments. 
 
The researchers do not have any track record in terms of previous experience that 
would vouch for them being successful entrepreneurs. This is a major deficit, since the 
entrepreneurial and managerial qualities of a spinout venture are the most important 
criteria when investing venture capital. The seed fund will have to work hard with 
Hands-on Management and the ventures will need significant help with moving from 
business plan to business model, strategic vision and everyday operations etcetera. The 
lack of cluster dynamics as well as favourable entrepreneurial prerequisites and the 
resulting urgent need for assistance in terms of for example opportunity recognition 
and achieving a Proof of Concept, also indicates that the current competence of PVA-
MV’s workforce is insufficient and must be added to. 

8.3 Recommendations 
To improve the weaknesses concluded above in section 8.2 PVA-MV is recommended 
to take three measures. These three measures will lead to improved prerequisites for 
the seed fund and they are outlined in Figure 8.1 and then further elaborated in 
sections 8.3.1, 8.3.2 and 8.3.3 below. They do not necessarily need to be executed in a 
certain order, but the issue of marketing and changing the attitude towards spinouts 
occupies a somewhat more fundamental position in relation to the other two actions. 
 The improvement of the fund’s prerequisites is not dependent upon the successful 
execution of all of the recommendations, that is, a concentration or success in part will 
also bring improvements.  
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Figure 8.1. Recommendations. 

8.3.1 Market PVA-MV and Influence Attitude towards Spinouts 
PVA-MV must focus on marketing and “awareness creation” among the researchers, 
increase the number of commercially oriented researchers and thus the amount of 
potential spinout projects to review. The more projects to review, the greater the 
chance of finding profitable investments that will deliver the venture capitalist’s 
desired outcome – return on investment. This is an action of vital importance, also put 
in comparison to other areas of improvement. Put provocatively, there is no use 
putting efforts into for example evoking a regional industry willing to cooperate with 
spinouts if there is no willingness among the researchers to establish spinouts in the 
first place. 
The monetary gain to the entrepreneurial researchers must therefore be emphasised 
and the services of PVA-MV as the intermediary of the triple helix marketed. 
 Almost no marketing is carried by PVA-MV today. A service much needed by all 
parties and one that PVA-MV must market itself as capable of delivering, is the 
facilitated networking between interested industry and the researchers at the 
universities in order for cooperation and market opportunities to arise. PVA-MV must 
take on the role as advocate of the industry and try to lead the researchers onto a more 
commercially oriented trajectory. The researchers must be imbued with a business 
approach throughout their research process, presented to the industry early and 
informed on its demands from the very beginning and not just when a research result is 

Improved prerequisites 

Market  
PVA-MV 

and 
influence 
attitude 

Promote 
“frequent 

customers” 

Increase 
competence 

of and 
expand 

PVA-MV’s 
workforce

Current prerequisites



Public-Private VC-funding – an oxymoron? 

-94- 

about to be revealed. PVA-MV must market itself as constituting this intermediary and 
being able to deliver for example market-related criteria on public research from the 
industry. 
 Another important task when it comes to influencing attitudes that would improve the 
prerequisites for the seed fund is support to the research associates in terms of 
facilitated academic networking. Research associates, being the most spinout-inclined 
category of the employees at the universities, are not always allowed by their 
professors to initiate cooperation with and benefit from other areas of research on their 
own. PVA-MV must support the research associates and try to change these 
hampering attitudes in order for them to be able to tap into the whole research network 
and, when applicable, the network and cooperation with the industry. PVA-MV should 
try to pave the way for these potential entrepreneurs-to-be wanting to take own 
initiatives, even if this is not the current direction of the professorial chair. 

8.3.2 Promote “Frequent Customers”  
The current background and track record of the researchers cannot be changed and 
retroactively improved, but PVA-MV could help shape the entrepreneurial 
characteristics and prerequisites of future entrepreneurs. Even if the shortage of 
researchers actually willing to exploit their research by means of spinouts is somewhat 
depressing, there are some institutes and individual researchers that nevertheless keep 
on filing patents, establishing spinouts, starting to embrace an entrepreneurial culture 
and forming track records. These people do not need to be targeted by broader 
marketing efforts or attempts by PVA-MV to affect negative attitudes as 
recommended in section 8.3.1 above, since they already have “the right” attitude 
towards commercialising research and establishing spinouts. They must however by 
all means be supported and promoted by PVA-MV and receive “special treatment”. 
The entrepreneurial and managerial characteristics cannot be emphasised enough when 
it comes to the parameters determining success or failure of a newly established 
venture. This is why the personal potential of the researchers in terms of 
entrepreneurial characteristics and prerequisites was chosen in the first place as a main 
perspective of this Master’s Thesis. The seed fund must prioritise these “frequent 
customers” before other less experienced entrepreneurs. Supporting these high-
potential entrepreneurs and thereby gradually evoking “professional entrepreneurs” 
with track records and business expertise, must by given priority before any political 
agendas and before the establishment of any “preferred quantity” of spinouts in the 
region. In other words, “less could mean more” for the seed fund if the right people are 
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supported. These people displaying both the will and the capacity could preferably be 
suitable as lead-entrepreneurs or spinout team members and may thereby contribute 
significantly to the creation of portfolio winners for PVA-MV’s fund. Promoting 
“frequent customers” could thus well improve the prerequisites of the seed fund. 

8.3.3 Increase Competence of and Expand PVA-MV’s Workforce 
Screening and evaluating highly complex biotechnology science, matching novel 
research results with the demands of the current biotechnology- and pharmaceutical 
markets, preparing for and timing the Windows of Opportunity for the ventures’ 
establishment, supporting the researchers with achieving market-oriented Proofs of 
Concept, drawing up strategies, recruiting personnel, finding suppliers and customers 
and filling the researchers’ business knowledge void etcetera are just a fraction of all 
the areas that the management team of PVA-MV’s seed fund must master. PVA-MV 
has as of yet no biotechnology competence, the researchers themselves generally have 
poor entrepreneurial prerequisites, there are neither large incumbent pharmaceutical 
companies nor small biotechnology ventures present in the region, there are no 
possibilities of assembling spinout teams from the institutes and there are all together 
no synergy effects between PVA-MV’s current operations and its upcoming tasks as a 
seed fund providing extensive Hands-on Management to its portfolio companies. 
These are some of the circumstances rendering the seed fund a quite tough starting 
point. The workforce of PVA-MV must therefore be significantly strengthened – in 
terms of new recruitments as well as further training for the current personnel. These 
new competencies must also be leavened by the primary goal of a venture capitalist – 
profitable investments – and not socio-political or demographical aims of the 
government. 
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10 APPENDICES 
The appendices attached to this Master’s Thesis are the interview framework 
(Appendix A), the e-mail questionnaire (Appendix B) and the contact information of 
the researchers stating spinout potential within the next 24 months (Appendix C). 
Appendix A and B are presented in the language in which they were used, that is, 
German. 

Appendix A – Interview Framework 

1. Forschung 
1.1 Wo würden Sie sagen, dass der Schwerpunkt Ihrer Forschung im Moment liegt? 

Wo könnte es bald zu wichtigen Forschungsergebnissen kommen?  

1.2 Wie hoch ist im Durchschnitt Ihr jährliches Forschungsbudget inklusive 
Drittmittel? 

1.3 Wie viele Forschungsergebnisse schätzen Sie, dass Sie als wissenschaftliche 
Artikel in der Fachpresse im jährlichen Durchschnitt veröffentlichen? 

1.4 Wie viele Erfindungsmeldungen/Patente schätzen Sie, dass Sie im Durchschnitt 
pro Jahr einreichen? 

1.5 Wie würden Sie das Verhältnis zwischen angewandte Forschung und 
Grundlagenforschung schätzen? 

1.6 Ihrer Meinung nach, in welchem Ausmaß zeigt die Industrie schon bislang 
Interesse an Ihrer Forschungsbereich? 

2. Ausgründungspotential 

2.1 Wie schätzen Sie die Möglichkeiten ein, dass es hier am Institut zu einer 
Ausgründung kommt? 

2.2 Wie viele Ausgründungsvorhaben innerhalb den nächsten 24 Monaten wären Ihrer 
Einschätzung nach aktuell? Welche sind die Gründe dafür, könnten Sie bitte 
erläutern? 

2.3 Wie weit sind die Ausgründungsvorhaben im allgemein gekommen? 

2.4 Welchen Kategorien würden Sie die Ausgründungsvorhaben im Endeffekt 
zuordnen?  

2.5 Würden auch Sie sich auch persönlich in irgendeiner Form beteiligen? 
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2.6 Könnten Sie bitte die zugrunde liegende technologische Neuerung der potentiellen 
Ausgründungen einschätzen? 

2.7 Würden Sie es schwierig oder einfach schätzen, ein gutes Team 
zusammenzusetzen? Könnte man anhand Verbindungen/Kontakten Ihres Instituts 
alle Funktionen bzw. Kompetenzen einer Ausgründungstechnologie 
repräsentieren? 

3. Unternehmerischer Background/vorige Erfahrungen 

3.1 Haben Sie sich schon früher an Ausgründungen beteiligt? 

3.2 Haben Sie vorige Industrieerfahrung, die an Ihr Forschungsgebiet anschließt? 

3.3 Haben Sie vorige Erfahrungen mit kaufmännischer, privatwirtschaftlicher 
Verantwortung? 

3.4 Wenn Sie sich Ihren wissenschaftlichen Mitarbeiter des Instituts noch mal 
anschauen, würden Sie sagen dass auch die gute unternehmerische 
Voraussetzungen haben, im Bezug auf früheren Ausgründungserfahrungen und 
Industrieerfahrungen? 

4. Ressourcenbedarf 

4.1 Wie viel Geld und Zeit würden Ihrer Einschätzung nach benötigt um ein „Proof of 
Concept“ durchzuführen? (z.B. Gewinn eines Pilotkunden, Herstellung vom 
Prototyp, Erfolgreiche Tiermodellstudien/erste Phase/klinische Studien etc.) 

4.2. Glauben Sie, dass eine Ausgründung um ein „Proof of Concept“ durchzuführen, 
die Ressourcen der Universität einsetzen könnte? 

5. Das Verhältnis zum Wagniskapitalanleger 
5.1 Wo glauben Sie, dass Beratung und Unterstützung vom Wagniskapitalanleger in 

den drei folgenden Gebieten am meisten benötigt wären für eine Ausgründung?  
a) Finanzielle Unterstützung? 
b) Übergreifende Strategiekonzepte ausarbeiten? 
c) Operationelle, praktische Hinweise? 
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6. Cluster 
6.1 Würden Sie sagen, dass Sie in einer Quer-disziplinären Umgebung arbeiten? 

Gibt’s Kooperation zwischen Arbeitsgruppen, Instituten, Universitäten und 
Industrie?  

7. Formalitäten 
7.1 Diese Untersuchung wird als eine Diplomarbeit im Fachgebiet Fund Management 

der Uni Linköping in Schweden ausgeführt. Gestatten Sie, dass ich Ihren Namen 
als Quelle meiner Diplomarbeit angebe? 
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Appendix B – E-Mail Questionnaire 
The boxes for the respondents to tic when filling out the questionnaire have been 
removed from appendix B due to layout technicalities. The questions and, when 
applicable, the multiple choice answers from which the respondents could choose are 
however presented. 
 
1. Ausgründungspotential 
1.1 Wie viele Ausgründungsvorhaben in Ihrem Institut innerhalb den nächsten 24 

Monaten wären Ihrer Einschätzung nach aktuell? 
 
 
1.2 Wie würden Sie den allgemeinen Stand der Ausgründungsvorhaben in Ihrem 

Institut zurzeit bezeichnen? 
 

1.Ausgründungsmöglichkeit gesucht 
2.Ausgründungsmöglichkeit identifiziert 
3.Businessplan in Entwurfszustand 
4.Businessplan fertig 
5.Gründung ins Lauf gebracht 
6.Gründung fertig 
 
 
1.3 Welchem Themengebiet würden Sie im Endeffekt das aktuelle 

Ausgründungspotential zuordnen? 
 
1.Therapeutikum 
2.Medizinische Technik 
3.Diagnostikum 
4.Sonstige medizinische Dienstleistungen 
Sonstiges: 
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1.4 Wie würden Sie die technologische Neuerung der Ausgründungstechnologien 
bezeichnen? 

 
Wesentliche Verbesserung einer vorhandenen Lösung? 
Völlig neue und einzigartige Technologie? 
 
 
1.5 Wie würden Sie sich an einer Ausgründung persönlich beteiligen? 
 
1.Als Vollzeitbeschäftigt/die Uni verlassen 
2.Als Teilzeitbeschäftigt/an der Uni immer noch bleiben 
3.Gar nicht 
Sonstiges: 
 
1.6 Welche Gründe sprechen Ihrer Meinung nach am meisten gegen Ausgründungen? 

(Bitte maximal drei auswählen!) 
 
1.Unsere Forschungsergebnisse haben geringe wirtschaftliche Relevanz 
2.Konflikt mit wissenschaftlicher Karriere 
3.Mangelnde Finanzierungsaussichten. 
4.Fehlende kaufmännische Kompetenz 
5.Mangel an qualifiziertem Personal 
6.Nicht ausreichende Marktkenntnisse 
7.Gesetze und Genehmigungsverfahren 
Sonstiges: 
 
1.7 Welche Kompetenzen bzw. Funktionen einer Ausgründung könnten Ihrer Meinung 

nach mit der Mannschaft Ihres Instituts oder anhand Verbindungen/Kontakten 
Ihres Instituts besetzt werden? 

 
1.Kaufmännische Leitung 
2.Technisch/wissenschaftliche Leitung 
3.Finanzleitung 
4.Vertrieb/Marketing 
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2. Unternehmerischer Background 
2.1 Haben Sie sich schon als Gründer oder Teammitglied an Ausgründungen beteiligt? 
 
Ja 
Nein 
 
 
2.2 Haben Sie vorige Industrieerfahrung in Ihrem Forschungsgebiet? 
 
Ja 
Nein 
 
 
2.3 Haben Sie vorige Erfahrungen mit privatwirtschaftlicher, kaufmännischer 

Verantwortung? 
 
Ja 
Nein 
 
 
2.4 Wie würden Sie die unternehmerischen Voraussetzungen Ihrer wissenschaftlichen 

Mitarbeiter, in bezug auf die o.g. Fragen, einschätzen? (1 = mangelnde Voraussetzungen, .., 
5 = sehr gute Voraussetzungen) 

 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
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3. Ressourcenbedarf 
3.1 Wie viel Geld würde Ihrer Einschätzung nach benötigt um ein „Proof of Concept“ 

für die Ausgründungstechnologie durchzuführen? (z.B. Gewinnung eines Pilotkunden, 
Herstellung von Prototypen, Erfolgreiche Tiermodellstudien etc., d.h. bis der Markt die Geschäftsidee und 

die Technologie als erprobt einschätzen kann) 

 
<250k€ 
250-500k€ 
500-1000k€ 
>1000k€ 
 
 
3.2 Wie viel Zeit erachten Sie als notwendig, um ein „Proof of Concept“ für die 

Ausgründungstechnologie durchzuführen? 
 
 
3.3 Hätten Sie zur Durchführung eines „Proof of Concept“ die Möglichkeit, die 

Ressourcen der Hochschule einzusetzen? (z.B. Räumlichkeiten, technische Hilfsmittel und 

Gerätschaften) 
 
Ja 
Nein 
 
4. Verhältnis zu Wagniskapitalanleger 
4.1 In welchem Bereich halten Sie eine Beratung und Unterstützung eines möglichen 

Wagniskapitalanlegers am meisten für hilfreich? Bitte verteilen Sie 100 % 
zwischen den drei nachstehenden Gebieten. 

 
Finanzielle Unterstützung:  
 
Übergreifende Strategiekonzepte ausarbeiten:  
 
Operationelle, praktische Unterstützung:  
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5. Forschung 
5.1 In welchem Ausmaß würden Sie sagen, dass die Industrie schon bislang Interesse 

an Ihrer Forschung zeigt? (1 = geringes Interesse, .., 5 = hohes Interesse) 
 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
 
5.2 Einen wie hohen Anteil Ihrer Forschungsergebnisse würden Sie angewandter 
Forschung zuordnen (im Unterschied zu Grundlagenforschung)? 
 

0-25% 
25-50% 
50-75% 
75-100% 
 
 

5.3 Wie hoch ist Ihr durchschnittliches Forschungsbudget inklusive Drittmittel pro 
Jahr? 
 

<50k€ 
50-100k€ 
100-250k€ 
250-500k€ 
>500k€ 
 
 

5.4 Wie viele Forschungsergebnisse veröffentlichen Sie als wissenschaftliche Artikel 
in der Fachpresse im jährlichen Durchschnitt? 

0 
1-3 
3-5 
5-10 
>10 
 



Chapter 10 – Appendices 

-113- 

5.5 Wie viele Erfindungsmeldungen reichen Sie im jährlichen Durchschnitt ein? 
 
0 
1-3 
3-5 
>5 
 
6. Formalitäten 
Diese Untersuchung wird als eine Diplomarbeit im Fachgebiet Fund Management der 
Universität Linköping, Schweden, erstellt. Gestatten Sie, dass ich Ihren Namen als 
Quelle in meiner Diplomarbeit angebe? 
 
Ja 
Nein 
 
 
Herzlichen Dank dafür, dass Sie sich Zeit genommen haben den Fragebogen 
auszufüllen! Schicken Sie den ausgefüllten Fragebogen bitte zurück an die 
Absenderadresse, J.Ejerhed@pva-mv.de oder, ausgedruckt als Brief an: 
 
Johan Ejerhed 
Persönlich 
C/o PVA-MV 
Joachim-Jungius-Strasse 9 
180 59 Rostock 
 
oder per Fax an 0381 40 59 610 
 
Für Fragen stehe ich gerne zu Verfügung; 0381 40 59 120 
 
Mit freundlichen Grüßen, 
Johan Ejerhed, PVA-MV 
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Appendix C – Contact Information 
Only the respondents who have consented to their names being specified as sources of 
information of this Master’s Thesis in the interviews or in the e-mail questionnaire are 
presented below in Table 10.1. 

Table 10.1 Contact information.  

Spinout potential at the 
University of Rostock 

Respondent E – mail and telephone 
number 

Institute for Cell-Biology and 
Biosystem Technology Prof. Weiss dieter.weiss@biologie.uni-

rostock.de, +49 381 498 63 00 
Institute for Molecular 
Physiology and Biotechnology Dr. Berg gabriele.berg@biologie.uni-

rostock.de, +49 381 498 61 54 
Institute for Immunology: 
Proteome-Center Rostock Prof. Glocker michael.glocker@med.uni-

rostock.de, +49 381 405 97 70 
Leibniz-Institute for Organic 
Catalysis Prof. Beller matthias.beller@ifok.uni-

rostock.de, +49 381 466 93 13 
Institute for Technical 
Chemistry Prof. Kragl udo.kragl@chemie.uni-

rostock.de, +49 381 498 64 50 
Spinout potential at the 
University of Greifswald 

Respondent E – mail and telephone 
number 

Institute for Pharmacology 
Prof Siegmund 
or  
Prof. Kroemer 

siegmuw@uni-greifswald.de, 
+49 3834 86 56 33 
kroemer@uni-greifswald.de, +49
3834 86 56 30 

Institute for Microbiology NN NN 

Institute for Pharmaceutics 

Dr. Jühlich  
and  
Prof. 
Weitschies 

wjuelich@uni-greifswald.de, 
+49 3834 86 48 90,  
werner.weitschies@pharmazie.u
ni-greifswald.de, +49 3834 86 48 
13 

 


